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0. FRONT MATTER
0.1 Preface
As with all r3.0 (redesign for resilience & regeneration) Blueprints, the Funding Governance for Systemic
Transformation Blueprint (BP8)1 challenges the fundamentals of status quo practice and ambition – in this instance,
existing funding governance systems that steer resource flows toward social and ecological benefit, such as private
philanthropy, public subsidization, and marketplace “fixes” – and points to alternative practices and ambitions that
are already emerging to displace the dysfunctions of extant systems with regenerative funding governance.
BP8 represents the last in a cycle of nine Blueprints that comprise the r3.0 Work Ecosystem developed over the past
seven years (2016-2022) in two phases of four Blueprints each, with a single synthesis Blueprint dividing the phases2.
We call this oeuvre a Work Ecosystem instead of a Knowledge Ecosystem (which it certainly also is) purposefully,
as the ultimate goal is to activate this co-created knowledge in the world – as work. In this sense, BP8 is perhaps
the truest to our vision, since we integrated this activation directly into our work as we went along, and now have a
specific plan (and modest funding) for taking next steps after the release of this Blueprint.
This innovation from the existing r3.0 Due Process is not an anomaly, but rather a hallmark of BP8, which improved
upon the status quo in so many ways that actualized underlying Positive Maverick3 values of r3.0. We at r3.0 attribute
this innovation in large part to the zeitgeist cultivated by Ben Roberts, the Lead Author and Project Steward, and to
the emergent, network-weaving approach he brought to the role. In this Preface, seven noteworthy aspects of our
process are highlighted: Emergent Process; Co-Creation; Dialogic Invitation; Resilient Redundancy; Who Are You?; Who
Are We?; and Activation.

Emergent Process
In her influential book Emergent Strategy: Shaping Change, Changing Worlds4, adrienne maree brown repeatedly cites
this definition from Nick Obolensky: “Emergence is the way complex systems and patterns arise out of a multiplicity of
relatively simple interactions.” This BP lived into this definition, following an emergent approach throughout, in ways
that required trust in the process.

We number this “Blueprint 8” because it was conceived before Blueprint 9 (on Educational Transformation), but for logistical reasons, we ended up developing BP 9 before BP8. We promise we didn’t do this just to confuse you!
2
The First Phase of Blueprints (2016-2018) comprised the Reporting (BP1), Accounting (BP2), Data (BP3), and New Business Models
(BP4) Blueprints, after which demand from the r3.0 community ecosystem led to the development of a synthesis Blueprint (2019)
that integrated these first four into the Transformation Journey Blueprint (BP5). The Second Phase (2020-2022) comprises the Sustainable Finance (BP6), Value Cycles (BP7), Funding Governance for Systemic Transformation (BP8), and Educational Transformation
(BP9) Blueprints. For access to all Blueprints, see
https://www.r3-0.org/projects/.
3
The term Positive Maverick was coined by our good friend Raj Thamotheram, founder of Preventable Surprises (an r3.0 Advocation Partner), as a play off the concept of “positive deviance” (see https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Positive_deviance). While Raj framed
his definition specific to the investment realm, we at r3.0 contributed value by generalizing the definition for broad application. We
identified the following attributes of Positive Mavericks:
• Work constructively (not destructively) toward positive change.
• Think independently, challenging personal & institutional constraints, structural limitations, unconscious biases & shadow
agendas.
• Backcast from a desired future, building bridge foundations on the far side of the river and spanning backwards to meet the
present.
• Catalyze transformation from the foundations of incremental change.
• Act at the pace, scale, and scope dictated by science & ethics.
• Think and act at systems levels, making nano / micro / meso / macro links.
• Work collaboratively in ne(x)tworks, dispelling the illusion of separation.
• Maintain persistence despite widespread resistance to a transformative agenda & active hope in the face of planetary &
societal collapses.
4
adrienne maree brown, Emergent Strategy: Shaping Change, Changing Worlds (AK Press, 2017), page 13.
1
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Examples abound. In particular, r3.0 has developed a very structured Due Process that we significantly amended5
in response to real-time opportunities to experiment with more creative – and effective – approaches. For example,
the existing Due Process leaned heavily on two in-person Working Group (WG) meetings (that shifted into virtual
convenings during Covid) as the primary interconnection points between the Blueprint authors and the Working
Group for reviewing interim Exposure Drafts. In BP8, the Working Group (augmented by additional contributors)
played a much more active role in the development and writing of the Blueprint (as described in the next section), so
Working Group meetings played a much less significant role. Instead, we hosted twice-weekly Community Calls that
created group cohesion and addressed emergent questions and problems with answers and solutions in real time.
In general, this process worked much better than the existing Due Process, and we at r3.0 intend to continue to employ
this emergent approach into the next cycle of Blueprint development, focused on revision and activation of existing
Blueprints, and possibly generating new ones.

Co-Creation
Just as director Spike Lee calls his films “A Spike Lee Joint”6 by way of acknowledging the collaborative nature of
bringing his visions to life (and perhaps encompassing other references), so too does this Blueprint represent a “joint,”
as it emerged into a truly collective process of co-creation. Most visibly, the Case Studies and Action-learnings were all
authored by diverse contributors. Accordingly, these different authors express their own opinions – instead of trying
to corral a consensus or achieve overall endorsement of each element, we alternatively provided generic guidelines
to follow, and as a “backstop,” we transparently gave r3.0 latitude to object to content that it deemed inconsistent
with its vision, mission, and values, and those we sensed were emerging via this Blueprint. (As expected, there was
absolutely no need to invoke this protective measure.)
As well, the primary elements of this Blueprint (Executive Summary, Introduction, Critique, Case for Regenerative
Funding Governance, and Conclusion) all emerged in multi-voiced, collaborative fashion. For example, to get the
ball rolling, Kate Dyer wrote “zero draft” versions of the Executive Summary and Conclusion, and also drafted the
graphical representations upon which the main Critique chapter (2.1) based its case. It is precisely this kind of input
that led to attribution of her as a co-author, in recognition of this co-creation. In sum, this Blueprint was by far the
most collaboratively created of all r3.0 Blueprints to date.

Dialogic Invitation
r3.0 content is often considered “polemic,” as if it is intended to be “hostile” (“brutally honest” is a term that has
been used to describe our work);7 we resist this characterization. While we accept that we do indeed make strong
assertions, we note that many status quo practices invisibly embed brutal hostility, so our accurate identification of
these dynamics is neither hostile nor brutal, but simply “honest.”
Along these lines, this Blueprint can be read as an argument for some things and against others. For us, however,
it emerged as an exploration, and our primary desire is to have you experience it as an invitation to engage with
us in order to consider the ideas and practices described herein more deeply. In particular, we invite dialogue in
both linguistic forms (though written / spoken exchange) and also more active forms (through implementation and
experimentation).

“Threw out the window” may be a more accurate characterization. For a concise description of the r3.0 Blueprint Due Process,
see here: https://www.r3-0.org/projects/. For a more in-depth description, see the Front Matter of recent Blueprints, such as the
Sustainable Finance Blueprint:
https://www.r3-0.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/r3-0-Sustainable-Finance-Blueprint-Final.pdf
6
See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spike_Lee_filmography
7
See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Polemic; Also: “R3.0: brutally honest and very ambitious, R3.0 is very interesting but requires
some challenges to be overcome in order to allow for practical application.” Willem Schramade and Joss Tantram. 2021. An architecture for sustainable value transition within social and planetary boundaries. World Business Council for Sustainable Development. Page
47. https://www.wbcsd.org/contentwbc/download/13441/196268/1
5
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Resilient Redundancy
Margaret Heffernan proposes replacing the widespread practice of “just-in-time” efficiency that exemplifies latestage capitalism’s reliance on undisrupted global supply chains with “just-in-case” redundancy that supports the
resilience needed for current systems that exhibit varying degrees of collapse.8 Similarly, this Blueprint was not
edited in a traditional fashion that prioritizes the efficiency of the reading process, but instead consciously chooses to
retain redundancy that makes the document longer (and less “efficient” to read.)
We think this “inefficiency” is far superior, for a number of reasons. First, we recognize that only a percentage of
readers actually read an entire document; many of you will read the parts that interest you most. Accordingly, it
matters not to you that a particular issue is explained in an earlier part of the document, because you skipped that
section; what you really need is the explanation in the section you’re reading. As well, scientific research suggests that
human cognition functions best when information is presented seven times, plus or minus two.9 As with Heffernan’s
call for resiliency over efficiency, it also seems that more is better when it comes to information redundancy.

Who Are You?
“Who are you?” as Roger Daltrey of The Who provocatively asked in 1978, singing Pete Townshend’s lyrics of
existential angst. We pose this same question to you, who are reading this document at this very moment: Who are you?
Previous Blueprints bent over backwards to answer the persistent question, Who is your audience? Some Blueprints
even go so far as to customize recommendations to diverse constituencies. If this Blueprint (BP8) were to do so,
these constituencies would certainly include funders in private philanthropy and public subsidization (and in market
practices that steer resource flows toward social benefit, such as impact investing and benefit corporations), as well
as fundees in not-for-profits and other social benefit organizations.
However, we consciously refrained from such back-bending, as we believe that this Blueprint will appeal to a very
diverse audience that spans well beyond the constituencies listed above. So, instead of answering the audience
question with a declaration (you are xyz), we frame it as an open-ended question (who are you?)

Who Are We?
As the Acknowledgements section at the end of this document reveals, answering the question “who are we?” is
complex. In earlier Blueprints, it was much simpler: “we” consisted primarily of the author(s) and secondarily of the
Working Group members, who contributed advisory input to widely varying degrees (falling well below the threshold
of co-authorship). In this Blueprint, identifying who’s a primary author and who’s a secondary author is much more
difficult, and of questionable value: the strength of the document stems from the multivoiced development of the
ideas.
So, it’s safest to say that “we” are a loose-knit network of those interested in the role of funding governance for
activating systemic transformation toward sustainable regeneration. 10 To get a better sense of who “we” are in more
detail, head back to the Acknowledgements.

Activation
Finally, previous Blueprints all pointed toward activation, but frankly didn’t have sufficient bandwidth to both co-

Margaret Heffernan. 2019. The human skills we need in an unpredictable world. TEDSummit 2019.
https://www.ted.com/talks/margaret_heffernan_the_human_skills_we_need_in_an_unpredictable_world/transcript
9
See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Magical_Number_Seven,_Plus_or_Minus_Two
10
r3.0 distinguishes its approach to regeneration from others’ (documented in a footnote later in this Blueprint) by insisting on the
necessary interrelationship between regeneration and sustainability, in the context of ecological and social thresholds.
8
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create knowledge and attend to activation. Accordingly, r3.0 structured our Work Ecosystem development with the
focus on activation after completing all the Blueprints.
It is fitting that this final Blueprint in the cycle organically initiated the activation process while still in the development
process. It therefore prototypes and pilots an activation process that can be followed in the next cycle of Blueprints,
individually and/or as part of the overarching Work Ecosystem.
So, with all of these preliminaries taken care of, we invite you into this dialogic journey exploring the emergence of
funding governance for systemic transformation.
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0.2 Executive Summary
Context and Purpose
Proposals for systemic transformation based on “regenerative” principles and methodologies are emerging as the
means for responding to global systemic breakdowns. New funding from investors, governments, and philanthropists
is beginning to flow rapidly into this domain. We face a challenge in allocating it towards work that supports urgently
needed positive systemic transformation, as opposed to greenwashed initiatives rooted in “business-as-usual”
paradigms.
We propose that regenerative funding governance methodologies and practices are required in order to ensure that regenerative
outcomes are achieved at systemic levels.
While the term “regenerative funding governance” is one that we have coined, the principles it embodies are not new.
Some are among our most ancient, such as the idea that life is sacred, while money is not. Similarly, the practices it
refers to have been modelled in a myriad of ways. We have grounded our work with stories about some of these, via a
series of case studies. We have also explored the edges of this domain with a variety of action-learning activities. Like
all things “regenerative,” we hope the term takes on a life of its own, evolving in dynamic relationship with the complex
ecosystem of work taking place in the field we have highlighted. We intend to serve this field through dialogue and
continued action-learning, sparked by this Blueprint and supported by many of the people who have collaborated on
it. We invite our readers to join us in that continuing journey.

Core Learnings

•

•

•

•

•

Funding governance authority needs to be shared more broadly. Those who control funding allocation must
grant more authority to, and choose to be held accountable by, those who are most impacted by the projects
being funded, including those who steward the communities and the land being affected by those projects.
This requires cultivating trust, and moving at the speed that trust supports. Because trusted relationships have
already been developed over time within communities, networks, and social movements, the fastest way to move
at the speed of trust is to give those entities governance roles.
Deconcentration of wealth, political leverage, and land ownership must be a core purpose of regenerative
funding governance. Business-as-usual practices continue to extract wealth from the people and from the
commons upon which all beings rely. Regeneration requires that the harms from this extraction (which has been
going on for centuries) be repaired, and that the goals of justice and equity be centred in the work we do going
forward.
Investing in learning is strategic. Adaptation depends on the rate of learning being at least as fast as the pace of
change. Faced with rapid systemic transformation, investing in learning should have at least as high a priority as
investing in desired outcomes. Investing in learning also mitigates risk, since adaptation requires the capacity to
change and evolve. And since our systems are complex, continuous learning is often necessary to gain a sense of
how to move towards the regenerative outcomes we seek.
“Scale-linking” provides a pathway for global change while supporting the shifting of power from global and
national levels to bioregional and local ones. This can include large-scale institutions becoming downwardly
accountable, as well as network structures with the capacity for trans-local and trans-regional governance
taking over some of the functions these large-scale institutions now perform.
The human heart and soul are front-lines in the battle for a regenerative future. All those who embrace
“modernity” are to one degree or another “colonised” by the ways of thinking and being on which our current
systems are based. This includes our personal relationships to money, and especially the notion that security
and status derive from its accumulation. It also affects our relationships to those who view funding governance
differently. “Us versus them” thinking is a natural, fear-based reaction to a world that is visibly breaking apart
so quickly and in so many different ways. When combined with the business-as-usual story that “there is no
alternative” to many of these same failing systems, we are faced with a soul-killing double bind. In the funding
governance domain, such trapped thinking shows up, on the one hand, as a lack of trust on the part of many who
currently hold funding allocation authority along with a desire to hold onto that authority, and on the other,
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as the vilification of the people holding those purse strings by many who recognize that regeneration requires
money to flow in new directions and in much larger quantities. Regenerative design thinking challenges us to
seek a higher-order path forward by reconciling these restraining and activating forces, rather than settling for
weak compromises or declaring all-out war against our brethren. We are all on the same side of this “battle.”

Applying the “Three Horizons” Framework
How can systemic transformation be achieved, and what role does regenerative funding governance play? There
is a robust debate around the degree to which the institutions that currently dominate funding governance can
transform or must be replaced. Many also believe neither option can address the crises we face before they take us
over the edge of civilisational collapse. We find that the Three Horizons framework, developed by Bill Sharpe and
the International Futures Forum,1 gives us a generative way to think together about what a paradigm shift in funding
governance systems might look like, regardless of the stands (or lack thereof) that we each take in this debate.

In this model, the desired future is referred to as “H3,” and the current paradigm is termed “H1.” The messy transition
space of “H2” lies in between, characterised by both generative initiatives that support the evolution towards H3 (H2
“plus”) and exploitative ones that simply seek to profit from the collapse of H1 (H2 “minus”). While this framework
appears to suggest a simple progression over time, we recognise that reality is far more complex, and that regenerative
approaches must embrace complexity and non-linearity. We did not plan from the outset to centre Three Horizons,
and the fact that it took on such a prominent role in our work reflects the “aliveness” we experienced as we played
with it, even when that generated resistance and criticism.

H1 in the Funding Governance Domain
The Critique chapter (and the two associated Case Studies) address the ways we currently choose to allocate financial
capital, which are dominated by markets that reward short-term profit maximisation and the externalisation of costs,
and are core drivers of climate chaos, biodiversity loss, and the breaching of planetary life support system boundaries.
They are built on centuries of colonialism and systematic race and gender-based violence. They support continued
concentrations of wealth and power, and are reliant on the unsustainable exponential growth of an excessive and
wasteful consumer culture. This remains true despite the emergence of ESG (environmental, social, and governance)
and impact-investing frameworks that claim to balance profits with the needs of people and planet.

The International Futures Forum website has a comprehensive section on the Three Horizons: https://www.iffpraxis.com/threehorizons For purposes of this paper, we have drawn on the “commons of shared practice” based on the Three Horizons framework
provided at https://h3uni.org/. The diagram on this page (and the ones used in other sections of the Blueprint) can be found in the
Resources section of their website along with a tutorial on the framework: https://resources.h3uni.org/tutorial/three-horizons/.

1
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Governments often achieve some redistribution of wealth and deconcentration of power, but many attempts to
address market failure are half-hearted and tainted by state capture. Redistribution through philanthropy makes a
modest contribution to ameliorating the most egregious problems of our times, but it is bound up with the status quo
through tax privileges, and is limited by a “charity” mindset and by legal frameworks, not to mention that the amounts
of funding it controls are small compared to the total economy.
An industry of consultancy services reinforces this failing market orientation, arguing that “there is no alternative” to
H1. It feeds off short-term corporate profits and has historically defended and manipulated the so-called “free market”
system that prioritises them. They also influence a distribution chain of partners and recipients of philanthropic and
government resources. Whilst some grant recipients make a valiant effort to challenge the status quo, almost all are
hamstrung by financial and legal demands for upward accountability, many of them fearful to bite the hand that feeds
them.

The Shift to H2 and H3
As the Three Horizons framework predicts, extractivist elements of the H1 paradigm for funding governance are
showing up in the transitional H2 domain. New initiatives are being put forward to address systemic harms, while still
embodying the patterns that led to those harms in the first place, e.g. “greenwashing.” It is our hope that this Blueprint
contributes meaningfully to the task of distinguishing between such H2 “minus” initiatives and the H2 “plus” practices
that are moving us towards regenerative approaches to the allocation of funding in all contexts (i.e. investment and
both private and public grant-making). The “patterns of regenerative funding governance” that we articulate offer
the starting point for a rubric that can support that discernment – a critical need as more and more money is being
allocated to initiatives that claim to be “regenerative.”
We also offer visions for what it might look like if funding practices based on H2 or H3 perspectives became dominant,
but we do so with caveats. While these visions can be seen as prescriptions, we recognise that a regenerative approach
must emerge and evolve organically through relationships among actors, rooted in the physical places they inhabit.
We also recognise that, as a group that consists almost entirely of people in the Global North and of European descent,
we have cultural blinders that make it hard for us to see past the H1 mindset, even when we endeavour to do so. We
have sought guidance from other voices. We are committed to focusing our post-Blueprint work on lifting those up
further, and on holding space for diverse perspectives to be reconciled in ways that generate new possibilities.
Our H2 vision centres on shifting the system into being more downwardly accountable and inclusive. The industry
of consultancy service providers that reinforce the governance structures of H1 (extracting “rent” in the process)
now supports investors, governments, and philanthropic organisations by facilitating engagement with those on the
ground, fulfilling their stated missions of giving voice to, and serving the needs of, those whose voices are not currently
being heard in the halls of power or reflected in corporate agendas. The suite of investment approaches that seeks to
balance profits with environmental and social benefits matures, and begins to fulfil its promise. Systemic approaches,
based on collaborative ecosystems that include meaningful bottom-up input, begin to emerge.
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Figure 6: An H3 Vision -- Ecosystems for Funding Regeneration

In our H3 vision, which we lay out in some depth in the Conclusion chapter, the transition to “people power” goes
further, with structures embodying “deep democracy” giving global citizens co-equal status with government and
markets in funding decision-making. These structures take diverse forms, based on place and culture. The needs of
communities and bioregions are centred through “governance ecosystems for funding regeneration.” These integrate
input from the people, government, and markets, and support the “scaling out” of a diversity of initiatives to bring
about planetary regeneration.
Philanthropy is no longer needed and all major funds have spent down, having surged their resources into H2+
initiatives to boost the transition to H3. This funding flowed mostly to those on the front lines of resistance to the
extractive economy, who have also been leading the way to new alternatives. Tax codes have been amended to
eliminate the ability of wealthy individuals and corporations to avoid paying taxes and to claim status as donors by
funding philanthropic endeavours.
The markets and government remain as key funding governance players, employing a combination of H1 and H2
activities that are compatible with an H3 world. Government provides large-scale financial support for regenerative
activities, as well as universal basic incomes or services. Markets are far more locally-based, such that they nurture
rather than disintermediate human relationships. Financial profit is subordinated to the regeneration of all other
capitals. The main driver is a change of heart on the part of most investors, who now accept much longer-term
paybacks, lower prospective rates of return, and greater risk. Why? Because they no longer see the accumulation
of financial wealth as the source of status and security, they refuse to profit from exploitation and ecocide, and they
find joy, meaning, and an experience of connection to others and to the more-than-human world in funding the
regeneration of Mother Earth.
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Patterns, Case Studies, and Action-learning
Activities in these three categories formed the core of our inquiry into the nature of regenerative funding governance
methodologies and practices.
Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance. A collaborative effort led to the articulation of a range of patterns
that provide guidance in the design and evaluation of funding governance approaches. This 1.0 version,2 with sixteen
patterns divided across four themes, was tested and validated via the Blueprint’s case studies and action-learning
activities, prototyping what could evolve into a comprehensive “pattern language.”
• Essential Frameworks: taking a long-term view; cyclicity; looking beyond money
• Key Enablers: connected learning cycles; margin-centered design; funding the process and its participants
• Core Values: emergence; redefining notions of “we”; co-learning between funders and fundees; metrics focus on
process before outcomes; scale-linking
• Contributing Dynamics: develops and deepens relationships; community capital stewardship; bioregions; works
with existing relational fields; questions existing power structures
Case Studies. Based on an open invitation to Blueprint Working Group members, two “negative” and six “positive”
case studies were identified for exploration. These are not intended to be comprehensive or representative of the
range of initiatives that exist in different parts of the world.
• Regenerative vs. Corporatized Nonprofits. The contrast between The Nature Conservancy and 350.org,
showing how some not-for-profits have adopted corporate attributes, undermining their ability to challenge the
status quo.
• Funding Governance Dysfunctions: Idiosyncratic or Inherent? Governance issues at the Science Based Targets
initiative (SBTi) and the connection to its funders.
• TRC Council. A prototype of an ecosystemic approach to funding governance, where those who seek financial
support effectively manage a funding commons for their mutual benefit and that of the field.
• Chorus Foundation. A place-based, democratic approach to philanthropic governance with a built-in spend
down plan.
• The Hypha DAO and SEEDS. How the new design of decentralised autonomous organisations (DAOs), when
combined with evolutionary governance protocols and processes, provides enabling conditions for the
emergence of regenerative funding governance.
• Happy Money Story. A collaborative, playful, and creative process for distributing budgets, that shifts the focus
from output and work done in a project, towards more needs-based considerations.
• Barichara Regeneration Fund. A bioregional investment prototype in Colombia, informed by ideas around
creating commons as a pathway to Earth regeneration.
• Regen Foundation. How technology in the form of a DAO and the use of cryptocurrency can support a more
regenerative governance structure.
Action Learning. Six groups formed to engage in various kinds of inquiry at the growth edges of regenerative funding
governance.
• Labs for Humanity. Learning about indigenous-led solidarity economies that use technology to create
decentralised governance (DAO) and finance (DeFi) according to their values.
• Bioregions as a Framework of Value. How regenerative investment at systemic landscape scale needs to respond
so that human adaptation moves faster than the pace of geo-systemic change.

•
•

Social Movement Investing Study Group. Based on the Center for Economic Democracy’s paper3 advocating
investment with the goal of building community power as the path to transformation.
Connecting Interviews from the Field. Eleven interviews with leaders in the regenerative space, resulting in a
call for fully resourcing process facilitation as a leverage point for regeneration.

For a full description of the patterns in the 1.0 set, see this Miro board: https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVPeICqAM=/
Ariel Brooks, Libbie Cohn, and Aaron Tanaka, Social Movement Investing: A guide to capital strategies for community power (https://
www.economicdemocracy.us/mvpt)

2
3
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•
•

Blueprint Internal Funding Allocation. Distributing grant funding received to support the Blueprint among its
contributors, using a request-based process that gives authority to each participant.
Mapping the Field. How “social system mapping” might be used to lift up innovative funding governance work
and support the emergence of “ecosystems for funding regeneration.”

Next Steps
In order to catalyse conversation about the concept of regenerative funding governance, and to amplify the work of
those who support it, we are organising a “post-Blueprint activation” initiative, through which we intend to convene
a number of constituencies:
• Those who are engaged in regenerative work
• Those with authority over the allocation of financial capital of all kinds
• Those seeking to deploy financial capital in service to regenerative work
• Those seeking to create structures that gather and move money in a regenerative way (“ecosystems for funding
regeneration”)
• Others who wish to contribute to the field of regenerative funding governance.
We invite you to consider connecting with us around any of the following possibilities, as well as others you are drawn
to that support those overall goals:
• Convening dialogue on key questions emerging from this work. This includes outreach to both “mainstream”
players who may see themselves as operating solely in the H1-->H2 domains, as well as a greater diversity of
people working at the margins of funding governance innovation whose voices we wish to help lift up.
• Articulating and sharing more case studies to fill in the many gaps left by the non-systematic approach we
employed for selecting the ones we have offered.
• Developing a 2.0 version of the Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance and experimenting with it in our
work, with the eventual goal of a 3.0 version that is a comprehensive “pattern language.”
• Continuing and expanding upon the action-learning activities we have engaged in, all of which are ongoing
works-in-progress (see the respective reports in that section for details).
• Providing financial support for all of the above, as well as for innovative governance work being done by other
initiatives, via the creation of one or more “funding ecosystems” as an action-learning experiment in new ways
to gather and allocate money.
If any of these possibilities resonate with you, or you wish to learn more about them, please contact blueprintactivation@
r3-0.org.
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1. INTRODUCTION
With the growing recognition of multiple, interrelated crises affecting both human society and Earth
as a whole, proposals for systemic transformation based on “regenerative” principles and patterns
are emerging as the means for responding to systemic breakdowns and the prospect of civilizational
collapse. New funding from investors, governments, and philanthropists is beginning to flow rapidly into this
“regenerative” domain. As this happens, we face a challenge in allocating this money towards work that truly supports
positive systemic transformation, rather than greenwashed initiatives rooted in “business-as-usual” paradigms. We
propose that regenerative funding governance methodologies and practices are required in order to ensure that regenerative outcomes are achieved at systemic levels.
Generally, mainstream funding practices focus on project-based and program-based rather than systemically transformative interventions. Furthermore, funding entities are embedded in the existing economic system, which is organised around perpetual growth and the provision of financial returns to the holders of accumulated wealth. As a
result, entrenched conflicts of interest inhibit transformational ambitions. At the same time, there is growing mainstream recognition that our systems have been corrupted by moneyed interests, that there are massive systemic
inequities and an unrepaired legacy of harm from the violence of colonialism, racism and other systems of oppression,
and that economic activities driven by the search for short-term profits are pushing the biosphere to the brink of
collapse.
Whether or not the institutions that dominate the allocation of funding in current systems are capable of transforming to address these failures is hotly debated. Some argue that the rapid shifts in energy, food, water, and other systems that are required to prevent environmental collapse can only be accomplished in a timely manner by institutions
that are currently in place. Others maintain that this is a lost cause, and that we must support alternative structures
to replace those that are systemically failing. Similarly, there is disagreement about the scale at which regenerative
work can, and should, be organised, with many arguing that global change requires institutions operating at very
large scales. Others see local and/or bioregionally-based initiatives as the primary pathway towards regeneration,
and believe that such practices can “scale out” to meet global challenges. Some believe that civilizational collapse is
highly likely because none of these pathways will effectively address the crisis we face, and believe we should focus
our efforts on adapting to that reality. Finally, there are those who do not attach themselves to just one of these scenarios, eschew arguments about which is more likely, and find value in an “all of the above” approach. In this Blueprint,
we have not taken a stand on these questions. Rather, we have explored principles and practices that we believe can
foster a systemic shift towards regeneration in any of these contexts.
Regenerative design thinking suggests that “nothing comes into existence without resistance,”1 and we do hold out
the possibility that, despite appearances, we might be as close to positive tipping points towards regeneration as we
so clearly are to negative ones towards collapse. What is also clear is that the systems that dominate our current funding landscape are not focused on resourcing the desired future so many in the regenerative movement are working
towards.
In the Three Horizons framework developed by Bill Sharpe and the International Futures Forum, this desired future2
is referred to as “H3,” and the current paradigm is termed “H1.” The messy transition space of “H2” lies in between,
This is based on G.I. Gurdjieff’s “Law of Three,” which has been popularised as a core pattern for regenerative design. Pamela
Mang of the Regenesis Institute describes this in a 2020 interview with Daniel Christian Wahl: “So, one force is usually what’s the
activating or affirming force, what gets something started. The other force which meets it on the same plane is the receptive force
or the receiving force. And it’s like, if we live in what Gurdjieff called ‘a 3rd force blind world,’ that’s it! We just go back and forth
and build force or end up compromising down. But in the three forces, there’s a third force. That’s the reconciling. And that is the
one that if we can appreciate both of the restraining and the activating force hold that cognitive dissonance and really appreciate
what is the purpose behind each. The way this works is that a third force comes in. It’s like we create space for the reconciling
force.”
https://designforsustainability.medium.com/setting-a-field-for-potential-to-manifest-ea8720c046da
2
The International Futures Forum website has a comprehensive section on the Three Horizons: https://www.iffpraxis.com/threehorizons For purposes of this paper, we have drawn on the “commons of shared practice” based on the Three Horizons framework
provided at https://h3uni.org/. The diagram on this page (and the ones used in other sections of the Blueprint) can be found in the
Resources section of their website along with a tutorial on the framework: https://resources.h3uni.org/tutorial/three-horizons/.
1
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characterised by both generative initiatives that support the evolution towards H3 (H2 “plus”) and exploitative ones
that simply seek to profit from the collapse of H1 (H2 “minus”). While this framework appears to suggest a simple progression over time, we recognise that reality is far more complex, and that regenerative approaches embrace complexity and non-linearity. We did not plan from the outset to centre Three Horizons, and the fact that it took on such
a prominent role in our work reflects the “aliveness” we experienced as we played with it, even when that generated
resistance and criticism.

It is our hope that this Blueprint contributes meaningfully to the task of distinguishing between principles and practices that embody H2+ and H2- in the domain of funding governance – something we believe to be critical during this
time when money is increasingly being allocated to initiatives that claim to be “regenerative.”
An important message of the Three Horizons framework is that elements of H1 will continue to be valuable and
thus persist into H2 and H3. Within the overall domain of funding governance, there are two aspects of H1 that are
“elephants in the room,” namely the use of markets for the allocation of investments and of government social spending programs for the allocation of support to meet basic needs. While some aspects of governance for both these
forms of funding might evolve into H2 and H3 iterations, we are not here to suggest that this must necessarily be the
case, or to explore those possibilities. For example, taxation, cap and trade, feebates, health and safety regulations,
and antitrust enforcement are all part of the H1 arsenal for addressing market failures resulting from the exclusive
pursuit of profit. Much good can be accomplished with the effective implementation of these tools. Similarly, a robust
social safety net (including universal basic income and/or services) can address many of the failures and inequities of
a market-driven economy, not to mention making it possible for many more people to pursue the spiritually fulfilling
work of regenerating the human and more-than-human world.
However, funding allocation for something beyond profit or the meeting of basic needs – something transformational
– requires a different kind of discernment, and that is the focus of this Blueprint. What are the principles and practices that allow us to choose wisely among investments with a “triple bottom line,”3 if we are to ensure that profits are
only extracted once people and planet have benefited sufficiently that the net effect is regenerative? Or among initiatives competing for grants and subsidies based on claims that they offer the most regenerative impacts? And how
do we integrate all the various forms of funding available to us into approaches that are truly systemic? These are the
kinds of questions that the Blueprint “Working Group”4 of approximately thirty people gathered from February-July
2022 to explore and write about.
The Blueprint opens with a critique of the funding governance systems that characterise the “business as usual” para-

John Elkington, who coined the term “triple bottom line,” now sees its meaning as having been watered down such that its transformational implications have been lost, and he has thus “recalled” the term. https://hbr.org/2018/06/25-years-ago-i-coined-thephrase-triple-bottom-line-heres-why-im-giving-up-on-it
4
See the list in the Acknowledgments section of this report.
3
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digm, along with two “negative” case studies that support it. Following that, we offer a “case for regenerative funding
governance” and a preliminary take on a set of “patterns” that can be used to evaluate existing funding allocation
practices, and to design new ones. Next we explore a set of “positive” case studies, followed by the results of actionlearning activities undertaken by Blueprint Working Group teams. These are sources of insight into regenerative (and
extractive) governance practices. They also serve as a test of the patterns we identified as well as the idea that the
fuller development of a “pattern language” would be valuable. We conclude with a set of recommendations, visions
for possible transitions from H1 to H2 and H3 funding governance systems, and an invitation to engage in ongoing
work to support inquiries and initiatives in service to regenerative funding governance.
Rather than attempting a comprehensive or systematic survey, our process was based on an invitation to Working
Group members to explore the aspects of funding governance that were most meaningful and interesting to them.
When more than one person resonated with a particular inquiry, teams were formed. A “social system map” was used
to support and track this self-organising process.5 This approach meant that we left many gaps in our inquiry. An exploration that was both broad and deep was beyond our capacity, and so we chose to go deeper into a few select areas
rather than engaging in a broad exploration that might have struggled to move beyond generalities.
As we shift into post-blueprint work, a group of us is committed to building on what we have done in order to fill in
gaps and continue lines of inquiry and action that look promising. These include developing a full pattern language of
regenerative funding governance, expanding the set of case studies that are explored as examples of funding innovation, and supporting ongoing action-learning to work at the growth edges of this funding governance domain. We
invite interested funding institutions to support this ongoing work and to take part actively in our continued learning
journey.
It’s worth noting at the outset that our use of the term “regenerative funding governance” has generated some confusion and pushback. Some of this we can address, and some we accept as coming with the territory we have chosen to
explore. “Funding governance,” as we are using it here, refers to the set of practices and principles that we are exploring. Proxies include “the governance of funding” and “funding allocation decision-making.” This is distinct from “the
funding of governance,” i.e. providing financial resources for the people and processes involved in decision-making generally. There is overlap in the case of providing funding to support governance that is specifically about where money
should go, which we highlight as requiring sufficient resourcing for the process to be regenerative.6 But our domain
does not include governance that is not primarily related to funding allocation.
While we are clear on the distinction between “funding governance” and “the funding of governance,” we are choosing
not to present definitions of the terms “regenerative,” or “regenerative funding governance.” The former has been
explored by many others,7 and the term has now entered the popular lexicon. The latter is our own coinage. We have
simply declared the concept of “regenerative funding governance” to be our guiding star regarding systemic transformation in the funding domain, and launched into our inquiry from there. Like all things “regenerative,” we hope that
the term takes on a life of its own, and evolves in dynamic relationship with the complex ecosystem of work taking
place in the field we wish to serve with this Blueprint.
Finally, we want to call out the fact that this document is largely the work of people of European descent who are
based in the Global North. The writing reflects that perspective, albeit from a critical stance towards our history. Our

This map view shows how the group divided up across all the various activities that emerged: https://kumu.io/ben-roberts/r30bp8#main/case-studies-plus. The map also contains information about working group members and their connections with one
another.
6
This contrasts with an extractive approach to “the funding of funding governance,” where people are asked to provide free labour
to support the funding allocation process. The most common form of this extraction is the process of seeking funding itself, which
consumes enormous amounts of time and energy that could instead be spent doing the work for which funding is being sought.
Other examples include onerous requirements for reporting of outcomes and unfunded advisory roles given to community representatives in order to extract grassroots input on decision-making.
7
For definitions of “regenerative,” See, for example, Bill Reed et al, Moving beyond green: towards regenerative development (https://
thefifthestate.com.au/columns/spinifex/moving-beyond-green-towards-regenerative-development/) The Regenerative Business,
Carol Sanford (Nicholas Brealey, 2017), Daniel Christian Wahl, Designing Regenerative Cultures (Triarchy Press, 2016), The Capital
Institute’s “regenerative economics” framework (https://capitalinstitute.org/regenerative-capitalism/), Paul Hawken, Regeneration
(Penguin Books, 2021), and Galen Meyers, The Qualities of a Regenerative System (https://medium.com/the-regenerative-transition/
the-qualities-of-a-regenerative-system-38d7ac10b9b3)
5
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audience includes those who are currently empowered to make funding decisions, as well as those who are designing structures within which others will allocate funding. We are eager to continue this work with a far more diverse
team, while also leery of extracting the time and knowledge of people who bear the brunt of the harms caused by the
systems we wish to see dismantled and replaced. The most important thing in this context is to diversify the ranks
of those who are involved in funding governance itself, as opposed to those who are simply writing about it, and we
do lift up the work of some people who are in that first category. Perhaps, given that we share a similar background
of privilege in many respects, our team is well-positioned to carry this message to some of the people who currently
dominate the funding world. Convening such conversations will be one of the tasks for the group that is forming to
work on “post-Blueprint activation.”
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2. A CRITIQUE OF THE CURRENT FUNDING GOVERNANCE SYSTEM
2.1 From Extracting Surplus to Regenerating Sufficiency: A Critique of the Current Funding
Governance Systems
This chapter lays out our critique of the current funding governance system. The critique shows how many existing
funding systems, despite their ostensible positive intent, are so bounded by the current extractive capitalist economic system that they operate as an inadequate corrective to the dysfunctional system, in essence simply reinforcing
a highly problematic status quo, and creating more illusion than practice of positive impact. The job of this chapter is
to analyse this dysfunction, in order to set foundations for the rest of this Blueprint to explore what a more functional
funding governance system, what we call a “regenerative funding governance” system, would look like. If we want to
govern funding flows regeneratively, the mechanisms must exist that ensure resources (including, but not exclusively,
financial resources) flow to regenerative work (regenerative funding) and be supported by governance mechanisms
to ensure this happens. The work involved must not solely be the domain of those privileged with wealth and time, as
is the current case with existing philanthropic and socioeconomic systems.
If one were to start with a blank slate to design an economic system that provides for comprehensive social and
ecological sustainability and regeneration, would our current system be the outcome? The answer is an unequivocal
NO: our current economic system, whose design requires extraction, exploitation, and colonisation, has long been
generating:

•
•

Ecological devastation – evidenced by climate chaos, biodiversity loss through the 6th mass extinction, and the
breaching of Planetary Boundaries,1 and
Social destruction – centuries of entrenched racial and gender inequality, obscene wealth and power concentration, systemic human rights deprivations – including more enslavement now than when slavery was a legal
institution, and genocide.

The ecological and the social are interconnected: especially in the western and technologically-focused cultures,
people have been separated from their own sense of agency, isolated from each other and encultured into a largely
extractive relationship with the natural world.
How did this come about? Perhaps the most concise diagnosis of the problem is that our current provisioning system
focuses on surplus, instead of sufficiency. Its orientation is to the allocation of scarce resources, rather than stewarding
for the (re)generation of natural abundance. A globalised economic system based on capitalism has emerged to provide the goods and services we humans rely on to fulfil our needs and wants. Box 1 explores some of the history, from
the shift to agriculture, a focus on generating surplus, and the age of mercantilism and the current highly extractive
dynamics of wealth accumulation and concentration.

1
M. Leach, K. Raworth and J. Rockström (2013), “Between social and planetary boundaries: Navigating pathways in the safe and just
space for humanity,“ in World Social Science Report 2013: Changing Global Environments, OECD Publishing, Paris/Unesco Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264203419-10-en

A CRITIQUE OF THE CURRENT FUNDING GOVERNANCE SYSTEM 18

BOX 1: HOW DID WE GET TO WHERE WE ARE NOW?
The dynamic around growth and accumulation has deep roots in human history, where the evolution from hunter-gatherer
provisioning to agricultural provisioning represents the initial shift from sufficiency to surplus strategies.
To be clear, surplus can be an incidental outcome of a sufficiency strategy; the problem arises when surplus becomes the goal of
the strategy. This development of human evolution is understandable, swapping uncertainty for stability.2 Essentially, surplus
accumulation is a de-risking strategy. In arguably the largest ever stroke of luck, the shift to agriculture, with its relative carbon intensity, as well as deforestation and methane from rice paddies, introduced globalised warming trends that essentially
offset the planetary trajectory toward cooling, resulting in the “Goldilocks” epoch (“just right – not too cold, not too hot) of the
Holocene over the past 10,000 years or so.
However, luck only lasts so long, as the search for surplus is the ultimate cause of the epochal shift from the Holocene into
the Anthropocene. This epochal shift occurred in 1610, when European colonial settler genocide of Indigenous populations
(through biological, physical and cultural extermination) created a discernible dip in atmospheric carbon concentration due
to vast abandonment of agriculture in the so-called Americas – the first ever human-induced geologic-scale planetary shift
was triggered by this continental-scale colonization in search of surplus.3 The dip was short-lived, however, as the global slave
trade fueled a rapid rise in colonizer agriculture to replace (and intensify) the carbon concentration of the lost Indigenous
agriculture.
The Mercantile Capitalism of early colonisation (~1500-1800) has experienced successive waves of replacement by Industrial Capitalism (~1800-1950) and now Consumer Capitalism (~1950-present),4 but surplus capital accumulation (and mechanisms for achieving such – the extraction, exploitation, colonisation, and racialized dominance of Christian men of European
descent who came to think of themselves as “white“) is the common denominator. This power extends to the present day – as
evidenced through material presented in this Blueprint through networks of privilege that are entrenched by the philanthropic
system in particular, and the associated systems it intertwines – including the “NGO industrial complex”, and the financial and
consultancy systems, for example.
The question arises: can we now replace the relentless pursuit of surplus with a more balanced approach of achieving affluence through sufficiency? The key is a right-sized fit between our wants and needs, on the one hand, and
our means on the other, in a dynamic, emergent, ever-evolving participatory process for navigating the chaordic zone
between chaos and order.5 Capitalism purports to create affluence, but it does so through wealth concentration, not
wealth distribution, so the flow of abundance is one-way, from those with scarce financial capital to those who already
have abundant financial capital (and power). One of the reasons why it prevails is that in the “developed world” and
amongst middle classes everywhere, capitalism has created a seductive mirage of more and more to consume whilst
masking the fact that it is based on scarcity everywhere else. Ironically, capitalism’s goal of surplus capital accumulation actually prevents affluence, because it blocks the flow of abundance, instead pooling it in ways that concentrate
wealth – and by extension, power.6
And to be clear, our critique of the existing funding governance – and the overarching capitalist system it is currently
nested within – should not be interpreted as a call to return to a hunter-gatherer economy, or to repudiate markets.
No, with a human population projected to level off at 10 billion, we fully understand and appreciate the necessary role
of markets for intermediating the meeting of human wants and needs within the planet’s means. We simply believe in
2
Both the uncertainty and the stability are each relative, of course, as hunter-gatherers experienced significant stability through
the regenerative provisioning of the ecosystems they existed in, while the stability of agricultural surplus has its limits. What is often overlooked is that hunter-gatherer lifestyles were healthier (due to more diverse nutritional inputs) and less labour intensive,
enabling significant leisure.
3
Ibid.
4
Ibid.
5
See http://wiki.p2pfoundation.net/Chaordic_Organizations_-_Characteristics
6
For a deeper analysis of the question of affluence, see: James Suzman. 2017. Affluence Without Abundance: The Disappearing World
of the Bushmen. Bloomsbury USA. Thanks to Rodger Mattlage for pointing us to this source.
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the need for regenerative funding governance to optimise resource flows in ways that are both sustainable and just.
In the remainder of this Chapter, we examine the working dynamics of surplus accumulation, and how current structures for resource redistribution ironically serve only to reinforce this surplus accumulation system. A superior system focuses instead on cyclical, regenerative resource flows.

Anatomy of Accumulation: A Basic Model of Power and Authority over Financial Flows
To aid in our understanding of the current economic system, we take a graphical representation approach to help
visualise its mechanics – and diagnose its problems. Figure 1 below is a simplified representation of our existing
economic system.
Earth, living things, humans, and ecosystems underpin the current economic system, which treats them as resources
to draw from in a linear (value chain) fashion, with no intention of creating a closed loop that regenerates these
resources.7 The diagram shows the fundamental activity of extracting energy and materials from nature (natural
capital) and humans (human capital and social capital) to produce goods and services to meet human needs and
wants, which results in two primary outcomes – consumption and waste – and a secondary artefact of profit, via the
extraction of surplus value (the remainder after netting product sale against cost of materials, plant, and labour) by
for-profit organisations.

Figure 1: Basic Model of Power/Authority over Financial Flows 8
Loop 1 (“Markets”) encapsulates the continued pursuit of surplus value through reinvestment and borrowing to
create the conditions for further profit. Of course, generating this continued secondary outcome of financial capital
accumulation also creates parallel accumulation of consumption and waste (that are intentionally not represented
in a loop, as they are linear processes.) The market pricing mechanism externalises all costs other than material
acquisition, labour, and taxes – hence burdening the earth and its ecosystems, as well as generating burdens for
current and future generations of human societies.
To ostensibly address these systemic problems, the mechanisms of private philanthropy and public subsidisation

See Bill Baue & Ralph Thurm. 2020. Blueprint 7: Value Cycles - From Value Chains and Circular Economies to System Value Cycles. r3.0.
8 September 2020.
https://www.r3-0.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/r3-0-Value-Cycles-Blueprint-Final.pdf
8
Please note that this representation moves from right to left, intentionally “hacking” the traditional left-to-right progression, to
underline the positive subversion we intend for this work.
7
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have been tacked onto the economic infrastructure to explicitly seek social benefit.
Loop 2 (“Governments”) represents one mechanism for redistribution of surplus value by governments through
taxation. This process provides citizens with goods and services that aren’t delivered through markets, and also
supports programs to mitigate the adverse impacts of original extraction – in other words, to counteract the negative
externalities of market activity. Tax revenues are also used to create goodwill and even buy off opposition to the
existing system, while also stimulating further demand to fuel the existing system, including through subsidisation
of market actors. Clearly, the funding governance of these resource flows is in the hands of governments, which
demonstrate varying degrees of responsiveness to the wants and needs of citizens and the land base they inhabit.
Loop 3 (“Philanthropy”) represents a parallel mechanism for redistribution of surplus value through philanthropy,
which serves the same functions as Loop 2 in terms of mitigating the adverse impacts of the original extraction;
creating goodwill / buying off opposition and stimulating demand. Government plays a key role in Loop 3, by creating
the taxation framework that incentivizes philanthropy as a means of offsetting taxation via voluntary financial
expenditures on social benefit. However, additional benefits also accrue to philanthropists, including reputation
enhancement as well as asymmetric power to control the composition of the social fabric as stewards of funding
governance with little accountability.
This diagram is clearly a simplification. More recent additions to the capitalist model, including corporate social
responsibility (CSR), impact investing, social enterprise, stakeholder capitalism, and benefit corporations are not
represented here. However, in essence, they seek to tweak the economic system, without fundamentally transforming
its core underpinnings. While they may ameliorate some symptoms, they fail to tackle root causes, resulting in a
net effect of ensuring their own perpetuation while entrenching the existing dysfunctional economic system. And
in recent years, the idea of philanthrocapitalism9 has been proposed to bring neoliberal methods to “doing well by
doing good,” wreaking even further havoc on people and the planet.
To be fair, many of the mechanisms in the previous paragraph are capable of generating significant social benefit, and
in many cases are doing so. For example, benefit corporations provide an alternative legal structure that enables
companies to pursue activities other than mere profit maximisation without being found legally derelict of their
fiduciary duties. But this expansion of legal latitude does not overturn the fundamental underpinnings of the existing
capitalist economic system.
As well, business and investment activity is also capable of generating social benefit, when viewed through blinders
that obscure the countervailing effects of the overarching economic system design. The larger point is that creating
social benefit in our current context requires going against the grain of the prevailing economic system. In other words,
such social benefit efforts are doomed to ultimate failure, nested as they are within a dysfunctional economic system.
In the Three Horizons terms established in the Introduction, Figure 1 represents Horizon One (H1), or the status quo.
One could make a case that Loops 2 (Government subsidisation) and 3 (Philanthropic granting) represent Horizon
Two (H2), though we would argue that they are so deeply embedded in the status quo that they are actually part and
parcel of H1. At most, Loops 2 (Government subsidisation) and 3 (Philanthropic granting) represent H2-, or dynamics
that reinforce H1.
The question remains: what are the funding governance mechanisms, and how do they either 1) reinforce the existing
economic system, or 2) enable the emergence of a regenerative and distributive economic system?
Figure 2 adds important insight to our model by representing a fourth loop which further reinforces the existing
extractive, profit-oriented economic system.

9

Matthew Bishop & Michael Green. 2010 Philanthrocapitalism: How Giving Can Save the World. New York: Bloomsbury Press.
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Figure 2: Additional Power Dynamics via Loop 4 Reinforcement
Loop 4 (“Reinforcement”) illustrates the dynamic of outsourcing through financial and consultancy services that
blankets the entire economic system in an additional layer that serves to further reinforce the systemic outcomes
of consumption, waste, and profit accumulation. This influence and power is not limited to Loop 1, which is already
focused on profit-maximisation, but is also experienced in Loop 2 and Loop 3 that are ostensibly intended to
counterbalance the “unavoidable” adverse impacts of the economic system.
Financial services such as banking, accountancy, audit, and insurance reinforce the existing economic system by
supporting and protecting the profit-making imperative.
Consultancy services – now also often provided by major financial service providers – help set the rules of the game,
for example by providing advice to governments over the legal, regulatory, and funding frameworks that define the
ways in which the different loops outlined here can operate. Importantly for our inquiry, these consulting services
play a key role in structuring the funding governance system in ways that align with and reinforce the first Loop of
the capitalist economic system. As well, much employment in this fourth loop, which would also include what the late
economic anthropologist David Graeber calls “bullshit jobs.”10
These approaches, often also taught in business schools, tend to reflect an overall “efficiency” orientation
characterised by the pursuit of economic growth and scale, and largely detached from an understanding of the
needs of broader ecosystems and societies. Familiar features of this include: orientation to short-term goals such as
quarterly and annual targets as means of assessing progress; upward accountability to Boards and shareholders with
minimal consideration of the impact on people and planet; and high levels of executive pay to those who are seen to
deliver successfully on this agenda. Again, through the provision of consultancy services, and the entire “leadership
development” industry, some of these features also influence the way many philanthropists and NGOs operate –
including agendas of their own institutional growth, and a broad centre-to-periphery orientation with offices in the
capitals of the Global North, from where they reach out with programmes in the Global South, mirroring patterns of
the extraction of resources from the Global South to support global business growth.
Detailed evidence for these assertions about the current dysfunctional funding governance systems, is contained in
two Blueprint Case Studies:

10

See https://www.strike.coop/bullshit-jobs/
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•

Regenerative vs. Corporatized Nonprofits: Subverting or Replicating Capitalist Values?
• This Case Study examines how not-for-profits have increasingly adopted corporate attributes,enhancing
their effectiveness at fundraising and their efficiency of management, while undermining their ability
to challenge the corporatized status quo. The Case Study in particular focuses on the predominance of
corporate representation on not-for-profit boards, and the ballooning of executive compensation in ways
that make it difficult to discern not-for-profits from corporations. To illustrate potential problems, the Case
Study contrasts The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and 350.org, with the former exemplifying a corporatized
nonprofit, and the latter exemplifying a more regenerative nonprofit.

•

Funding Governance Dysfunctions: Idiosyncratic or Inherent? Scrutinising the Relationship Between Bezos Earth Fund
& IKEA Foundation Funding and Science Based Targets initiative’s Self-Biassed Conflicts of Interest
• This Case Study explores the hypothesis that funder and fundee governance mirror each other, reflecting
the dysfunctions of the overarching capitalist system dynamics of extraction, exploitation, and colonisation.
Specifically, it outlines well-documented governance dysfunctions at the Science Based Targets initiative
(SBTi), where the interests of the not-for-profit were prioritised over that of the public it is supposed to
serve. Potential causal connections are also drawn to dysfunctions at IKEA Foundation and Bezos Earth
Fund, in their role as SBTi funders.

From a Three Horizons perspective, Loop 4 (Reinforcing financial and consultancy services) clearly falls into the same
category of Loops 2 and 3 as represented in Figure 1 – entrenching the H1 status quo, or at best H2- reinforcement
of H1.

Governance and Ethical Challenges
Moving into our core focus on funding governance, Figure 3 lays out in detail the adverse effects produced by the
current economic system including its governance and ethical challenges. Let’s consider them in turn.

Figure 3: Governance Failures in Existing Economic System

A CRITIQUE OF THE CURRENT FUNDING GOVERNANCE SYSTEM 23

Consumption & Waste: As we noted at the outset of this chapter, the design of the existing economic system creates
unwanted, “unintended” outcomes. These include ever-rising levels of inequality, unsustainable levels of demand
on irreplaceable resources (as compared to indigenous traditions documented in later case studies that approach
resources from a sufficiency perspective), and inter-generational inequity on top of the above intra-generational
inequity.
From a surplus / profit perspective, both production and consumption warrant maximisation – the fact that waste
results is simply a “problem to be managed” as it is seen as external to the economic system. Upstream, resources
are conceived to be infinitely available – human ingenuity can always overcome resource depletion through resource
substitution, according to current economic system assumptions; downstream, the impacts of resource use are
conceived to be infinitely assimilable, regardless of carrying capacity constraints.
On the ecological front, our current economic system assumes the earth can assimilate all pollution. This is of
course disproven by the market failures of runaway climate change and irreplaceable biodiversity loss (among other
ecological dysfunctions), which demonstrate how our current economic system overshoots ecological thresholds
systemically and systematically.
On the social front, our current economic system undershoots social thresholds systematically, requiring a majority of
the human population to assimilate the adverse social impacts of gross inequality and insufficient social provisioning.
An ethical and sustainable economic system would deliver social benefit comprehensively and systematically.
Loop 1 “Markets:” In the current economic system – in which conventional investment funds and pensions are
all implicated – accountability is conceived to accrue primarily (or even exclusively) to shareholders. Formal legal
accountability is limited to profit and being a “going concern” – with the exception for benefit corporations and
other alternative corporate forms (such as social enterprises), though even these operate within the context of the
existing economic system. Accountability directionality is oriented upward to directors/shareholders, essentially
ignoring accountability to other stakeholders or rightsholders, where relationships are not intermediated by financial
concerns.
Loop 2 “Governments:” Government intervention, far from serving the public interest of all citizens, instead reinforces
another set of perverse outcomes, including the following:
•
•
•

Losses socialised – citizens bear the brunt of adverse impacts from the financialized provision system.
Risks subsidised – instead of leaving rentiers to absorb the risk they create, the government steps in to subsidise
those risks and thereby artificially prop up the “free” market.
Wins privatised – instead of distributing the spoils of surplus value back to the originators (such as workers
whose labour creates profit), these spoils are “privatised” to capital providers (who already benefit from surplus
capital accumulation).

The failings of Western liberal representative democracy to justly redistribute vital resources through taxation and
other mechanisms are increasingly being recognized, taking the following forms:

•
•
•
•
•
•

The “rotating doors” between for-profit organisations, lobbyists, regulators, and government
The ideologically driven hollowing out of the civil service sector
The increased outsourcing of work
The reduced oversight and challenge to what government does
The lack of transparency
Failed anti-trust regulation resulting in market failures due to excessive industry concentration

Loop 3 “Philanthropy:” Viewed through this lens, philanthropy is seen less as a vehicle for the provision of broad
social benefit, and more as a vehicle for the provision of very narrow social benefit – namely, to the philanthropists
themselves, at the expense of the purported beneficiaries of philanthropy. Indeed, in order to qualify for charitable
status in most jurisdictions globally, an organisation cannot carry out activities deemed to be “political” – in other words,
anything that meaningfully challenges the status quo. This system is exemplified by the following characteristics:

A CRITIQUE OF THE CURRENT FUNDING GOVERNANCE SYSTEM 24

•

Supportive tax regimes – instead of funnelling surplus profit into government provisioning systems, tax regimes
incentivize wealth hoarders to circumvent taxation by funnelling excess wealth into tax exempt vehicles that
concentrate the lion’s share of this wealth (~95%) back into the market (adding yet another reinforcing loop
of negative outcomes), while allocating a meagre 5% to grant-funding to fulfil the ostensible social benefit of
the organisation’s mission.11 Tax incentives actively promote philanthropy, but philanthropic spending is far less
subject to democratic control and oversight than government spending. Essentially, philanthropists “buy” the
right to decide on how best to provision social benefit, displacing accountable representatives of the people’s will
with representatives of wealth hoarders. In other words, those who have generated sufficient surplus wealth to
require tax regimes to incentivize them to redistribute it, do so in ways that shield them from tax liabilities and
burnish their reputations, and may (or may not) incidentally produce social and ecological benefits.

•

Weak accountability – Perhaps due to the pervasive myth of philanthropy as an altruistic activity, there is precious
little oversight of the philanthropic sector. There are two aspects to this. Firstly, the weakness of downward
accountability to grant beneficiaries, who are disincentivized from seeking to hold philanthropic organisations
accountable, lest they “bite the hand that bakes their bread.” As Joe Doran of the Lankelly Chase Foundation
commented as part of the research into this Blueprint, “Philanthropists’ primary clients are asset managers,
not grant beneficiaries.” Secondly, as ‘‘The Corporatized Nonprofit’ case study makes clear, Foundations aren’t
accountable to the public for failing to accomplish anything. “Unlike labour unions, church groups, membership
organisations, or even business lobbies, large foundations, and grant-funded nonprofits aren’t accountable to
the people whose interests they claim to represent and have no concrete incentive to win elections or secure
policy gains,” they said.

Loop 4 “Reinforcement:” Perhaps the most important service that outsourcing renders in the existing economic
system is obfuscation, as the “behind the scenes” dynamics of financial and consultancy services essentially obscures
their adverse impacts from view.
•
•

Financial services are dangerously assumed to be neutral, when in fact financial services primarily reinforce
financial capital accumulation and thereby financial capital concentration.
Consultancy services set the rules of the game in ways that favour capital accumulators
• Legal, regulatory, and funding frameworks: Consultancies support the proliferation of toothless “selfregulation” which reinforces capital accumulators’ co-option of the State.
• “Efficiency” orientation; target setting; linear thinking; short-termism; levels of remuneration: All of these
dynamics can be leveraged to reinforce the status quo economic system.
• Upward accountability: The current orientation of accountability is wrong: mechanisms for holding the
already-powerful accountable to those with less power have been weakened and compromised. Those
with less power are ironically and tragically held to higher standards of accountability.
• Centre-to-periphery orientation: While innovation typically originates from the margins (in both ecological
and social systems), the current economic system ignores and excludes what is outside the mainstream.
The Chorus Foundation Case Study later in this Blueprint is a practical example of periphery orientation.

The necessary intermediation of financial and consultancy services in the philanthropic and government subsidising
sectors – as well as the other sectors oriented toward social benefit provision, such as CSR, impact investing, social
enterprise, and benefit corporations – serves to reinforce the overarching extractive orientation of the “for profit”
business. This consolidation serves as a massive driver of the sense of “there is no alternative” when it comes to the
substantive content of everything from legal and regulatory regimes, to the sense of what counts as “efficiency,” to
what is reasonable executive remuneration.12

Carl Farish. 2020. The 5% Rule Explained. Pacific Foundation Services. January 2020. https://www.pfs-llc.net/blog/the-5-rule-explained/
12
Again the “The Corporatized Nonprofit: Disrupting Capitalism‘s Dysfunctions, or Replicating Them?” details an example of this.
The Social Movement Investing Study Group included in the Action-learning Chapter also noted hostile culture and legal barriers
as constraints to Social Movement Investing.
11
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Downstream of loops 2-4 is the wide-ranging and diverse group of what are often called “partner” organisations
and agencies. This includes for example UN Agencies, civil society organisations (CSOs), and research institutes that
function as links in the delivery chain between funders and ultimate “beneficiaries.” They have limited capacity to
drive meaningful bottom-up orientation, hamstrung as they are by legal demands for upward accountability. Instead
of countering the prevailing forces of extraction, exploitation, and colonisation inherent in the capitalist economic
system, these organisations frequently end up entrenching them, due to their entanglement with the existing system.
Earth. Ecosystems & Living Beings: Accountability requires all affected parties to have voice in order to articulate
boundaries and boundary-crossings. However, the “voice” of earth, its ecosystems, and all living beings is weak or
absent in decision-making in the current economic system. Sometimes, proxies are empowered to give voice to the
wellbeing of the earth, its ecosystems, and living beings – but more often than not, these considerations are simply not
considered “material” to economic system decisions. The overarching natural and human system suffer accordingly.
The Earth, Ecosystems, Living Beings, and Humans are viewed simply as resources to be exploited, indefinitely, linked
to indefinite consumption as a positive and other externalities as problems to be mitigated and managed, instead of
designing overconsumption and externalities out of the system.
From a Three Horizons perspective, the governance failures identified in Figure 3 validate the interpretation advanced
until this point that the existing funding governance system advances H1 dynamics established in the status quo, or
at best represent isolated instances of H2- dynamics that ostensibly advance from the status quo while in actuality
simply reinforcing H1 business-as-usual.

Conclusion

Figure 4: Summary of Funding Governance Failures

To conclude, Figure 4 summarises the case made above: we are currently locked into – and currently all implicated
in – a system which generates outcomes inimical to the well-being of the earth, ecosystems, and all living things,
including humans. Privileging the market and profit-orientation, excess consumption and waste are perceived as
external to the system, and as problems to be managed – often by future generations; the fact of unsustainable use of
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resources, particularly fossil fuels, is denied.13 This situation is reinforced by an economic and financial model where
the prime accountability is to markets focused on short-term profits, in an economy dominated by large corporations.
More recent developments, such as CSR and B Corps, can soften this reality, although sometimes they are little
more than “green-washing”. Western representative democracy achieves some redistribution through taxation,
but “state capture” by economic interests is frequently apparent, not least in the at best half-hearted attempts to
address market failure. Redistribution through philanthropy makes a modest contribution to engaging with and
sometimes ameliorating the most egregious problems of our times, but it is bound up with the status quo through tax
privileges and is limited by a “charity” mindset and legal frameworks. Reinforcing this market/for-profit orientation is
a whole industry of financial and consultancy services – let alone the pen-pushers in massive faceless bureaucracies
– for whom “there is no alternative”. This industry exerts its influence all the way down the distribution chain for
philanthropic and government resources, through CSOs, UN Agencies, research institutes and down to the ultimate
“beneficiaries”. Whilst some of them make a valiant effort to challenge the status quo, almost all are hamstrung by
financial and legal demands for upward accountability, many of them fearful to bite the hand that feeds them.
In short, the case for regenerative funding governance is based on this: we cannot carry on as we are; we are facing
the ultimate collapse of multiple vital ecological and social support systems.14 Modifications to business-as-usual can
no longer serve, if they ever could. We have to find alternatives. There is no clear single way forward; of necessity, it
may well be a case of making the path by walking it. A vast amount of alternative funding governance work is already
happening. The case studies, action learning, and patterns in the rest of this Blueprint record the steps of some of
those who have already started the journey.

The sheer depletion rate compared to the energy density of fossil fuels amounts to a crime against future generations, not to
mention the waste pollution generated by such bonanza overuse.
14
The degrees of collapse are the subject of an entire emerging field of study, “Collapsology,” but we take it as a given that human
and earth systems are in advanced stages of collapse to varying degrees, and that understanding this reality enables us to approach our lives in the context of navigating collapse by hospicing collapsing systems and birthing new systems.
13
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2.2 Introduction to Critique Case Studies
To support this Blueprint’s critique of existing funding governance systems (in the broader context of a dysfunctional
economic system), we include two case studies that exemplify problematic dynamics identified in the Critique
Chapter.

•

Regenerative vs. Corporatized Nonprofits: Subverting or Replicating Capitalist Values?

This Case Study examines how not-for-profits have increasingly adopted corporate attributes, enhancing their
effectiveness at fundraising and their efficiency of management, while undermining their ability to challenge the
corporatised status quo. The Case Study in particular focuses on the predominance of corporate representation on
not-for-profit boards, and the ballooning of executive compensation in ways that make it difficult to discern not-forprofits from corporations. To illustrate potential problems, the Case Study contrasts The Nature Conservancy (TNC)
and 350.org, with the former exemplifying a corporatised nonprofit, and the latter exemplifying a more regenerative
nonprofit.

•

Funding Governance Dysfunctions: Idiosyncratic or Inherent? Scrutinizing the Relationship Between Bezos Earth Fund
& IKEA Foundation Funding and Science Based Targets initiative’s Self-Biased Conflicts of Interest

This Case Study explores the hypothesis that funder and fundee governance mirror each other, reflecting the
dysfunctions of the overarching capitalist system dynamics of extraction, exploitation, and colonisation. Specifically, it
outlines well-documented governance dysfunctions at the Science Based Targets initiative (SBTi), where the interests
of the not-for-profit were prioritized over that of the public it is supposed to serve. Potential causal connections are
also drawn to dysfunctions at IKEA Foundation and Bezos Earth Fund, in their role as SBTi funders.
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2.3 Funding Governance Dysfunctions: Idiosyncratic or Inherent?
Scrutinizing the Relationship Between Bezos Earth Fund & IKEA Foundation Funding and
Science Based Targets initiative’s Self-Biased Conflicts of Interest
By Bill Baue1
What is the relationship between the governance of funding organizations, namely philanthropic foundations, and
the governance of the organizations they support, namely not-for-profit non-governmental organizations (NGOs)?
In particular, in the context of this Blueprint’s critique of the existing economic system and funding governance2
infrastructure, the further question arises: to what degree might governance dysfunctions at funding organizations
and funded organizations be intertwined and mutually reinforcing? And notching up to the systemic level: to what
degree do these funding governance dysfunctions reflect broader patterns of dysfunction in the overarching
economic system – namely the extraction, exploitation, and colonization inherent in capitalist economies?
The case of the Science Based Targets initiative (SBTi) provides an ideal example for exploring these questions.
SBTi was established in 2015 through a partnership between four BINGOs (Big International Non-Governmental
Organizations) – CDP (formerly Carbon Disclosure Project), United Nations Global Compact (UNGC), World
Resources Institute (WRI), and World Wildlife Fund (WWF) – to provide guidance to companies for setting
decarbonization trajectory targets in line with the climate science, as enshrined in the Paris Agreement.3
Fast forward six years, to November 2021: SBTi received $37 million in grants, with $18 million each from the
Bezos Earth Fund and the IKEA Foundation, to scale up “exponential growth.”4 In the intervening years, SBTi swiftly
emerged as a self-proclaimed de facto standard,5 but at what cost? The evidence demonstrates a replication by SBTi
of the capitalist system’s pattern of extraction, exploitation, and colonization, which the funders turned a blind eye
to, at the very least, if not actively enabling and supporting these dynamics. Indeed, given that both foundations are
capitalized with assets generated through the capitalist system, and associated with companies (IKEA and Amazon)
and an individual (Jeff Bezos) who champion and benefit from the capitalist economic system, it stands to reason that
the associated foundations would have deeply embedded bias for the capitalist economic system, and thus would
(consciously or unconsciously) operate in ways that uphold and entrench the existing capitalist economic system.
This case study provides the documentation necessary to understand SBTi’s governance dysfunctions, and assess
potential tie-ins with its funders.

Bill Baue was an original instigator of what became the Science Based Targets initiative, and served on its Technical Advisory
Board from its inception through late 2020, as explained in the Formal Complaint he submitted to SBTi in February 2021 and the
subsequent Memorandum he submitted a month later.
Bill Baue. 2021. Formal Complaint: Science Based Targets Conflicts of Interest. Medium. 15 February 2021. https://bbaue.medium.
com/formal-complaint-science-based-targets-conflicts-of-interest-f8199407ac10
Bill Baue. 2021. Memorandum on Science Based Targets Initiative Steering Committee Response Letter to the Formal Complaint. Medium.
24 March 2021. https://bbaue.medium.com/memorandum-on-science-based-targets-initiative-steering-committee-response-letter-to-the-formal-7dc9971f4460
2
As a reminder of this Blueprint’s definition of “funding governance,” here is how we frame it in the Introduction: “Funding governance,” as we are using it here, refers to the set of practices and principles that we are exploring. Proxies include “the governance
of funding” and “funding allocation decision-making.” This is distinct from “the funding of governance,” i.e. providing financial
resources for the people and processes involved in decision-making generally. There is overlap in the case of governance that is
specifically about where money should go, which we highlight as requiring adequate resourcing for the process to be regenerative.
But our domain does not include governance that is not primarily related to funding allocation.”
3
Science Based Targets initiative. n.d. About Us. https://sciencebasedtargets.org/about-us; United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change. 2015. The Paris Agreement. https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement/the-paris-agreement
4
Science Based Targets initiative. 2021. “SBTi secures $37M USD to scale-up exponential growth,“ 3 November 2021.
5
Alberto Carrillo Pineda. 2021. Let’s limit warming to 1.5°C: Our new 2021-2025 strategy. Science Based Targets initiative. 15 July
2021. https://sciencebasedtargets.org/blog/our-ambitious-new-strategy
1
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Background: From Unbiased Guidance to Self-Biased Recommendations
For its first three years, SBTi took an unbiased approach to providing guidance on a handful of decarbonization
methods that align with climate science. These methods comprised the first generation (2006-2009) of approaches,
including:

•
•
•

The Center for Sustainable Organization (CSO) Context-Based Carbon Metric, the first-ever such method
created by Mark McElroy in 2006 in collaboration with Unilever subsidiary Ben & Jerry’s; 6
The Climate Stabilization Intensity (CSI) approach developed by British Telecom (BT) Chief Sustainability
Officer Chris Tuppen and Limits to Growth Co-Author Jørgen Randers in 2008;7 and
The Corporate Finance Approach to Climate-stabilizing Targets (C-FACT) developed by Emma Stewart and
Aniruddha Deodhar of Autodesk in 2009.8

Subsequently (2015-2016), SBTi Partnership Organizations (CDP, UNGC, WRI, WWF) developed two methods that
took distinctly different approaches:

•
•

The Sectoral Decarbonization Approach (SDA), created by Ecofys in collaboration with the SBTi Partners in
2015, which divvies up the carbon budget on a sectoral basis;9 and
The Absolute Contraction Approach (ACA), created by WRI and Mars in 2016, which takes a straight-line
approach between present emissions and future net zero, without regard to the sigmoidal curve nature of
scenarios from the climate science nor changes to companies over time.10

Specifically, SBTi retained a statement on its Methods landing page affirming this unbiased stance in the first three
years of its existence (2015-2018):
There is not one ‘best’ method but there will be one that will work best for your company. 11(Emphasis
added)
In early 2018, however, SBTi did an abrupt about-face, instituting a new regime recommending for two methods (that
happened to be those created by SBTi partners – SDA and ACA), and recommending against all other methods (that
happen to have been created independent of SBTi – CSO, CSI, and C-FACT). Here’s how SBTi explained it at the time:
The Science Based Targets initiative recommends companies use either the Sectoral Decarbonization
Approach or the Absolute Emissions Contraction Method to set their Scope 1 and 2 targets as these
methods ensure that global emissions are reduced in absolute terms in the long term. They are the most

Center for Sustainable Organizaitons. n.d. Context-Based Carbon Metric. https://www.sustainableorganizations.org/context-based-metrics-public-domain/; Ben & Jerry‘s. 2006. Global Warming Social Footprint. 2006 Social & Environmental Assessment Report.
https://www.benjerry.com/about-us/sear-reports/2006-sear-report#globwarmsocfootprint
7
Chris Tuppen. 2008. Climate Stabilisation Intensity Targets: A new approach to setting corporate climate change targets. British Telecom. https://static1.squarespace.com/static/565ebf94e4b0f2a77109071e/t/5a01b78471c10b9d51d476ec/1510061996036/
CSI+Methodology+Notes+Aug17.pdf
8
Emma Stewart & Aniruddha Deodhar. 2009. A Corporate Finance Approach to Climate-stabilizing Targets (“C-FACT”). Autodesk. White Paper. November 2009. https://sciencebasedtargets.org/resources/legacy/2014/09/greenhouse_gas_white_paper000.pdf
9
Science Based Targets initiative. 2015. Sectoral Decarbonization Approach (SDA): A method for setting corporate emission
reduction targets in line with climate science. A product of the Science Based Targets Initiative. Version 1. May 2015.
10
Putt del Pino, S., C. Cummis, S. Lake, K. Rabinovitch, P. Reig. 2016. From Doing Better to Doing Enough: Anchoring Corporate Sustainability Targets in Science. Working Paper. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute and Mars Incorporated. https://files.wri.org/
d8/s3fs-public/From_Doing_Better_to_Doing_Enough_Anchoring_Corporate_Sustainability_Targets_in_Science.pdf
This “straight line” approach was also applied by a method created by SBTi Partnership Organizations in 2013: the 3% Solution.
This method is no longer recommended by SBTi, due to its limited applicability in the US (among other things). CDP & WWF. 2013.
The 3% Solution: Driving Profits Through Carbon Reduction. June 2013. https://c402277.ssl.cf1.rackcdn.com/publications/575/files/
original/The_3_Percent_Solution_-_June_10.pdf?1371151781
11
SBTi. 2016. Methods. Website Landing Page. 19 May 2016. https://web.archive.org/web/20160519044414/https://sciencebasedtargets.org/methods/; SBTi. 2018. Methods. Website Landing Page. 24 January 2018. https://web.archive.org/
web/20180124064537/https://sciencebasedtargets.org/methods/
6
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robust methods to ensure the 2°C carbon budget is conserved. In addition, the other methods (C-FACT,
GEVA, CSI and CSO) might not be updated with recent data.12 [Emphasis added]
Importantly, SBTi did not consult the creators of the independent methods to cross-check its assumptions about
potential weaknesses of the methods (or seek solutions if the weaknesses did indeed exist), nor did it consult its own
Technical Advisory Group (TAG), upon which three of the independent method creators served.
So, in other words, the only parties that made the decision to recommend certain methods were representatives of
the very organizations that created those recommended methods. SBTi’s TAG (which it chose not to consult) exists
precisely to provide just this kind of “technical advisory” input, yet SBTi curiously (and insidiously) opted against even
informing the TAG (until after the fact) of what could be considered SBTi’s most consequential technical decision to
date.13 In common parlance, SBTi served as “the judge and the jury,” which represents a clear self-biased conflict of
interest.
Furthermore, the above indented quote suggests that SDA and ACA are the only methods that comply with the three
criteria that are bolded in the quote (summarized here):

•
•
•

“ensure that global emissions are reduced in absolute terms in the long term”;
“ensure the 2°C carbon budget is conserved”;
“be updated with recent data.”

However, evidence on SBTi’s own website at the time clearly demonstrated that one of the methods SBTi recommended
against – CSO – complied with all three criteria, before, during, and after the disqualification decision.14 So, SBTi’s
asymmetric application of these criteria, unfairly qualifying only its own methods and disqualifying a method that
clearly complied with the criteria, was illegitimate right out of the gate.
Members of the SBTi TAG (including myself and others) challenged this decision from the get-go, on both these
substantive (criteria compliance) grounds, and also on procedural (self-biased conflict of interest) grounds. On
the substantive grounds, TAG members requested access to the evidence that SBTi based its decision upon – the
analysis and underlying data – in order to conduct the scientific method of replicating results to verify the validity
of the findings. SBTi has refused to disclose this evidence to this day – while claiming to champion transparency and
replicability.15 SBTi leadership continually refused to address and resolve the concerns of its TAG members.
In February 2021, a peer-reviewed study of science based target setting methods by Concordia University researcher
Anders Bjørn and colleagues that validated the substantive concerns raised by TAG members was published.16
Specifically, the study examined how the various methods balanced with the carbon budget (i.e. produced the
smallest “emissions imbalance,” in the study’s terminology). The study focused on this aspect specifically because this
was the driving concern behind SBTi’s recommendation regime, as far as the researchers could conclude based on
existing evidence (the researchers noted the significance of SBTi’s lack of clarity over the specific reasons for method
disqualification.)17

SBTi. 2018. Methods. Website Landing Page. 6 April 2018. https://web.archive.org/web/20180406180800/https://sciencebasedtargets.org/methods/
13
The Technical Advisory Group met on an irregular basis, and SBTi set the agenda for meetings, explicitly refusing to include
agenda items proposed by TAG members in its meetings, resulting in the TAG essentially serving as a “fig leaf,” as one TAG member
privately commented.
14
For in-depth documentation, see: Bill Baue. 2021. Memorandum on Science Based Targets Initiative Steering Committee Response
Letter to the Formal Complaint. Medium. 24 March 2021. https://bbaue.medium.com/memorandum-on-science-based-targets-initiative-steering-committee-response-letter-to-the-formal-7dc9971f4460
15
Bill Baue. 2022a. SBTi CEO Response Asserting Commitment to Transparency is Bullshit. 25 May 2022. https://www.linkedin.com/
pulse/sbti-ceo-response-asserting-commitment-transparency-bullshit-baue/
16
Anders Bjørn, Shannon Lloyd & Damon Matthews. 2021. From the Paris Agreement to corporate climate commitments: evaluation of seven methods for setting ‚science-based‘ emission targets. Environmental Research Letters. Volume 16, Number 5. 22 April
2021. https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/abe57b
17
“It is also not entirely clear why the SBTi generally recommends ACA and SDA over the other five SBT methods (SBTi 2020c), but
suspected emission imbalances appear to play a role.” Ibid.
12
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The study found that the “CSO method, followed by the SDA method, has the overall lowest emission imbalance across
all scenarios.” In its recommendations section, it stated “our results indicate that concerns over emission imbalance
should favour the CSO and SDA methods, rather than ACA and SDA.”
In other words, the study found that the CSO method, which SBTi barred, performs stronger on balancing the carbon
budget than the ACA and SDA methods, which SBTi recommends. Stated more plainly, SBTi disqualifies the strongest
method, which was created independent of SBTi, and exclusively recommends weaker methods, which were created
by SBTi, raising concerns over self bias and conflicts of interest.
Immediately after this publication, I submitted a Formal Complaint to the SBTi Executive Board expressing concerns
over “self-dealing and conflicts of interest,” asking the Board to “investigate … adjudicate, and resolve” these
concerns.18 The SBTi Executive Board delegated the issue to its Steering Committee who – unsurprisingly (seeing
as they were the very players who enacted the conflicted decisions) – pronounced themselves “innocent.” In other
words, SBTi enacted a conflict of interests (the accused parties investigating themselves) to address a complaint over
SBTi conflicts of interest. The irony was apparently lost on SBTi, suggesting that conflicts of interest are so baked into
its DNA as to be a default mode of behavior that remains invisible to its own eyes.
In the face of what I characterized as a “grossly insufficient” response, I proceeded to submit a lengthy Memorandum19
to the SBTi Executive Board documenting the technical and procedural problems in “excruciating detail.”20 After
significant delay, the SBTi Executive Board finally hosted a Zoom meeting with me on 19 August 2021 that failed to
resolve any of the issues, with no pathway to resolution identified.
February 2022 saw a flurry of activity:

•
•

•

On 2 February 2022, the Financial Times published an article on SBTi’s conflicts of interest problems, related not
only to its self-biased method recommendations but also its role as both standard-setter and target validator.21
On 6 February 2022, the New Climate Institute and Carbon Market Watch released the Corporate Climate
Responsibility Monitor (CCRM), which independently validated this latter conflict of interests concern, stating
that SBTi faces a “potential conflict of interest, if performing the role of both defining the standard as well as
assessing companies against their own criteria and guidelines.”22
On 23 February 2022, SBTi announced the appointment of Luiz Amaral of World Resources Institute as its firstever CEO, which the Wall Street Journal covered, noting that SBTi concurrently “faces accusations of a conflict

of interest.”23
In mid-March, in a brief call with me, the new SBTi CEO asserted his commitment to create the mechanisms necessary

18
Bill Baue. 2021a. Formal Complaint: Science Based Targets Conflicts of Interest. Medium. 15 February 2021. https://bbaue.medium.
com/formal-complaint-science-based-targets-conflicts-of-interest-f8199407ac10
19
Bill Baue. 2021b. Memorandum on Science Based Targets Initiative Steering Committee Response Letter to the Formal Complaint.
Medium. 24 March 2021. https://bbaue.medium.com/memorandum-on-science-based-targets-initiative-steering-committee-response-letter-to-the-formal-7dc9971f4460
20
Bill Baue. 2022b. Necessary Remedies to SBTi’s Betrayal of the Public Trust An Open Letter to Science Based Targets Initiative Rightsholders. Medium. 16 February 2022. https://bbaue.medium.com/necessary-remedies-to-sbtis-betrayal-of-the-public-trust937a00f16cc7
21
Camilla Hodgson. Climate targets oversight group under scrutiny over its own governance. Financial Times. 2 February 2022.
https://www.ft.com/content/75527cce-9748-4aec-b6e6-7c7828460d2a
22
Thomas Day, Silke Mooldijk, Sybrig Smit, Eduardo Posada, Frederic Hans, Harry Fearnehough, Aki Kachi, Carsten Warnecke,
Takeshi Kuramochi, Niklas Höhne. 2022. Corporate Climate Responsibility Monitor 2022: Assessing The Transparency And Integrity
Of Companies’ Emission Reduction And Net-Zero Targets. NewClimate Institute & Carbon Market Watch. February 2022. https://newclimate.org/sites/default/files/2022-06/CorporateClimateResponsibilityMonitor2022.pdf
The former TAG member had voiced precisely this concern around SBTi serving as the standard-setter and validator in the 2 April
2019 Technical Advisory Group meeting.
23
Science Based Targets initiative. 2022. The SBTi appoints first CEO to spearhead exponential growth in corporate climate action. 23
February 2022.
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/news/the-sbti-appoints-first-ceo-to-spearhead-exponential-growth-in-corporate-climate-action; Ed Ballard. 2022. Group That Vets Corporate Climate Plans Aims to Strengthen Its Own Governance. Wall Street Journal. 23
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to resolve the Complaint. In early May, Reuters reported on SBTi’s announcement that it was creating a Complaints
Director position that it was seeking to fill.24
“The question will be, to what degree will they have independence and follow the best practices of a corporate
ombudsman-type position,“ I said, as quoted by Reuters.25
Since the period Bjørn et al conducted their study, the CSO method aligned with a new climate science scenario,26 the
Climate Equity Reference Calculator (CERC) created by the Stockholm Environment Institute and other partners,
which adds three significant improvements over the most robust scenario from the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), namely SSP1-1.9 (which the CSO method retained to give users choice):

•
•
•

CERC adds a further “equity tilt” – while SSP1-1.9 (and most IPCC scenarios) account for differentiated emissions
mitigation capacity between the Global North and Global South, CERC also accounts for differentiated historical
responsibility, arguably a more significant equity dimension;
CERC calls for the achievement of net zero emissions in OECD regions by 2027, while allowing a longer runway
to non-OECD regions, precisely because of historic responsibility and capacity inequities; and
While IPCC scenarios (including SSP1-1.9) typically rely heavily on future development and scaling of currently
unproven carbon capture and storage (CCS) technologies, CERC enables a precautionary approach that excludes
assumptions that such technologies will save the day.

None of the SBTi methods (ACA and SDA) feature these global equity and precautionary considerations, further
distinguishing CSO as a superior method – and further amplifying the imperative of SBTi lifting its ban on such a
powerful tool for addressing the climate emergency in ways that take global equity into account. Indeed, the high
profile 2021 Dutch court case against Shell noted the lack of equity considerations in existing methods (specifically
naming SBTi and others),27 and recent scientific scholarship has demonstrated how even IPCC scenarios “perpetuate
colonial inequalities.”28

Analysis: BINGO colonization
As the other case study in the critique section of this Blueprint established, the not-for-profit model has become
corporatized in the past several decades, such that many NGOs – particularly BINGOs (Big International NonGovernmental Organizations) – have effectively transformed from repairers of the harms of the capitalist economic
system into purveyors of the capitalist economic system. As asserted in the Critique Chapter, three prominent
attributes of the capitalist economic system are: extraction, exploitation, and colonization. This analysis will
demonstrate, based on the above documentation, how SBTi has enacted such capitalist dynamics, in particular
colonization (which involves extraction and exploitation).

24
Bianca Flowers and Ross Kerber. 2022. Corporate climate targets group SBTi to hire complaints director. Reuters. 2 May 2022.
https://www.reuters.com/business/environment/corporate-climate-targets-group-sbti-hire-complaints-director-2022-05-02/
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Ibid.
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This climate science scenario is the Climate Equity Reference Calculator, created by the Stockholm Environment Institute and
other partners: https://calculator.climateequityreference.org/
CSO retained the option to align with the most robust scenario from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),
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The Oxford English Dictionary defines colonization as the “action of appropriating a place or domain for one‘s own
use.”29 Wikipedia, focusing on the human settlement connotation of colonization, also notes that colonization
features “settlers dispossessing indigenous inhabitants, or instituting legal and other structures which systematically
disadvantage them.”30
It is uncontroversial to claim that colonization is a feature, not a bug, of capitalism. Indeed, scientific study cited in
the Critique Chapter has established that mercantile capitalism in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries enacted
genocidal colonization of the Americas so profound that it left a mark on the geological record denoting the beginning
of a new geological epoch (the Anthropocene, in 1610), and that industrial and consumer capitalism has continued
increasingly abstracted (but no less violent) colonization dynamics since then. 31
The short history of SBTi demonstrates clear colonization dynamics, where the four BINGOs

•
•
•
•

Entered a pre-existing “domain” that had already been established independently (by the first generation of
methods for setting corporate greenhouse gas emissions targets aligned with climate science scenarios – CSO,
CSI, and C-FACT);
Exploited those who established the domain (CSO, CSI, and C-FACT, and other actors) by inviting them to serve
as representatives of the domain (appointing those established the domain of science based target setting to
serve on the SBTi Technical Advisory Group);
Extracted reputational legitimacy from these representatives as figureheads, while denying them appropriate
voice and power (by structuring the TAG such that SBTi set the agenda to serve its own purposes, while actively,
assertively, and arbitrarily ignoring the technical advice of its members when it ran counter to SBTi’s wishes.)
Colonized the domain by instituting an arbitrary recommendation regime that “dispossessed” and “systematically
disadvantaged” those who had established the domain (by illegitimately disqualifying the prior, independent
methods) and positioned SBTi’s own methods as the only “valid” methods that can qualify for SBTi validation.

To be clear, militarized colonization (including when the weaponization is capitalism, which deploys tools other than
direct physical attack) resulting in genocide, enslavement, and geographic and political displacement is obviously
more significant than SBTi’s colonization, by orders of magnitude. The point here is that SBTi’s actions demonstrate a
colonizing mindset and toolkit, without suggesting equivalence of severity with other forms of colonization: the point
is that all forms of colonization involve harmful power-over dynamics.
Viewed from historical distance, the utter disrespect SBTi demonstrated to the first generation method creators is
startling – but altogether consistent with colonizer behavior, which typically exploits the good will of those it seeks
to colonize. SBTi relied heavily on the use of these first generation methods in the launch phase to legitimize itself,
but once it had established sufficient traction, SBTi “threw them under the bus”: SBTi publicly invalidated the first
generation methods in a starkly illegitimate way – without providing a shred of evidence and without giving the
method creators the opportunity to defend their methods against inaccurate and obfuscated claims (as Bjørn et al
clearly demonstrated).
SBTi CEO Luiz Amaral has claimed that the “decision on which methods are eligible for SBTi validation was aligned
with the rightful governance and due process at that time”32 – which means that SBTi justifies its self-empowerment
to arbitrarily evict the first generation method creators based on intransparent (and possibly non-existent) research.
This unfolding of events demonstrates a standard colonization abuse of power: the weaponization of rule-setting
authority to exert supremacy over the displaced and dispossessed population. Colonization by definition leverages
power illegitimately as its only means of achieving competitive advantage. Egalitarian governance, by contrast,
allocates power fairly, commensurate with merit – an approach that would have prevented SBTi from concentrating
methodology-setting and validation powers exclusively in its own hands.

Oxford Lexico. n.d. Colonization. https://www.lexico.com/en/definition/colonization
Wikipedia. n.d. Colonization. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Colonization
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Underscoring the transparent illegitimacy of the decision (despite SBTi CEO claims otherwise) is SBTi’s insistence
on concealing the data and analysis upon which the decision was made, directly contravening the scientific method
of making data freely available to replicate and verify results. I have been asking SBTi to share this data and analysis
ever since the decision was made; SBTi has steadfastly refused to share the data and analysis. If the data and analysis
demonstrated impartial, objective findings supporting SBTi’s decision, wouldn’t it be in the best interests of all for
SBTi to share the data and analysis? SBTi’s intransigent intransparency makes it clear that the data and analysis, far
from justifying the decision, would undermine it if exposed to the light of public scrutiny. Why else would SBTi, which
purportedly operates to serve the public interest, withhold vital information from the public it serves?

Funders as Enablers of Colonization
What roles do SBTi’s biggest funders – Bezos Earth Fund and IKEA Foundation – play in its governance dysfunctions?
At the very least, these funders play an enabling role, though a deeper analysis suggests that they play an activating
role, as the perpetuation of capitalism and its colonization is the modus operandi of the philanthropic field, as the
Critique Chapter establishes.
Amazon Founder Jeff Bezos, the second richest man in the world (with a net worth of $142 billion), first announced
the Bezos Earth Fund as a $10 billion, decade-long commitment to fight climate change and protect nature in a
November 2020 Instagram post.33 On 9 March 2021, the World Resources Institute announced that its President
and CEO Andrew Steer had been hired as President and CEO of the Bezos Earth Fund.
At the time, Dr. Steer was serving as the WRI representative on the SBTi Executive Board, in which capacity he
directly received the Formal Complaint about SBTi conflicts of interest. Dr. Steer also directly received the more
detailed Memorandum in late March 2021, before he was replaced on the SBTi Executive Board.
Dr. Steer therefore had knowledge of the complaints of significant governance dysfunctions at SBTi when the Bezos
Earth Fund granted SBTi $18 million, in November 2021. This raises the question: in what ways did the Bezos Earth
Fund engage with SBTi to address governance weaknesses as part of its grant-making, if at all?
The IKEA Foundation had supported SBTi financially in advance of its November 2021 $18 million grant. In fact, the
IKEA Foundation commissioned Deloitte to conduct a “comprehensive review” of SBTi that provided “a holistic view
of SBTi’s current situation and analyze[d] the opportunities and gaps that can help further drive its impact.”34 The
IKEA Foundation published this July 2020 Review on the Learnings landing page of its Website in at least May 2021,
according to the Wayback Machine on Archive.org.35
The Review, which reviewed internal documents and public literature, interviewed internal and external stakeholders,
conducted a benchmarking against similar organization’s structures, and implemented a web survey, devoted an 11page chapter (of its 82 pages overall) to the Governance Model.36
Of the 15 quotations in the Governance Model chapter, exactly zero come from external stakeholders; Deloitte chose
to exclusively quote internal SBTi stakeholders.37 In other words, Deloitte (acting on behalf of the IKEA Foundation)

Richard Mille. 2022. Forbes World‘s Billionaires List 2022. Forbes. https://www.forbes.com/billionaires/; Nicholas Kulish. 2021.
Bezos Puts $1 Billion of $10 Billion Climate Pledge Into Conservation. New York Times. 20 September 2021. https://www.nytimes.
com/2021/09/20/business/jeff-bezos-earth-fund.html
34 I
KEA Foundation. n.d. Science-based target initiative (SBTi) evaluation. Learnings. https://ikeafoundation.org/lear
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Archive.org Wayback Machine. 2021. Learnings Landing Page. IKEA Foundation. 13 May 2021. https://web.archive.org/
web/20210513131450/https://ikeafoundation.org/learnings/
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interviewed 29 external stakeholders38 and implemented a web survey with 400 responses,39 and chose to include
quotes from none of these stakeholders in its review of the SBTi governance model. The silence is deafening.
This dynamic of collusion between Deloitte, IKEA Foundation, and SBTi to utterly ignore external stakeholder
input on the SBTi governance model clearly demonstrates the assertion in the Critique Chapter that the “Loop 4”
consultancy layer of the existing economic system functions primarily to reinforce and entrench the power structures
of the status quo.
Unsurprisingly, SBTi took the opportunity to rubber stamp its own governance model, giving itself high marks, further
reinforcing the self bias dynamic, as the quotes clearly demonstrate:
“The governance structure of SBTi is very unique; it‘s actually the strength of the initiative”
(SBTi Steering Committee)
“The collaborative model has built unprecedented legitimacy since the organisations challenge and complete with
each other.”
(SBTi Steering Committee)
SBTi’s self-biased conflicts of interest are so ingrained that the SBTi Steering Committee brags about its improved
service after implementing the conflicted validation process:
“A lot of the criticisms have come from before we had the target validation service. We provide a much better
service now, given that we can charge a fee. We still have a bad reputation due to company experiences from before
the change to a for-fee service…”
(SBTi Steering Committee)
This quote elides the fact that SBTi clearly understood its status as standard-setter and validator to be a conflict of
interests. In the 2 April 2019 Technical Advisory Group meeting, when I reiterated previously voiced concerns that
“the fee and validation by the standards setter does step into tricky territory, when you’re setting the standard and
assuring it, that that can be perceived as a red flag,” one of SBTi’s Co-Founders stated “I understand,” and another SBTi
executive acknowledged that it “isn’t best practice to have these functions sitting so closely together” and added that
SBTi intended to start “outsourcing” to third party validators “later this fall” (ie three years ago) – yet SBTi has since
doubled down on its commitment to serving as standard setter and validator (and doubled its validation fees).
So, the evidence demonstrates clearly that SBTi was quite literally lying in its self-assessment of strong governance –
but Deloitte gladly played along by neglecting to include critical input on SBTi governance from external stakeholders,
and the IKEA Foundation went along for the ride.
To assess the funders’ awareness of SBTi’s governance dysfunctions – and ethical engagement to curtail such
dysfunctions – this case study includes a series of questions posed to IKEA Foundation and Bezos Earth Fund. The
questions are structured to address three levels, from general to operational to SBTi-specific, enabling these funders
to answer from 1) a broad perspective addressing conceptual implications in their work overarchingly, to 2) how they
operationalize their conceptual stance practically, to 3) the specific instance of SBTi, and how they are responding.
The questions follow in Box below.

38
The 29 external stakeholders were comprised of 8 companies (with different statuses with regards to SBTi), 5 investors, 5 consultants, 4 researchers, 4 NGOs, 2 policy makers and 1 funder.
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NGOs, 8 others, 7 academics, 5 investors, 3 think tanks, 2 investor organizations, 2 international organizations, 1 policymaker, and
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Questions for Science Based Targets initiative Funders
•

What relationship do you see between how funders govern themselves (both strengths and weaknesses), and
how funded organizations govern themselves (both strengths and weaknesses)?
• How do you address this connection in your funding decisions and guidance to funded organizations?
• What relationship do you see between the governance strengths and weaknesses of SBTi, and the
governance strengths and weaknesses of its funders, including [IKEA Foundation / Bezos Earth
Fund]?

•

In what specific ways do you assess the governance strengths and weaknesses of funded organizations?
• What mechanisms do you have in place to identify potential governance concerns (particularly concerns of
stakeholders and rightsholders of the funded organizations)?
• What specific governance concerns held by SBTi stakeholders and rightsholders are on your radar
screen? Did SBTi bring them to your attention, or did you discover them independent of SBTi (and
how so)?
• What specific mechanisms do you have in place for ensuring that funded organizations adequately address
the governance concerns of their stakeholders and rightsholders?
What specific steps have you taken to ensure that SBTi adequately resolves the governance concerns of
its stakeholders and rightsholders (if any)? Have these concerns (if they exist) been resolved?

•

How do you assess potential conflicts of interest in funded organizations? How do you define conflicts of interest?
• What mechanisms do you have to encourage funded organizations to resolve conflicts of interest?
• Are you aware of SBTi stakeholder / rightsholder concerns over SBTi conflicts of interest? If so, what
are those concerns, and what specific steps have you taken to ensure that SBTi resolves any conflicts
of interest it may have?

Neither IKEA Foundation nor Bezos Earth Fund answered the questions – which tells a story in and of itself. IKEA
Foundation Climate Action Programme Manager Edgar van de Brug, who previously worked with Ecofys (the
consultancy that created the SDA methodology with the SBTi Partnership Organizations), provided a generic,
templated response, but explicitly refused to answer the specific questions. (See Box below for his responses.) Bezos
Earth Fund Fellow Kelley Kizier engaged in a Zoom meeting to better understand the context of the questions, but
she neglected to provide answers, even after 2 reminders.

Responses from IKEA Foundation Climate Action Programme Manager Edgar van de Brug
11 May 2022
Thank you for your questions.
We are supporting the Science Based Targets initiative (SBTi) because we believe that its guidance will enable many
more companies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions throughout their ways of working and create a cleaner, greener,
sustainable planet.
We understand that the SBTi is under development and its governance (decision making processes and technical
governance) needs to be further expanded and improved. This was also recognised by an evaluation supported by
an independent consultant published in 2021. The SBTi has had external expert support to develop its strategy and
technical governance. It is currently working with a strategy consultant to implement governance improvements.
This is a process that takes time and we are looking forward to further updates later this year.
In our view, the SBTi is on the right track. It deserves time and resources to live up to the expectations that have
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been created around it. Last year, we decided to support SBTi with an $18 million grant, matched by the Bezos Earth
Fund, to optimise where necessary, and to scale up. The ambitious aim of our grant is that by 2025, the majority of
companies will have committed to reducing their emissions in line with the 1.5°C global warming limit set by the Paris
Agreement.
Documents describing our governance system can be found here:
https://ikeafoundation.org/about/anbi-documents/,
https://ikeafoundation.org/about/the-way-we-work/ and https://ikeafoundation.org/learnings/
The severity of the climate crisis calls upon all of us to work together. We cannot afford to wait until we have developed
a perfect system but need to take action now. In this context we always value critique that drives forward genuine and
actionable innovation and improvement.
Kind regards,
Edgar van de Brug

13 May 2022
As mentioned in our response, our focus is on collaboration with our partners to tackle the climate crisis. There are
many studies, research and conversations we can participate in but we need to focus our efforts on making progress
with our partners on climate action in a way that is inclusive, just and equitable for all. We do not comment on the
processes of our funding and grantees but we will share your questions with the SBTi team for transparency.
Unfortunately we’re therefore not in a position to add to the information we’ve already provided to you. We wish you
a lot of success with your research.
Regards,
Edgar van de Brug

While Mr. van de Brug asserted the need to “focus our efforts on making progress with our partners on climate action
in a way that is inclusive, just and equitable for all,” it is unclear how the refusal to respond to legitimate questions,
that bear in on these very issues, advances action that is “inclusive, just, and equitable.”
What if the action IKEA Foundation is taking in its funding of SBTi is not, in fact, “inclusive, just, and equitable for all”?
Indeed, Mr. van de Brug’s refusal to answer legitimate questions is, by definition, exclusive. And answers to these
questions would help to independently assess if IKEA Foundations actions are, indeed, “inclusive, just, and equitable
for all.”
The concern arises that IKEA Foundation is demonstrating a similar pattern as SBTi enacts, on at least two fronts:
•
•

lack of transparency and good faith engagement around activity that is devoted to “the public good“; and
an assumption that making pronouncements that it is taking action that is “inclusive, just, and equitable for all”) is
the same as actually enacting action that is “inclusive, just, and equitable for all.”

As for the Bezos Earth Fund, Ms. Kizzier did engage in a good-faith conversation about the questions, and acknowledged
the relevance and significance of them. She did express difficulty understanding the connection between fundee
governance dysfunctions and funder governance dysfunctions, as she would see fundee governance issues to fall more
under the funder’s operational purview. Unfortunately, she neglected to respond to the questions, so we have no way
of seeing if she came to an understanding of this relationship between fundee and funder governance dysfunction.
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But, this case study fills in the blank: if funders governed themselves in ways where they held themselves accountable
to the public interest they are duty-bound to serve, then they would enact the governance imperative of ensuring
that the organizations they fund likewise hold themselves accountable to the public interest they are duty-bound to
serve. If neither funder nor fundee govern themselves in ways that prioritize serving the public interest, instead of
serving their own interests, then their governance systems are broken, in ways that are intimately intertwined.
Indeed, in the case of SBTi and its funders, the conflicts of interest and governance dysfunctions are clearly
intertwined. Bezos Earth Fund President and CEO Andrew Steer sat on the SBTi Executive Board during the period
that SBTi enacted its governance dysfunctions, and when those dysfunctions were explicitly called out, so he was
perfectly positioned to address these dysfunctions as part and parcel of the $18 million grant. Unfortunately, Bezos
Earth Fund neglected to provide evidence that addressing SBTi’s governance dysfunctions played any role in its
generous funding. Dr. Steer’s funding of an initiative on whose Executive Board he formerly served, while actively
choosing not to address publicly identified governance shortcomings, smacks of further conflict of interests.
IKEA Foundation’s “kid-glove” handling of governance issues at SBTi also smacks of a conflict of interests, as the
foundation is prioritizing its own interests by perpetuating the perception that it is funding a strong, well-governed
organization, instead of prioritizing the public interest of discerning if, in fact, SBTi is a strong, well-governed
organization that it “fit-to-task” to address the “severity of the climate crisis.”
The patterns documented in this case study suggest an answer to the titular question: that funding governance
dysfunctions in the current philanthropic and economic systems are not idiosyncratic, but rather inherent. Indeed,
the pursuit of self-interest on all fronts makes regenerative thinking impossible, so both funders and fundees will
need to embrace collective interest as a foundational precept of regenerative funding governance.
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2.4 Regenerative vs. Corporatized Nonprofits: Subverting or Replicating Capitalist Values?
By Alex Wise
Mission-driven organizations (including nonprofits, non-governmental organizations, educational institutions,
foundations) exist to accelerate solutions to systemic problems like poverty, racial injustice, greenhouse gas
emissions, etc. But when such organizations adopt practices and values associated with the corporate world, they
may begin to embody the same corporate excess and capitalism-fueled values that generate and exacerbate the very
inequities and harms that these organizations are designed to counter. Larger nonprofits whose governing boards
tend to include corporate executives and high net-worth individuals are particularly vulnerable to this ontological
contradiction.
Corporatized nonprofits may appear highly successful, based on their ability to bring in dollars and wield influence
with governments and policymakers, but their wealth and close ties to the corporate world undermine their ability to
take down the structures they‘re enlisted to fight. The more “successful” organizations are sometimes, ironically, less
capable of getting to the root of the problem. Partnerships with companies misaligned with the organization’s stated
mission, board members from the corporate world, and high executive pay are key indicators of this form of missionderailed governance.
Organizations committed to regenerative funding governance, by contrast, have far greater freedom. With fewer
corporate ties, they are less encumbered and more able to subvert corporations responsible for global resource
exploitation, human rights violations, and other nefarious impacts that result from rampant corporate greed. These
sorts of organizations are highly successful in promoting an agenda that advances their stated mission, although they
may never become as large or economically dominant as the corporatized nonprofits.
There is a need, therefore, to retool the evaluative metrics by which a successful mission-first organization is
recognized. Rather than an organization’s fundraising ability or a high rating by a third-party nonprofit assessment
agency, success should be measured by an organization’s ability to address the root causes of the systemic problem
identified by its mission. This sort of measurement will enable analysts to identify organizations committed to
regenerative and resilient governance.
This case study compares two mission-driven organizations in the nonprofit sector, both designed to support
environmental sustainability and combat the depredation of the planet. Both are international in scope and mission,
and both receive favorable ratings on both GuideStar and Charity Navigator (independent nonprofit evaluators). The
first organization, exemplifying corporatized, mission-askew governance, is The Nature Conservancy. The second, an
example of sound, regenerative governance, is 350.org. The case study considers a number of practices and metrics
to compare and contrast the two organizations.
This case study is built on the assertion that fund development need not derail an organization’s mission, and
concludes with a set of recommendations and principles to help guide regenerative funding governance for missiondriven organizations.

Corporatized, Mission-Askew Governance
The world’s largest environmental nonprofit organization in terms of assets and revenue (around $1.8 billion in
2021) is The Nature Conservancy (TNC) (TNC Annual Report, 2021). It serves as an illustration of a mission-driven
organization that has largely embraced corporate values.
The Nature Conservancy’s corporate ties and principles exploded in the 2000s, but were built on a pro-business
foundation established decades earlier. Pat Noonan, CEO of TNC during the 1970s, has been identified as the first of
TNC’s leaders to court corporations (Brichard, 2005). Noonan was apparently famous for borrowing a saying from
the for-profit business world in his fundraising slogan: “the donor is always right“ (Brichard, 2005).
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Mark Tercek, a former Goldman Sachs partner, served as TNC’s CEO from 2008-2019, and left a huge imprint not
only on The Nature Conservancy itself but on Big Conservation as a whole. He successfully raised an enormous
amount of capital, espousing what he referred to as “real world” (aka capitalist-based) solutions. Determined to
bridge the cultural gap between the environmental movement and Corporate America, Tercek re-framed The Nature
Conservancy’s funding governance approach toward “persuading big business to save the environment” (Max, 2014).
During Tercek’s tenure, The Nature Conservancy went from approximately $600 million in annual revenue to over
$1 billion. In order to grow its coffers so immensely, TNC forged partnerships and courted alliances with numerous
Fortune 500 companies, including corporations easily identifiable as foes to the environment (e.g., chemical
manufacturers and industrial logging companies). In 2021, Dow published a press release celebrating its ten year
collaboration with TNC (Dow, 2021), and in 2020, The Nature Conservancy put out a press release un-ironically
touting that partnering with “one of the world’s largest packaging, pulp and paper companies,” (International Paper
Company) was helping to reduce the “carbon impact of logging and protecting biodiversity” (TNC, 2020).
During this time, The Nature Conservancy’s board of directors also changed. Conservationists were highly critical of
TNC’s turn toward “Wall Street and corporate” governance (Max, 2014) at the time, although these objections did not
appear to have an impact on TNC’s momentum toward corporatization. Today, TNC’s board of directors is a veritable
corporate all-stars list, including Sergio Rial (CEO of Banco Santander), Douglas Petno (CEO of commercial banking at
JPMorgan Chase), Bill Frist (healthcare magnate and former US Senator), Fred Hu (the founder of Primavera Ventures
who bought a Hong Kong mansion in 2021 for $55 million - finews.asia), Joseph Gleberman (Managing Director at the
Pritzker Organization), Edwin Macharia of Dahlberg Ventures (one of Kenya’s wealthiest individuals), and Vincent
Ryan (Schooner Capital founder with a net worth of $600 million in 2018) TNC Website- Our People. While TNC’s
board of directors may appear relatively diverse, at least in terms in terms of racial/ethnic demographics (26% of the
23-person board are non-white), the preponderance of bankers and billionaires on the organization’s board shows
very little socioeconomic diversity. The amount of wealth on that board and the ties to corporate interests are likely
to influence the direction of the organization and its initiatives.
Another sign that an organization may have embraced the values of corporate excess is high executive compensation,
an area overseen by a board of directors. A corporate-infused governance body is far more likely than a board
comprising grassroots activists to recruit and compensate according to corporate standards. TNC clearly has higher
salaries than those typically found in the nonprofit space. According to tax filings for fiscal year 2020, The Nature
Conservancy had at least twenty-five employees (executives that were listed on the organization’s 990 Tax Form)
that were paid over $320,000 per annum. Its Chief Conservation Officer, Brian McPeek, earned $1.68 million that
year (Schwenkcke, et al., 2022).
To put this in context, Direct Relief, a large foreign aid-focused nonprofit organization with nearly twice the annual
revenue of TNC ($2 billion in 2020) had only two executives on its staff making over $320,000 per year. The Nature
Conservancy is not, however, an outlier from an industry trend of paying executives hefty sums. Looking at two other
large nonprofits with highly paid top executives, the National Geographic Society (annual revenue of $401 million in
2020) had eleven executives making $320,000 or more in 2020 with its top executive paid a salary of $759,000 and
Planned Parenthood (annual revenue of $491.4 million in 2020) had ten executives above the $320,000 threshold
with its highest paid executive kin $1.24 million in salary.
The Nature Conservancy’s strategy of embracing deep-pocketed interests has been justified as a way to find common
goals with and assist large corporations to become “green” themselves, but the organization consistently finds
itself in the crosshairs of ecologists and activists (actors who, in theory, should be allies of a powerful environmentprotecting organization). These critics point to TNC’s corporate culture as well as practices that undermine the health
of the planet (Colman, 2019; Wise, 2022). As Naomi Klein argues in her book, This Changes Everything: Capitalism
v. The Climate, it may be nearly impossible for large organizations to avoid taking money of “questionable origin.‘‘
Nevertheless, in the case of TNC, “there is a compelling reason to believe that funding is having undue influence shaping the kinds of research undertaken, the kinds of policies advanced, as well as the kinds of questions that get
asked in the first place” (Klein, 2014, p. 198).
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Regenerative Governance
Although a much smaller entity, climate change-focused 350.org stands in stark contrast to The Nature Conservancy.
Founded by a group of university friends in the United States along with Bill McKibben in 2008 (350.org Website),
the organization‘s name reflects its lofty goals of aiming to reduce global carbon emissions to 350 parts per million.
Prior to helping establish 350.org, McKibben was an author, environmentalist, and activist. 350.org’s annual revenue
in 2020 was $25.2 million (Schwenkcke, et al., 2022) -- nowhere near the size of The Nature Conservancy’s budget.
350.org is, nevertheless, a relatively sizable organization in the context of the overall environmental nonprofit sector.
While TNC orients itself around corporate values, both in terms of growth and impact, 350.org uses activist tactics.
For example they have modeled their fossil fuel divestment approach on the anti-apartheid divestment movement
(Kusmer, 2021).
The most notable partners that 350.org claims are other players in the nonprofit social justice and environmental
spheres, such as Greenpeace, Sierra Club, Amnesty International, and Oxfam (350.org). Their strategies don’t include
any partnerships with large corporations or major polluters -- rather, they explicitly target corporate actors who
contribute heavily to negative climate outcomes (Kusmer, 2021).
The composition of 350.org’s board of directors is truly diverse. Women and people of color are well-represented
on 350.org’s board (7 of the board’s 11 members are women and only 3 members are white). It is composed solely of
climate and social justice activists, academics, and environmentalists, with no millionaires (or billionaires) involved in
the organization’s funding governance.
The current executive director of 350.org, May Boeve, is a high-profile leader and climate activist whose profile
on 350.org’s site boasts of her activism-related arrests (350.org Website). She holds many awards and commands
noteworthy media appearances, yet her salary (the top salary at the organization) is $135,000 per year. This is on the
low-end for an organization with an annual budget of around $25 million. To put Boeve’s salary into context, some
comparable salaries of executive directors at similarly sized nonprofits include: Climate Reality Project ($420,000
per year), Lambda Legal ($389,000 per year), Rainforest Trust ($135,000 per year), and Energy Outreach Colorado
($272,000 per year). It is also less than one-tenth the salary of TNC’s highest paid executive.
While 350.org and The Nature Conservancy may not appear commensurable given their very different sizes, 350.org
also has a global presence and an ambitious agenda. Throughout its decade-long existence, 350.org has stuck to its
large-scale vision of doing whatever it can to keep atmospheric carbon emissions below 350 parts per million. 350.
org’s campaigns have been effective in stopping the Keystone XL pipeline in the U.S, promoting public institutions
everywhere to divest from fossil fuels, and fighting the development of coal power plants in India. The organization
has been able to inject itself into large-scale policy debates through effective media campaigns and individuals who
echo the organization’s clearly-defined mission.

Discussion
What’s wrong with corporatized mission-driven organizations? If partnering with corporations allows them to bring in large
sums of money, doesn’t that help advance positive change?
With the financial allure of a more corporate structure, an organization often becomes less willing to disrupt the
actors who are creating and exacerbating the problem. In the case of The Nature Conservancy, this has led to alliances
with organizations responsible for a tremendous amount of pollution and deforestation. For example:
Ex1) The Nature Conservancy has used its extensive land holdings to help large companies develop carbon offset
programs which have come under scrutiny for being “false offsets.” TNC’s critics assert that the offsets were protecting
forests that did not need defending, thus allowing corporations such as Disney, Blackrock, and JP Morgan to take
credit for reductions that were already taking place. They also make the case that these corporations conspired with
TNC in employing “far-fetched logic to help absolve them of their climate sins“ (Elgin, 2020).
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Ex2) The Nature Conservancy has opened itself to criticism from within the environmental movement by being a
proponent of “responsible logging practices,” which have come under scrutiny from smaller environmental groups
such as the Dogwood Alliance and the John Muir Project (Wise, 2022). While it is not clear just how harmful these
logging practices are, aligning with pro-logging corporate interests and policymakers is certainly not in lockstep with
The Nature Conservancy’s self-proclaimed mission “to conserve the lands and waters on which all life depends” (TNC
Website). In reference to the much-maligned oil and gas extraction partnership between TNC and Exxon-Mobil near
Galveston, TX, Naomi Klein writes that “to all appearances, it [the alliance] was a shining conservation success story
– proof that a nonconfrontational, partnership-based approach to environmentalism could yield tangible results…
[But] for traditional conservationists it was a little like finding out that Amnesty International had opened its own
prison wing at Guantánamo” (Klein, 2014, p. 192).
What does an organization like 350.org accomplish by having board members and leadership grounded in activism and
science?
Because they operate the way they do, 350.org can be fearless. The organization does not function as if it is beholden
to any high-powered interests. Some examples of the organization‘s ability to disrupt the status quo include:
Ex1) Since launching its Go Fossil Free: Divest from Fossil Fuels! campaign in 2012, 350.org has been at the forefront
of fossil fuel divestment efforts, helping to stigmatize investment in the coal, oil, and gas industries. The campaign,
which calls for universities, pension funds, municipal investment managers, and religious institutions to withdraw
their investments from fossil fuel companies, has been a key component of the movement‘s relative success (Flannery,
2015; Toronto350, 2015).
Ex2) 350.org has formed alliances with indigenous communities in the U.S. and Canada to fight the extraction and
distribution of tar sands oil. Through protests and other activist efforts to raise awareness of the environmental
dangers of tar sands oils, 350.org and its partners were able to help stop construction of both the Keystone XL
Pipeline and the Energy East Pipeline from being completed (Henn, 2021).
While overall capitalization is indeed a legitimate factor in assessing an organization’s ability to create change and
disrupt the status quo, it is also imperative for evaluators to understand where a nonprofit gets its money. In 2020,
for instance, 350.org received $13.87 million of its $25 million annual revenue from 190 different foundations
and entities, and $11 million from individual donations (350.org 2020 annual report). By contrast, The Nature
Conservancy saw its annual budget leap from $1.23 billion in 2020 to $1.82 billion 2021 (its 11th consecutive year
of revenue growth), mostly attributable to an increase in investment income, from $78 million in 2020 to $615
million in 2021 (TNC 2021 annual report). According to its annual report, “investment income was the organization’s
largest driver of revenue growth, reflecting a buoyant equity market and active management decisions by our team
of investment professionals” (TNC 2021 annual report, p.26). While this capital influx may not come directly from
corporate donations, it demonstrates how TNC’s success is tied to corporate growth in a capitalist market.
The Nature Conservancy is helping to protect a great number of fragile ecosystems, to be sure. In doing so, however, it
is unwilling to sacrifice any of its own bottom line. In fact, the opposite holds true: TNC’s NatureVest arm continues to
add to the organization’s significant land holdings across the globe, from California and Maine to Kenya and Australia.
It‘s notable that NatureVest’s operating expenses are paid by the Robertson Foundation, founding sponsor JPMorgan
Chase and the Jeremy & Hannelore Grantham Environmental Trust (Gunther, 2015). 1
By contrast, in an effort to ensure that global climate strikes hit critical mass, 350.org engaged in a “hiring spree,“ which,
in the end, their budget could not support (Colman, 2022). 350.org paid a price for the strategic and fiscal decision to
prioritize a successful action over financial stewardship -- there were layoffs, mass staff resignations, and associated
demoralization -- but the strikes took place as envisioned. The organization spent the next year trying to redeem its

Ironically, the same Jeremy Grantham, a British billionaire investor, once wrote that “capitalism, by ignoring the fi-nite nature of
resources and by neglecting the long-term well-being of the planet and its potentially crucial biodiversity, threatens our existence”
(Fortune, Feb. 27, 2012).
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reputation, regaining its fiscal footing, and planning actions targeting the coal industry, the U.S. Federal Reserve, and
the Chinese government (Colman, 2022). While many people, both internal and external to the organization, may
hold critical views of what happened at 350.org that year, the organization never compromised its mission.

Lessons
This case study reveals a number of lessons for regenerative funding allocation decision-making. The two examples
profiled demonstrate how the drive for notoriety, growth, and wealth-accumulation (corporate values) can push an
organization off its path. Below is a set of questions to help guide funding decisions and to ensure allocations are
directed toward more regenerative organizations.
Does the organization prioritize systems-disruption over its own “success?”
The principle of endless growth is a key tenet of capitalism. It’s also a leading cause of the climate crisis, rampant
inequality, and most violent global conflicts. The increasingly close connection between the non-profit and forprofit sectors highlights that economic survival as a mission-driven nonprofit is a precarious proposition in a forprofit world. Money is required to fuel any action, and the pressure to grow financially in order to maximize impact
is palpable in the nonprofit sector. The temptation to grow at any cost (especially if an infusion of capital offers an
organization increased flexibility) is likely to feel irresistible to an organization that would otherwise be scrambling
to survive. Growth may well help an organization increase its impact. When an organization begins to believe there
is value in the growth itself, to the point where it is willing to compromise its values, however, that’s when it is at risk
of becoming mission-askew.
In order to guard against that, mission-driven organizations should put systems disruption at the center of their work.
This subversion of the entities, policies, and structures that underlie the problem they are working to combat should
be a higher priority than their growth. So, for example, imagine two hypothetical organizations, both with a mission to
address childhood poverty. Organization A chooses to tackle the root causes of parental poverty (immigration policy,
abortion access, restrictions on employment for formerly incarcerated, etc.). Organization B partners with a megastore to distribute tons of food. The mega-store partnership may bring Organization B the means for widespread
impact. It may also enable Organization B to garner considerable pecuniary support, success and a favorable programexpense ratio. Organization B’s impact, however, will always be superficial. While it can alleviate hunger by providing
meals, it will never address the root causes of poverty. Organization A’s impact could provide more lasting solutions
to reduce the severity and number of families struggling to feed their children, which, of course, should be the aim.
Does the organization compensate its executives reasonably?
The lesson here is not that people who work nonprofit jobs are undeserving of high salaries. It is hard work that
merits a generous wage. It is also important, though, that organizations not fall subject to the fallacy of the exceptional
individual or get sucked into corporate values, and inflate executive pay to the level we see in some of these giant
nonprofits.
There are many rationales for the exorbitant salaries noted among corporatized organizations. Many argue that in
order to attract the “best and brightest” talent, the nonprofit sector needs to compensate staff at levels that can
compete with the corporate world, Some insist that top executives at nonprofits need to be paid top wages in order
to keep their organization’s coffers filled. For an organization whose board of directors is filled with high net-worth
individuals from the corporate world, these salaries are easily justified as they still seem relatively low to those
accustomed to corporate salaries (ultra-rich board members tend not to view wealth accumulation as a moral issue
like many who work in mission-driven organizations). Depending on the organization, there are certainly kernels of
truth in each of these rationales. Those leery of corporatized nonprofits, however, will recognize salaries in the high
six-figure, low seven-figure range (salary levels where generational wealth is created) as red flags that an organization
is not strictly mission-driven.
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Executive compensation in a vacuum should not be the primary way to measure an organization’s impact or
effectiveness, but it can be a useful tool in gauging the values of a nonprofit. Relatively high staff salaries do not
necessarily indicate that an organization is unable to realign its lens to be as mission-focused as possible -- it just
means that there are often competing internal interests that support the status quo. Sound governance is still possible
as long as stakeholders are able to see “real world solutions” (as evangelized by crossovers from the corporate world
such as Mark Tercek) for what they actually are: synonyms for capital-fueled solutions and a mindset that rewards
endless growth. By definition, endless growth is not regenerative.
Are you relying too heavily on the organization’s rating from a third-party nonprofit assessment agency (e.g., Charity Navigator
or Guidestar)?
Many of the metrics used by rating agencies such as Charity Navigator and Guidestar favor larger organizations.
Guidestar (partnering with BoardSource), for instance, asks whether an organization ensures “an inclusive board
member recruitment process that results in diversity of thought and leadership?” (Guidestar profile of TNC).
According to Guidestar, The Nature Conservancy passes this demographic-based diversity test. As noted earlier,
however, billionaires tend to view issues like executive compensation and corporate partnership differently than most
people, irrespective of race or gender. Rating agencies would provide potential funders a service by incorporating
a “net worth of board members” litmus test into their evaluation process, especially as board membership with a
charitable organization can be a remedy for “polluters seeking to green up their reputations” (Colman, 2019).
These third-party evaluators also use financial indicators. To get a high rating, an organization should have both a
good working capital ratio (100% or more) and a sound liabilities to assets (L/A) ratio (0.3 to 0.6). While these are
objectively sound indicators of organizational stability, they do tend to favor organizations that have been more
successful in accumulating wealth. Corporate partnership would likely enhance an organization’s financial indicators,
even if it forced a detraction from the organization‘s mission. Meanwhile, many nonprofit organizations designed to
be disruptive to the status quo struggle to make ends meet.
One of the most salient indicators used by third-party evaluators is the program-expense ratio. On its face, this is a
sensible and reasonable metric, but it has a number of flaws. In addition to potentially missing innovative approaches
that don’t fall into identifiable “program” categories and encouraging organizations to focus on short-term returns
(Urban Institute, 2005), it is easier for organizations with a large budget to fare well on this standard. For a small
organization, simply paying the executive team decent wages will take a large chunk out of their budgets, while a wellendowed organization can pay its executive inordinate amounts without making a dent.
Another pay-related indicator that is not included in third-party rankings but could be is a measure of pay equity. Such
a metric would be calculated on the basis of executive compensation as well as the proportion of staff earning a nonliving wage. Potential funders may want to know if an organization that pays its top executives extreme salaries also
employs an army of minimum-wage outreach workers soliciting donations from strangers on the streets (in order to
pay those top salaries).
A pay-equity indicator could be similar to calculations that highlight salary inequity in the corporate world. The
Economic Policy Institute, for instance, publishes a Corporate Wage Tracker that examines 66 large retail and food
service firms, and compares CEO pay to the wage levels of each company’s hourly workers (EPI). While it may not be
feasible to provide data to the public about every nonprofit’s pay ratios, third-party nonprofit raters could require
organizations to provide compensation data in order to be considered for repeated top tier ranking status.
Pay equity issues in the corporate world have become pervasive talking points to the political class and valuable
barometers for many environmental, social, and corporate governance (ESG) investors. With a few simple initiatives
to raise awareness and transparency, the business world template could be replicated by the nonprofit sector - an
actual example of lessons from the corporate world helping to improve its non-corporate counterparts. Increased
transparency in the compensation arena could allow donors to make better-informed decisions as to which
organizations to fund.
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None of this is meant to suggest that the metrics already provided by third-party evaluators aren’t valuable. But these
ratings should be taken with a grain of salt. An analysis conducted by the Urban Institute’s Center on Nonprofits
and Philanthropy and Indiana University’s Center on Philanthropy (Urban Institute, 2005) points out the potential
unintended consequences of relying too heavily on these evaluators, to the detriment of smaller organizations:
Strict financial ratio standards favor larger organizations, longer-established organizations, and those with popular
causes. They discriminate against those nonprofits that are newly established, support relatively unpopular or
unknown causes, or do not have an established “top-of-mind” position amongst potential donors.
The proposed changes could help level the playing field for smaller, less well-known organizations competing for
positive ratings against large, deep-pocketed organizations.

Conclusion
In their treatise on the conversion of symbolic capital into economic capital, using Bourdieu’s theory of forms and
mechanisms of capital conversion as their framework, Rannard, Bocquet & Ferrari write:
Credibility, image and reputation for non-profit organizations are important to the non-profit purpose of their
mission. They take the risk of losing their soul by partnering with for-profit organizations…[W]hy do some nonprofit
organizations decide to partner with for-profit organizations, taking the risk of selling their soul to the devil by
partnering with firms, while others do not?
(Rannard, Bocquet & Ferrary, 2017, p. 3)
In their development of a four-part model, the authors recognize that some nonprofit organizations (the civic model),
which are primarily funded through individual donors and public administrations, are less willing to take this gamble:
[Civic model organizations] have a high level symbolic capital and are well-known and loved by the general public.
Because of their high level of symbolic capital, the risk of losing it by getting involved with firms is significant. In
this configuration, nonprofits are largely in confrontation with the business sector because they aim to protect their
symbolic capital. (Rannard, Bocquet & Ferrary, 2017, p. 10)
This model corresponds closely to 350.org, while their “opportunistic model” organizations, which readily form
alliances with for-profit firms in order to secure economic resources, corresponds to The Nature Conservancy. To
suggest that TNC has “sold its soul to the devil” may be hyperbolic and dismissive of the achievements that TNC has
made toward preserving habitats. It does seem clear, however, that an organization like 350.org more courageously
confronts the root causes of the problem, remains uncompromised in its mission, and provides a better example of
regenerative governance.
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3. THE CASE FOR REGENERATIVE FUNDING GOVERNANCE
3.1 The Case for Regenerative Funding Governance
As the critique chapter and negative case studies above demonstrate, our current systems are broken. Or rather,
these systems are “fixed“ in order to preserve and further concentrate wealth and power in the hands of those
who are benefiting from the extractive paradigm underlying them. At the same time, a wild diversity of alternative
approaches to funding governance exists, and innovation continues at a rapid pace. Much of this draws upon ancient
wisdom, reinforced by the new science of complexity, the combination of which can be said to form the essence of the
“regenerative paradigm.”1 The table below offers one take on the essential elements of this shift:

Regenerative Paradigm

Currently Dominant Paradigm

Life is sacred: we recognize that all things are
interconnected and interdependent, and that our
primary task is to be good commoners, stewarding the wellbeing of the human and more-thanhuman world.

Money is sacred: we organise our personal and collective lives around the accumulation and preservation of private wealth, to which end we enclose and
commodify the commons, and use financial markets
to disintermediate our connections to one another
and to Mother Earth.

Relationships are primary: all good flows from
“being in right relation,” which is the source of
true wealth, security, and thrivability; process
(how we do things) matters more than content
(outcomes), and should be generously resourced.

Things are primary: The material world is what
matters most, and a focus on resources and outcomes drives our decision-making; process is just
a means to an end, and therefore a cost of doing
business to be minimised.

Function like an ecosystem: we base decisions
on whole systems dynamics including diversity,
mutualism, and complexity; appropriately distribute agency and authority across all parts of the
system; adapt to changing conditions with new
patterns of organising; recognize that there are
limits to growth.

Function like a machine: we make decisions based
on simplified metrics and the assumption of predictable cause and effect; focus at the level of separate
parts and entities rather than systemic wholes;
reenforce the status quo and resist transformational change; focus on industrial approaches that
prioritise replication, speed, and scale; refuse to
acknowledge limits.

Be guided by love: we make decisions and take
action in a spirit of care, trust, and generosity,
grounded in authentic relationships and a shared
sense of belonging.

Be guided by fear: we prioritise rules and requirements to anticipate, manage, control, and punish
bad behaviour; employ competitive processes with
little or no effort made to build relationships and
support collaboration; concentrate decision-making
authority in a few hands rather than broadly sharing
power with those who will be involved with, or
impacted by, the decisions being made.

For explorations of the weaving of ancient/indigenous wisdom and modern science, see, for example, Kimmerer, Robin Wall, Braiding Sweetgrass (Milkweed Editions, 2015), Norberg-Hodge, Helena, Ancient Futures (Local Futures, 2016), and Yunkaporta, Tyson,
Sand Talk (Harper One, 2020)
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The authors of this Blueprint hold these regenerative principles to be self-evident, and this “Case for Regenerative
Funding Governance” does not attempt to argue for their validity. Instead, we focus our attention on the question of
how we might get from here to there, as well as what ”there” might actually look like. Bill Sharpe’s Three Horizons
framework2 (briefly described in the Introduction) provides a useful way to organise this conversation.
Horizon 3 –the regenerative and thriving future we are working towards-- remains elusive and unclear in many
respects, with competing visions as to the form(s) it might take along with a good deal of well-founded scepticism3
regarding our ability to bring it forth. We are simultaneously being called by the beautiful possibility of co-creating
“a world that works for all”4 that H3 presents, and driven by the sheer terror of impending Collapse should we fail
to get there in time. Rather than viewing compatibility with H3 as a “purity test” for work deserving our support,
a regenerative approach sees this positive vision as a “guiding star” that catalyses change through the dynamic
reconciliation of activating and restraining forces,5 while also recognizing that there are intermediate (H2) structures
and processes that are valuable in leaving behind the worst of H1 and helping us make the transition to H3 (including
buying us time while we attempt to get there).
The frame of H2 invites us to accept the transitional nature of this period as one that inevitably produces a mix of
good and bad innovation. We must therefore work to amplify positive change based on regenerative principles (H2+)
and resist initiatives that exploit the current crises while remaining rooted in the extractive and exploitative thinking
that got us here (H2-). The debate around the authenticity and value of ESG investing, in which r3.0 is a major player,
offers a prime example of the need for this kind of discernment.
Massive amounts of money are now being allocated under the banner of “systemic transformation,” based on the
widely-accepted understanding that we must rapidly move beyond an H1-dominant world. Here are just a few highprofile examples:
•

•

•

•

Loop 1 (Markets): the members of the GFANZ alliance announced at COP26 control more than $130 trillion in
assets. Their stated goal is to “fund private sector initiatives and turn billions committed to climate investment
through public channels into trillions of total climate investment… [via] collaborative, ambitious commitments
and near-term action across the entire financial system” in order to “transition to a net-zero economy.” 6
Loop 2 (Government): USAID announced “A New Vision for Inclusive Development” in November 2021 that
includes pledges to “place local communities in the lead” with 25% of its funding within the next four years and
50% within a decade (versus 6% currently, out of a budget of $60 billion).7
Loop 3 (Philanthropy): the Co-impact global philanthropic collaborative was organised in 2017 to promote
“equitable systems change at scale” and includes some of the largest foundations in the world, such as Rockefeller,
Gates, Skoll, and IKEA. It recently announced its second fund with $1 billion targeted to “women-led locallyrooted organisations, in Africa, Asia and Latin America, with large-scale, long-term, and flexible funding.”8
All Loops: “On November 2 at COP26, the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and
12 partners announced Regen10, an ambitious collective action plan to scale regenerative food production
systems, worldwide, in a decade. The initiative… will work with over 500 million farmers to apply regenerative
production methods and transform agricultural systems, as well as ensure roughly USD $60 billion per year is
deployed to finance the transition… Regen10 will drive alignment and convergence of existing food and farming

For resources about Three Horizons, see https://www.h3uni.org/
See, for example, the “Deep Adaptation” framework based on Jem Bendell’s assessment that civilizational collapse is highly likely
within the next few decades (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deep_Adaptation)
4
See Abdullah, Sharif, Creating a World that Works for All (Berrett-Koehler, 1999) for a seminal description of this vision and the
pathway for reaching it.
5
The triad of activating, restraining, and reconciling forces, aka “The Law of Three”, was developed by Bill Reed of the Regenesis
Institute (https://www.regenerat.es/). For another example of the application of this Law in the context of systemic transformation, see Michelle Holliday’s Medium piece “When Warriors Try to Weave” (https://michelleholliday.medium.com/when-warriorstry-to-weave-24f3b815bc9c), where she states: “Instead of approaching a situation as a problem to be solved through compromise
between two opposing forces, The Law of Three is an invitation to seek the highest potential present in a situation by harmonising
those forces. Only in seeking the potential inherent in ‘what is’ can we move effectively beyond compromise to discover new possibilities of ‘what could be.’”
6
The Glasgow Financial Alliance for Net Zero: https://www.gfanzero.com/
7
https://globalgovernanceforum.org/global-embrace-localization-changing-power-dynamics-development-humanitarian-aid-systems/
8
https://www.co-impact.org/gender-fund-what-we-fund/
2
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sector initiatives, and scale-up collective action, by bringing together farmers, along with businesses, investors,
NGOs, and policymakers to accelerate system change.”9
As the critique and negative case studies presented above argue, there is good reason to believe that efforts like
these will predominantly support H2- initiatives. But if even a modest percentage of the global funding that claims to
support systemic transformation –much of which might come from a vast number of smaller programs rather than
large-scale initiatives like the ones cited above-- is allocated using regenerative funding governance approaches, we
believe that will result in a powerful flow of resources into H2+ work.
The “patterns” discussed in the next section provide guidance as to what it means in principle and in practice to take
regenerative approaches to funding governance. These patterns were validated by the positive case studies and
the “action-learning activities” that are reported on in the subsequent sections. Consistent with an ecosystemic
rather than a machine-like worldview, we do not offer cookie-cutter models designed to be replicated at maximum
speed and scale. Rather, we seek continuous learning and innovation, grounded in the contexts of place, culture,
and relationships, and rooted in ancient wisdom. We are humble observers, only able to offer a glimpse of the vast
array of funding allocation work that is following the patterns we are seeing. But what we can see gives us hope and
inspiration.
As noted in the introduction, the shift to a regenerative paradigm may be closer than we think. In her video “The
Pyramid and the Pool: Why things are better than they seem,”10 Martha Beck argues that mainstream institutions
and large scale systems are likely to be the last to give way to the new paradigm, persisting even as they are steadily
undermined from the grassroots level, before finally tumbling under the weight of their bankrupt worldviews.
Neoliberalism, for example, though it lives on like a zombie, has been largely discredited by the 2008 financial
meltdown and the success of massive spending for Covid relief (the current bout of inflation notwithstanding).
Meanwhile, as Helena Norberg-Hodge of Local Futures notes, “beneath the radar of the mainstream media and far
from the fetishized techno-utopia of Silicon Valley – healthy and vibrant futures, built upon connection to nature and
community, are already in the making.”11
The principles and practices of what we have termed “regenerative funding governance” offer a way to ride the rising
tide of social movements bringing authentic and deep systemic transformation in both the H2+ and H3 domains. And
for those who do not believe that these movements will scale out or scale up in time to replace or transform existing
institutions before their dysfunction brings about collapse12, these same principles and practices provide valuable
guidance on how best to allocate funding in anticipation of the chaotic and complex scenarios that will ensue. In either
case, this is the only evolved way to respond. The childish notion that “he who dies with the most toys wins”13 must
be replaced by the grown-up responsibility of caring for “all our relations,” as our wise elders, the Lakota, have been
saying for thousands of years.14 Lyla June captures the challenge we face beautifully in the song For Her Speak, a
collaboration with MaMuse inspired by the work of the Water Protectors:

https://climatechampions.unfccc.int/regen10-to-work-with-over-500-million-farmers-to-scale-regenerative-food-productionby-2030/
10
https://youtu.be/Xz9IJMMWP4M
11
https://www.localfutures.org/publications/local-is-our-future-book-helena-norberg-hodge/
12
See the Stockholm Resilience Center’s work (https://www.stockholmresilience.org/) on planetary boundaries for one attempt to
measure how close we are to the collapse of Earth’s life support systems due to human activity, and the seminal Limits to Growth
work of the Club of Rome: https://www.clubofrome.org/
13
In an October 2016 Washington Post Op Ed entitled “He who dies with the most toys now loses!” Tom Toles may have only been off
by a few (very painful) years when he wrote this: “Now people are ready for something else. If there were any doubts remaining,
Donald Trump succeeded in permanently tarnishing the glamour of the new Gilded Age to look like the tacky plated veneer it
always was. There is a whole world of useful and rewarding work ahead of us, work that piled up while our eyes were dazzled by all
the shiny things. A badly damaged planet in need of repair, a work-life-values system almost as out of balance as our climate, and a
technology revolution that could be put to better purposes than unrelenting consumer diversion and owner money-grubbing. My
guess is that most everybody is ready for a new era when you are.”
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/opinions/wp/2016/10/24/he-who-dies-with-the-most-toys-now-loses/
14
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mitakuye_Oyasin
9
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They say that history is written by the victors,
But how can there be a victor when the war isn‘t over?
The battle has only just begun
And creator is sending her VERY best warriors
This time it isn‘t Indians versus cowboys
No, this time it is all the beautiful races of humanity
Together on the SAME SIDE
And we are fighting to replace our fear with LOVE
This time bullets, arrows and cannonballs will not save us
The only weapons that are useful in this battle are the weapons of
TRUTH, of FAITH, and of COMPASSION15

Originally part of Lyla June‘s song “All Nations Rise:“ https://youtu.be/nr2VLI8jKww?t=210. “Creator“ changed from male to
female in “For Her Speak“ version: https://mamuse.bandcamp.com/track/for-her-speak-featuring-lyla-june (lyrics here: http://www.
mamuse.org/new-page)

15
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3.2 Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance
Early on in the production of this Blueprint we felt the necessity of sensing into and articulating the set of patterns
showing up across multiple instances of funding governance that gesture towards a regenerative approach.
We considered naming these patterns as a flexible alternative to a single definition of “regenerative funding
governance.” They can be used to inform conversations with funders, the design of new funding initiatives, and the
evaluation of existing ones. The Patterns can also be integrated into a map of the field of initiatives that are moving
towards regenerative funding governance. This activity was inspired by the concept of a “pattern language” first
articulated by the architect Christopher Alexander. While the development of something that comprehensive was
beyond our capacity within the Blueprint time frame and resources, it is possible that this work might continue
beyond the Blueprint.

The Value of the Patterns and the Concept of a “Pattern Language”
Patterns were defined as design concepts that show up in multiple instances within a domain, are interconnected,
and hold different aspects of a larger whole. Linking qualitative and quantitative dimensions while staying contextual,
they support replication in a way that does not become mechanical, opening up multiple pathways to creativity.
We considered Christopher Alexander’s contributions particularly insightful when deciding upon this approach. In his
book, “A Pattern Language,” where the concept was first articulated, he talks about patterns as describing “a problem
which occurs over and over again in our environment,” followed by ”the core of the solution to that problem, in such
a way that you can use this solution a million times over, without ever doing it the same way twice.”1 The inherent
value of the approach, therefore, is its versatility. Patterns can be applied to create an infinite variety of combinations,
adapting them to each individual context without creating the same result.
Scaling is another potential achievable through patterns, preparing the ground for systems transformation. Unlike
replicating structures and designs, patterns allow for a decentralised strategy around scale, as this is accomplished
“just as biological organisms are created, indirectly, by a genetic code.”2
The concept of a “pattern language” takes the approach a step further. Patterns are not considered in isolation. They
are supported by other patterns and themselves create a structure around other patterns. Reflecting back on the
creation of a pattern language for architecture that would lead to a built environment nurturing for human life,
Christopher Alexander noted:
“[The] pattern language that we began creating in the 1970s had other essential features. First, it has a
moral component. Second, it has the aim of creating coherence, morphological coherence in the things
which are made with it. And third, it is generative: it allows people to create coherence, morally sound
objects, and encourages and establishes this process because of its emphasis on the coherence of the
created whole.”3
These dimensions and their interrelatedness allow for a holistic view that considers the multidimensional nature of
governance.
These were all key reasons for deciding to use this approach in the Blueprint, as patterns – rather than a specific
framework – are not deterministic and can be applied in all areas of funding governance, including philanthropy,
investing, government spending, and the distribution of resources within an organisation or network, thus covering all
the resource distribution Loops mentioned in our Critique of the Current Funding Governance System. Furthermore,
Alexander, Christopher (1977), A Pattern Language, Oxford University Press, New York, 1977, p. x
Alexander, Christopher (1999), The Origins of Pattern Theory: The Future of the Theory, and the Generation of a Living World, IEEE
Software, 16(5), 71–82. doi:10.1109/52.795104. Lecture at the 1996 ACM Conference on Object-Oriented Programs, Systems,
Languages and Applications (OOPSLA)
3
Ibid.
1
2
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and in line with the cues shown by some developments in the field, patterns can also be used to develop innovations
across the Loops, in funding initiatives that integrate various forms and types of capital, and stakeholders.

Patterns Ideation
Acknowledging the fact that neither the resources nor the timeline of this Blueprint permitted the development of
a complete and definitive pattern language, our team nevertheless embarked on an effort to create an initial set of
interrelated patterns that could lay the ground for further work.
A fundamental question is whether patterns of regenerative funding governance can be “designed” or are identified
and given a written form based on what is taking shape in practice. Our team, composed of practitioners, researchers
and advisors, took a dual approach, considering that both backcasting from an ideal state, and observing what is
currently emerging are complementary methods to propose a balanced and robust set of patterns.
Before drafting the 1.0 Pattern Set, input was received from team members about the most important patterns they
were distinguishing in practice. In parallel, a review was conducted of the resources brought forward by members of
our Working Group, which by no means claimed to be comprehensive. An initial set of themes was created, identifying
ten possible areas: Systems, Cycles, Valuing the Process, Time, Learning, Relationality, Trust, Nature, Equity, Beyond
Money.
Later in the process, a possible classification of the patterns into four categories was proposed:
• Essential frameworks (overarching frames of reference)
• Key enablers / conditions (supercharging all other patterns)
• Core values (for weighing decisions and choices)
• Contributing dynamics (the factors that are shifting)
This classification, as distinct from the thematic grouping, helps us articulate the relationships between the patterns,
and how each contributes to a regenerative outcome of funding governance.
This 1.0 Version of the patterns was then submitted to the Case Studies and Action-learning teams, who used them to
identify the regenerative governance aspects of the initiatives examined. At the same time, these initiatives provided
a basis against which to assess the patterns themselves.

Index of Patterns
The following Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance were proposed:
Essential frameworks
• Takes a Long-term View
• Cyclicity
• Beyond Money
Key enablers
• Connected Learning Cycles
• Margin-Centred Design
• Funding the Process and Its Participants
Core values
• Emergence
• Redefines Notions of “We”
• Co-learning between Funders and Fundees
• Scale Linking
• Metrics Focus on Process before Outcomes
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Contributing dynamics
• Develops and Deepens Relationships
• Community Capital Stewardship
• Bioregions
• Works with Existing Relational Fields
• Questions Existing Power Structures
For full descriptions of these patterns, please refer to this Miro Board.

Limitations of the Existing Set of Patterns
Given the process by which these patterns were developed, and the short time-frame that was available, we consider
this as a first, but not final, step towards a pattern language that can help existing funding organisations transform
their current practices and guide in the creation of new funding structures and initiatives.
Within our own working group, discussions were held regarding the limitations of this first draft set: some patterns
may overlap, other key patterns may be missing, and yet others may have possible interpretations that could lead to
non-regenerative outcomes.

Possible New Patterns
A list of possible new patterns was proposed after the initial set. Some of these may already be included, in some form
or another, in the existing ones, but they may also be worth articulating as separate patterns.
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reparations – based on the notion that the current distribution of wealth derives in no small measure from a long
legacy of oppression, theft, and genocide
The personal dimension as a precondition to regenerative funding governance – reflecting one of Theory U‘s key
assumptions, namely that the success of an intervention depends on the inner condition of the intervener
Governance by consent – a core practice for power-with versus power-over governance
Love first, then money – a connection to the idea, as noted in the Case for Regenerative Funding Governance
chapter above, that our “business-as-usual” systems hold money sacred, while Life is sacred in regenerative
systems
Nature – we are part of it and can also model our systems on it, acknowledging that no system is regenerative
unless it recognizes our belonging to nature
Localism – as everything starts with the local scale, where specific relationships to the land, one another, and our
more-than-human relatives define what “regeneration” means in proper context
Transparency – of budgets, salaries, donations, sources
Midwifing the death of old institutions and patterns – in order to make room for the new, as old institutions
cannot adequately fund regeneration
Balancing centralised and decentralised systems – integration these approaches helps us to understand when to
expand and when to contract; success does not always mean expansion
Hierarchical structures are temporary and evolving – acknowledging that some hierarchy is needed, but not the
rigid structure present today in most organisations
Connection to place and culture – a key principle in any regenerative economic system, as funding flows are
closely tied to place
Inviting in the Sacred – as a guiding star to regenerative efforts.

What’s Next?
As stated before, the patterns presented in this document are drafts, and represent a subset of a more comprehensive
“pattern language” that might have three times as many patterns, grouped around seven or eight themes. The
patterns were selected by individual members of the team based on their personal sense of importance, with the
understanding that there would be gaps to be filled in a full version of this work.
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Cognizant of the inherent limitations of both our approach and our results, but with the confidence that the above
work is a useful starting point to a larger effort, we are henceforth inviting a broader collaboration to build upon our
1.0 version of Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance.
This invitation includes a broad range of possibilities. Practitioners from various fields of funding may enrich this
version from their own practice, refining, amplifying or weaving relationships between patterns. Participants from
the regenerative governance and design space may also engage in this dialogue. An exploration into how the multiple
ways the patterns are applied in practice could also point to missing patterns, possible connections, hierarchies or
groupings, in addition to inspiring other funding initiatives to become regenerative in their governance. Some have
also raised questions about the moral dimension implied by a pattern language. Additionally, new ways of engaging
with this work may also be envisaged.
The ways this dialogue and knowledge-building can occur in practice have still not been defined. In the meantime, our
analysis of Case Studies and Action-learning re Regenerative Funding Governance, presented next in this Blueprint,
constitutes an initial exploration into how these patterns can be applied, and the value that can be generated by doing
so.
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4. CASE STUDIES IN REGENERATIVE FUNDING GOVERNANCE
4.1 Introduction to the Case Studies
Consistent with our intention with this Blueprint (BP) to explore and map the field of regenerative funding governance,
two different approaches were taken: the examination of case studies and the initiation of action-learning activities.
This chapter focuses on the case studies. It covers the process of their production and makes some high-level
observations based on the case studies as a set, noting also the outstanding questions and issues that come into
sharper focus as we delve into the work that has been documented. This is followed by a brief summary of each study.
The case studies were crowd sourced, emerging through responses to an open invitation to Blueprint Working
Group members. As a result, there are many initiatives, communities of practice, funding governance approaches,
and geographic areas that are not represented well (or at all) in the set we are offering below. Notable gaps include:
•

•
•

Case studies and action-learning anchored in the Global South, and more that are led by BIPOC (Black,
Indigenous, and people of color) groups in the Global North. These include about some of the most innovative
initiatives we are aware of, such as those mentioned in the Social Movement Investing report we studied (e.g.
Resource Generation, the Buen Vivir Fund, Kataly Foundation, Full Spectrum Capital Partners).1
Input from “mainstream” funders in philanthropy, government grantmaking and subsidies, and investing, who are
working to change their practices and those of their peers.
Innovative practices that are adjacent to but not explicitly part of the regenerative movement, such as trustbased philanthropy, participatory grantmaking, participatory budgeting, community-centric fundraising, mutual
aid, local currencies, local exchange trading systems, worker-owned cooperatives, gift circles, time banking,
offers and needs markets, and more.

We plan to fill in some of these gaps in our “post-Blueprint activation work,” as described at the Conclusion of this
document. Despite these omissions, we feel good about the six case studies presented here (along with the two
“negative” case studies above), both individually and as a set. Each stands on its own as a story and a source of
insights. Together, they paint a picture of what is, what is emerging, and what else might be possible. This inspired
and grounded our overall analysis, as presented in the Critique, Case for Regenerative Funding Governance, and
Conclusion sections of the Blueprint.

Overview
Six case studies are detailed below. Overall, there is a strong connection to philanthropy in the studies, anchoring
them mainly in Loop 3 (“Philanthropy”) of the Critique chapter, though some also blend philanthropy with Loop 4
(“Reinforcement”) and in others the focus is distribution of resources within any organisation. Starting within
philanthropy is practical for regenerative approaches which are not sufficiently viable to attract market funding and
public funding may not have the flexibility to work with experimental approaches. The Patterns chapter has identified
some individual features that characterise positive innovation, and each case study exemplifies many (and in some
cases all) of these in different arrangements.
Some of these initiatives, such as Chorus Foundation, offer useful innovation within existing structures, with a letting
go of power and the allocation of relatively larger sums of money. The intention to spend-down and sunset the whole
Foundation pre-figures a constructive Horizon 2 + role for philanthropy as a sector in moving towards a regenerative
future. Other Initiatives offer more open-ended, potentially disruptive approaches which invent new structures
and intend to build power from the bottom up (as with TRC Council, Barichara, and Happy Money), often offering
relatively smaller sums of money, or as with the cryptocurrency work (Hypha and Regen Foundation), working with

https://resourcegeneration.org/, https://thousandcurrents.org/buen-vivir-fund/, https://www.katalyfoundation.org/, https://
fullspectrumcapitalpartners.us/. See also the “thought partners” list in the acknowledgments section at the end of the Center for
Economic Democracy’s Social Movement Investing paper, which does include the Chorus Foundation, which we included as one of
our case studies: https://www.economicdemocracy.us/mvpt

1
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new forms of money altogether.
Innovations in governance in the case studies here respond to two key elements of regenerative thinking highlighted
in the Case for Regenerative Funding Governance section above, namely:
•

•

Functioning like an ecosystem: this implies basing decisions on whole systems dynamics including diversity,
mutualism, and complexity; appropriately distributing agency and authority across all parts of the system;
adapting to changing conditions with new patterns of organising and finally recognizing that there are limits to
growth
Being guided by love: nurture authentic relationships and a shared sense of belonging; make decisions and take
action in a spirit of care, trust, and generosity

These are both fundamental to both regeneration and good decision making based on trust, and to the development
of useful ideas to forward the wider project.
Working simply and being guided by love, a spirit of care, and trust are more easily comprehensible and accessible
to the very communities who have been exploited and degraded by the current economic system. However, these
approaches take time, and are not scalable in conventional terms. In this regard, the Happy Money Story offers a
relationship strengthening alternative to the current conventional approach in which maximising one’s personal
compensation is the norm.
Through tokenization, the cryptocurrency work takes the meaningful conversations anchored in the authentic
relationships a step further through the distribution of agency and authority across all parts of the system as the
means to tackle power imbalances. This work faces significant obstacles, including legal ones, as well as the practical
ones of onboarding people into the way of working, sometimes crossing the digital divide to do so. However, once this
is achieved, its potential scalability is more apparent.
Technology runs as a theme across the initiatives: governance of online and offline communities, and communities
composed of both online and offline actors. Each offers different opportunities and constraints in terms of the
different kinds of relationships that it is possible to foster. Through DAOs, technology also offers the opportunity for
online groups to fund on-site regeneration.
There is much to celebrate in the stories told here – of people going against the grain to find ways to act ethically and
challenge the economic, political and cultural power structures that are creating the planetary chaos that we see
unfolding around us. In seeking to identify the ways forward, further exploration of these issues would be valuable:
•

•

•

Most initiatives here are anchored within current philanthropy and remain dependent on on-going sources of
funding going forwards – are shifts to the governance of philanthropy sufficient, given the mutually reinforcing
power of the four loops outlined in the critique? Does Horizon 2+ imply working beyond the boundaries of
philanthropy?
Given the scale of the crises that have generated the need for regenerative funding, the need for urgency and
scale of response is apparent. What does scale look like in this context? If we are to avoid the pitfalls of one-sizefits-all growth, how does regenerative funding governance avoid becoming confined to limited boutique models
unable to face the scale of the crises?
How can the patterns identified within the individual studies be leveraged for greater effectiveness? Is just
identifying, naming, and recognising them elsewhere a key step in marking out the path so that others can follow?
What else needs to be done?
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Case Study Summaries/Excerpts
The following are brief summaries of each of the six “positive” case studies produced for the Blueprint. In many cases, the text
is excerpted from the full write-ups, however for simplicity’s sake, these excerpts are not noted with quotation marks.

TRC Council
This case study examines an approach to funding governance developed and facilitated by the Thriving Resilient
Communities Collaboratory (“TRCC”) from 2015-2020. The TRC Council Process prototypes an ecosystemic
approach to funding governance. It demonstrates that those who seek financial support can be effective managers of
a funding commons for their mutual benefit, and that relationships, learning, and the capacity to collaborate are all
enhanced when power is shared in this way. It points to the possibility that focusing on transformational/regenerative
process is the best way to produce transformational/regenerative outcomes.
In practical terms, the TRC Council process successfully demonstrates what decolonised philanthropy looks like. It
empowers those who have been disempowered by gathering a pool of money and then sharing decision making with
grantees and allies to:
• Establish criteria and values for eligible grants and eligible grantees
• Decide which organisations to invite to apply
• Apply the criteria and values to each application
• Decide which grants to fund, and for how much
This process shifts power from people who have resources and shares it with people who don’t. It moves grantees out
of competition for scarce resources, and into collaboration to accomplish a shared mission.

Chorus Foundation
The funding governance of the Chorus Foundation embraces regenerative practices from a systemic perspective,
allocating their financial and other resources to building and shifting economic, political and cultural power structures
towards the communities they fund, in an effort to “re-matriate” wealth accumulated through extractive processes.
The case study focuses on the place-based, democratic approach to governance that Chorus chose to employ, with
its emphasis on building relationships within and between bioregions, enabling community power from an ecosystem
point of view, and a built-in spend-down plan.

The Hypha DAO and SEEDS
This case-study explores the lessons we can learn from the Hypha DAO (Decentralised Autonomous Organisation)
and its SEEDS initiative, for governing funding allocation decision-making in regenerative ways. Moreover, the
case-study explores how the new design of DAOs, when combined with evolutionary governance protocols and
processes, can serve as enabling conditions for the emergence of regenerative funding governance, as well as how
an evolutionary approach of co-stewardship forms part of the required systemic transformations for regeneration
and thriving.
The case study concludes: to govern funding allocation in regenerative ways, it is essential that there are value-based
principles and practices in place for co-learning, collaboration, co-creation, coordination, and co-stewardship of
resources, opportunities, challenges, and responsibilities. Hypha and SEEDS are an ongoing experiment – i.e. it is
not a perfect model, and some may say it is too complex to be readily of use to larger groups of people. However, the
funding governance developed through Hypha and SEEDS, as evident by the patterns they generate, are indicative of
serving as valuable prototypes for regenerative funding governance, and governance systems for regeneration and
thrivability.

CASE STUDY - INTRODUCTION 57

Happy Money Story | Decoupling remuneration from calculation
Greaterthan is a collective that supports organisations that want to transition and develop new operational forms,
based on principles such as self-organising and distributed leadership, including alternative approaches to budgeting,
funding, pay and money flow, and experiments with many such practices internally. The case study documents the
evolution and insights from one of those practices, the ‘Happy Money Story’, which is a collaborative process for
distributing budgets. It focuses on the impact that two years of continuous use of this approach have had on the
collective’s culture, individual and collective relationships to money, perception of value, and the actual flow of money.
These include a move away from a more quantitative approach to budget distribution (focusing on elements such as
time tracking, hourly rates, etc.), towards more relational, trust and intuition-based budget decisions. There is also a
shift from people choosing budget distributions based on output and work done in a project, towards more needsbased distributions. Overall, the adoption of the Happy Money Story has led to Greaterthan’s budgeting decisions
becoming both simpler and more nuanced at the same time: simpler on the organisational level, and more complex
and relational at the individual (project) team level. It has also increased people‘s comfort with talking about money
with team members, beginning to open up space for playfulness and creativity to emerge around how money flows in
the organisation.

Barichara Regeneration Fund
The Barichara Regeneration Fund was a bioregional investment prototype created for the funding of regenerative
efforts in the Barichara territory in Colombia, between October 2020 and February 2022. Informed by ideas around
creating commons as a pathway to Earth regeneration, the Fund was sourced through a mix of crowdfunding,
loans from specific investors, and its initiator’s own money. It was deployed in the acquisition of a plot of land for
regeneration as well as in community grants. The governance process consisted of two circles – one for fundraising
and the other for local regeneration efforts – in which Prosocial methods were applied to enable the groups to function
in collaborative ways. Key regenerative principles were employed, ranging from building collaborative relationships
inside and outside the groups, decolonising money, challenging assumptions about power, letting the territory guide
the way, and linking the two circles in ways that enabled mutual learning while preserving the autonomy of the local
and honouring place.
The regenerative aspects of the Barichara initiative were clustered into these groups: long-term focus on cultural
transformation through funding; commoning and prosocial relationships; decolonisation of money and rethinking
power; linking global and local communities in fractal-like patterns; letting the territory guide the way; inviting in the
sacred.

Regen Foundation
This case study describes the EnDAOment program of Regen Foundation (part of Regen Network). It offers an example
of how technology in the form of a DAO (Decentralised, Autonomous Organisation) and the use of cryptocurrency
can support creating a more regenerative governance structure.
The goal of the EnDAOment program is to bring diverse representatives into the regen ecosystem to create a
community governed ledger that represents the state of the planet. These representatives are key stakeholder
groups that are working towards planetary regeneration, for example land stewards, open source tech developers,
scientists, and advocacy groups.
These groups receive funding through a so-called EnDAOment pool consisting of Regen-tokens (a cryptocurrency).
These tokens are locked in a community staking pool and allow regenerators to hold significant influence in governance
proposals concerning Regen Network, while also supporting the evolution of those communities financially through
the earning of staking rewards.
At the time of writing, this program is in its set-up and conceptual phase. The ways in which this initiative might model
regenerative funding governance will become apparent in the coming months and years.
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4.2 TRC Council
By Ben Roberts
This case study examines an approach to funding governance developed and facilitated by the Thriving Resilient
Communities Collaboratory (“TRCC”) from 2015-2020. Initially named the “Co-project Funding Initiative” and later
simply called “Collaborative Funding,” it is referred to here as the “TRC Council Process,” in recognition of the primary
governance role that entity performed.
In a letter to prospective funders at the Threshold Foundation, the members of the 2019 edition of the Council
declared “We love this model!” and went on to describe its core principles and elements:
The Thriving Resilient Communities collaborative funding process successfully demonstrates what
decolonized philanthropy looks like. It’s a radical departure from business as usual. It raises up and
empowers those who have been disempowered by designating a pool of money and then sharing decision
making with grantees and allies to:
• Establish criteria and values for eligible grants and eligible grantees
• Decide which organizations to invite to apply
• Apply the criteria and values to each application
• Decide which grants to fund, and for how much
This process shifts power from people who have resources and shares it with people who don’t. It moves
us, as grantees, out of competition for scarce resources, and into collaboration to accomplish our shared
mission.
The TRC Council Process prototypes an ecosystemic approach to funding governance. It demonstrates that those
who seek financial support can be effective managers of a funding commons for their mutual benefit, and that
relationships, learning, and the capacity to collaborate are all enhanced when power is shared in this way. It points to
the possibility that focusing on transformational/regenerative process is the best way to produce transformational/
regenerative outcomes. It is not possible to “prove” that this is the case given the often long-term and always complex
and intersecting nature of the systemic changes that regeneration requires. However, based on his experience as
one of the people who developed, facilitated, funded, and participated in the Council Process, the author believes
that to be so. In this case study, he describes the origins of the process, the approach itself, and some of the positive
implications that can be drawn from its story. He has not attempted to offer a balanced assessment that pays as much
attention to a critique of the process as it does to the singing of its praises.

The History of the TRC Council Process
The TRCC is a U.S.-based network of regional and national leaders who use systemic and collaborative approaches
to help communities become more thriving and resilient. It was founded in 2012 by Leslie Meehan, PhD, as a sister
initiative to the Thriving Resilient Communities Funding Circle, which she had catalyzed the year before, within the
Threshold Foundation. The latter is referred to in this case study at the “TRC Funding Circle” or simply the “Funding
Circle,” as distinct from the Council.
The Collaboratory began its work by hosting retreats and dialogues (including a Bioneers pre-conference intensive)
and also managed a small pool of funding for collaborative projects among its member organizations. It received
grants from the Funding Circle to its fiscal sponsor, New Stories. Many other TRCC member organizations also
received Funding Circle grants.
In 2014, the Threshold Funding Circle began asking the TRCC to advise on its grantmaking. One grant was for a
Post Carbon Institute report on the intersection between the community resilience and new economy movements,
in collaboration with the New Economy Coalition’s first CommonBound conference in June, 2014. At that event, the
Coalition presented a white paper on Philanthropy and the New Economy: Models for Collaborative and Democratic
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Innovation. The Post Carbon Institute report contained a section on “Building Movement Capacity and Exploring
New Models of Philanthropy,” citing both the white paper and input from interviews with conference presenters.
The ideas in these documents were influential in the Funding Circle’s subsequent move to share its decision-making
power. In addition, a small foundation connected to one of the people interviewed for the report later became a
regular contributor to the funding pool that would be allocated through the TRC Council Process.
In 2015, the Funding Circle asked the TRCC to design and facilitate a process for recommending the recipient of a
single grant of $50,000. RFPs were solicited from TRCC members, and a Council of their representatives was formed
along with two members of the Funding Circle. They met at Canticle Farm in Oakland, California and selected the
Climate Justice Alliance as the grant recipient. It is noteworthy that the Alliance was not a TRCC member, and that it
was chosen over a new collaborative project proposed by three TRCC member organizations.
Impressed by the way the process had worked, the Funding Circle decided to contract with the TRCC to recommend
grant allocations from then on. For legal reasons, the Threshold Foundation retained final say over the grants and
performed its own due diligence, mainly to insure that a legitimate U.S. 501c3 organization was the recipient. In
practice, the grants were all made per the Council’s recommendations, based on the process facilitated by the TRCC.

The Council in 2018 (image from the TRCC’s 2019 Collaborative Funding Brochure)

Over the five years (2016-2020) that the Council Process was run, the pool of grant money allocated ranged in
size from $111,648 to $291,500. In all, forty-one grant recommendations were made, leading to the allocation of
$1,069,657, with the number of grants each year ranging from eight to fourteen. Each year approximately 80-90% of
the money was provided by the Threshold Foundation, with the remainder coming from two or three other donors.
The Funding Circle had to disband in 2021, in accordance with the rules of that foundation, owing to its inability to
find new Circle leaders. Without that core financial support, the TRC C was faced with the prospect of a grant pool
that would have been well below $100,000. A collective decision was made not to continue the Council Process,
since the labor-intensivity could not be justified unless more money was being allocated as a result.
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How the TRC Council Process Worked

Diagram produced by the TRCC in 2018 to explain the Council Process to funders

In each annual cycle, the Council met in person for a full day in January or February and the current year‘s RFPs would
be selected from a list of nominations provided by the broader network associated with the TRCC (see below re the
nominations process). This edition of the Council consisted of the same members as the previous year. This is a rolling
collective model, as defined by Lani Evans here and summarized by Hannah Paterson (see pp 19-21 here).
Once the RFP recipients for the current year were chosen, the makeup of the Council was adjusted accordingly,
i.e. each organization that received an RFP was invited to send a representative, and any members that were not
connected to a current RFP were removed. Up to two voting representatives from the Funding Circle were also
chosen. A three-year term limit for individual members (but not organizations) was established. Most organizations
accepted the invitation to have a member on the Council. Proposals from those that declined (typically one or two
each year) were still eligible for funding.
Proposals were submitted by the RFP recipients at the end of April, after which the new edition of the Council met
virtually for a review process. The Council’s work culminated with a half-day call in the summer, during which grant
recommendations were determined. Fixed stipends were determined for Council members each cycle, based on an
implied rate of $30 per hour. In addition to the full day in-person meeting, reviewing and allocation deliberations
required approximately twenty-five hours of work.
Each cycle, a set of criteria was developed for guiding the selection of RFP recipients and making funding
recommendations. Only slight modifications were made from year to year, with the exception of the 2019 cycle when
a major revision took place. Here are the 2020 criteria (more info here):
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1.
2.
3.
4.

Grasstops Impact at the regional/multi-regional/national scale in the USA
Whole Systems Approach for both People and Planet
Builds Justice, Democratizes Wealth, Shares Power
Organizational Capacity

A set of guidelines for Council participants was also developed. This remained fairly consistent over time. Here is
the 2020 list:
• Love First, then Money: everyone’s work deserves the best support we can respectfully share
• Honor the Edginess: space and time for power dynamics & emotions
• Make decisions in ‘Heartspace’: ceremonial, ritual, sitting in circle, attunement
• Balance Voice Representation: equal talk time/one vote per RFP
• Protect Ally Relationships of people on the ground: private ratings & votes, anonymous no-name report-outs
• Step out during Conflicts of Interest: no proposal vote if your organization is named in proposal for funding or if
you have a role in the governance of the organization (partner is OK)
• Pay Non-Funders: support equal opportunity to play
• Use Time Effectively: realistic organized agenda, good virtual tech, emergent just-in-time decisions
• Share the Story: maps, reports, videos, etc.
The Council operated on a consensus basis, facilitated by a two-person team selected by the TRCC. The final
allocation decision employed an approach known as “attunement,” which was developed by the Threshold Foundation
and had been used previously by the Funding Circle. In a series of rounds focused on one proposal at a time, Council
members took turns naming an amount they felt was appropriate for a given grant, with the process continuing until
all had attuned to the same amount or accepted the “group wisdom“ that others had aligned on. In each round, the
representative from the organization whose grant amount was being attuned to was recused and left the room.
Once an allocation was attuned to for each of the proposals, the cumulative allocation was compared to the amount
available in the pool, and a pro rata adjustment was made to align the recommendations with that amount.
In a continuation of the precedent that had been established by the Funding Circle when it was making its own
allocation decisions, there was an understanding that every organization which submitted a proposal would receive
funding. After a couple of years, the Council began setting this as a formal policy in advance of its attunements,
determining the minimum amount that all proposals would be eligible to receive. In 2020, owing to the large number
of RFPs received and a concomitant drop in the total size of the funding pool, the Council also decided to create a
category for organizations that did not make the “Full RFP” cut. These “Seed RFPs” each received 3% of the total pool
and did not need to go through any further application process. Four out of the nineteen RFP nominees were then
chosen as Seeds, while ten received Full RFPs.
The TRCC recognized from the beginning of the Council Process that the right to make an RFP nomination needed to
be limited to avoid overwhelming the Council with too many options. A formal process was created for organizations
to become TRCC “members” in order to receive that privilege. Approximately thirty organizations held this status
in any given year--this map shows the members from 2020. Each member could make one nomination, either for
themselves or for another organization’s work. The Funding Circle also received three nominations.
The number of nominations made each year ranged from approximately 12 to 20, and increased over time. Many
organizations nominated themselves, but many chose to nominate other organizations instead, including a number
that were not TRCC members.
All nominations went through a ratings process to provide input for the Council’s decision as to which ones would
receive RFPs. The Codigital platform was used to generate a ranked list of preferences. Once the strategy circles
were introduced, they also took on the task of reviewing, commenting on, and providing ratings for a portion of the
nominations. See samples of these ratings here and here.
The process by which RFP nominations were solicited also evolved over time based on what was learned in each
cycle. Beginning in 2016, the TRCC began hosting annual movement strategy dialogues in the late fall of each year
in order to “sense into the field” for grant making opportunities. The dialogue was also used to gain input on the
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grantmaking criteria for the coming cycle, the development of which was always a collective process.
During the final two cycles in 2019 and 2020, a set of “strategy circles“ was formed and given one nomination each as
well as a central role in the convening of movement strategy dialogue sessions. These circles could include people who
were not associated with a TRCC member organization. In addition to receiving a nomination, the circles received a
small amount of funding for their internal work and for a project of their choosing. In return, they committed to
participating in the nomination review process, adding depth and breadth to that phase.
Once RFPs were issued, Organizations were invited to request support in the development of their proposals. They
were also required to make short presentations and engage in review conversations with the Council and other TRCC
members. A pair of Council members would be assigned to each of the proposals to insure that all proposals received
some review. After that, an anonymous survey was used to create another set of ratings to provide advisory guidance
in the Council’s deliberations. See a sample here.
At all stages of the process, efforts were made to minimize the burden on potential fundees. A one-page write-up was
used for nominations, and full proposals were limited to five pages plus a project budget and one year of financials
for the organization implementing it. Organizations that received a grant in the prior year had to provide Threshold
with a brief statement about the impact of that funding. Other than that, there was no requirement for evaluation
reporting.

The Council “Design Team”
While this case study focuses on the governance approach employed within the TRC Council, it should be noted that
much of the decision-making around its processes was handled by the “design team” assembled each year by the TRCC
leadership. This consisted of a representative from a TRCC member organization as the lead (in most years Ryan
Rising of the Permaculture Action Network), TRCC stewards Leslie Meehan and Ben Roberts, and a representative
from the Threshold Funding Circle.
The team played a key role in coordinating the Council Process, including planning the grant cycle, evolving the
process from year to year, and resolving issues. For continuity‘s sake, it had both funder and field reps, and at least one
of these was also a Council co-facilitator. If the Council itself had been responsible for these tasks, the commitment
required of its members would have been far greater, and it is likely that many people would have decided not to
participate as a result, undermining the value of the entire process.
It is also worth noting that, because it became the major source of its funding, the Council also provided an important
check on TRCC’s authority. Each year, the Council had the option not to grant the TRCC an RFP at all, or to give it a
relatively small amount of the overall pool being allocated. Instead, the value of the TRCC’s central role as the catalyst
for the Council Process was honored. It was consistently among the top choices in funding priority rankings, and
received a high percentage of the funding it sought each year.

Key Enablers/Conditions
This case study provides some insights into the question “what key enablers / conditions are emerging as the most practical
starting points for doing funding governance differently / regeneratively?”
Three factors stand out:
• Funders with humility and a willingness to support a collaborative process
• A community that includes potential fundees and funders
• Internal capacities for facilitation
The Council process was developed at the request of the Funding Circle, whose members had the humility to recognize
that those doing the work on the ground could more wisely identify and prioritize generative funding opportunities.
As noted above, several members of the Funding Circle also participated in the Council process, and a number of them
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also worked diligently to encourage financial support for the Circle’s funding docket from the broader membership of
the Threshold Foundation.
The fact that the Collaboratory had been operating for more than three years with a primary goal of building a
community of organizational leaders (i.e. prospective fundees) and of people wishing to fund transformation played a
key enabling role as well. Activities such as the annual in-person retreat and the management of a process to allocate
amounts of money in the $1000-$5000 range for small collaborative projects were among the activities that helped
to develop relationships that could support the edgy work of dividing up a much larger pool of money. Leslie Meehan
stands out as an essential catalyst in this relationship building work. Her efforts succeeded in gathering people from
organizations such as Movement Generation, Post Carbon Institute, Shareable, Bioneers, New Economy Coalition,
Transition US, and many others, and she also initiated the Threshold Funding Circle and co-led it for many years.
It’s worth noting that the TRCC community developed despite the fact that only a modest amount of most people’s
time was devoted to engaging in it. Participants tended to have very full schedules into which they would squeeze their
“TRCC time” for retreats, dialogues, and the Council Process, and not everyone was involved in every activity. Even
for the two stewards, this was never more than a quarter of their overall work, although during certain key sprints, it
would be their primary and sometimes sole focus. It is often suggested that transformational work must move “at the
speed of trust.” This case study suggests that such trust can be established with fairly “lightweight” processes, even
with a group that doesn’t have a long history together (and that is constantly shifting). See a sample here.
The presence of skilled facilitators was another key enabler. A number of Collaboratory leaders possessed extensive
experience in this area, both for in-person and virtual engagement. Ryan Rising of the Permaculture Action Network
was one of the original members of the New York General Assembly and was responsible for bringing their consensus
process to the Occupy Movement encampments in the San Francisco Bay Area. He became the lead facilitator for
the Council from 2016 on and performed that role masterfully, engendering a high degree of trust in the fairness
and democratic nature of the process. Ben Roberts was a pioneer in the facilitation of large group dialogue in the
virtual domain. Bob Stilger of New Stories, a long time colleague of Margaret Wheatley‘s, was a co-founder of the
Art of Hosting and co-led a number of the early TRCC retreats. Other TRCC leaders were also skilled in convening,
including Lydia Violet Harutoonian, Gretchen Krampf, and Leslie Meehan.

Strategies for Incorporating Multiple Perspectives and Voices
This case study speaks to another core question identified for the Blueprint: how does funding governance incorporate
multiple perspectives and voices without sacrificing the efficient distribution of resources?
From its inception, the TRCC was committed to diversity and justice as core elements of the transformation
required for thriving, resilient communities. Its work was also guided by a theory of change based on fostering
holistic community-scale regeneration across multiple locations. As a result, the initiatives funded through the
Council Process naturally served many different communities across a variety of domains where greater equity
and ecologically centered stewardship is needed. These included food, water, energy, real estate, media, leadership
development, conference production, and more. The Council therefore consisted of people who represented this
diverse and holistic landscape.
Just prior to the first edition of the Council Process in early 2016, the TRCC also convened an anti-racism training
facilitated by the Catalyst Project in order to become more aware of patterns of “whiteness” in its convenings--a
move that TRCC members from BIPOC-led organizations credited with generating a cultural shift for the initiative.
In a 2019 podcast produced by TRCC member Shareable (with funding from the Council Process), Council member
Lydia Violet Harutoonian described her experience participating in TRCC-hosted spaces as follows:
I love sitting in the room with TRCC folks and being like, oh, that person’s got that part of the system. That
person’s got that part of the system. And really being able to see, yeah, just the different solution points
that different member organizations pour their energy into, to give life to in the world. It is a really beautiful
thing, just even somatically to be in the room with.
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The nominations process was also designed to seek input from a diversity of voices without demanding too much
of their time and energy. Initially, this involved the “movement strategy dialogue” followed by nominations for RFPs
from TRCC community members. The addition of “strategy circles“ in the 2019 and 2020 cycles further enhanced
the diversity of voices by creating a pathway for nominations to be made by people who were not connected to TRCC
member organizations.
The Codigital platform was another key element in the process, offering an efficient means for engaging a large group
in the task of ranking the nominations list. In the 2020 cycle for example, thirty people cast 540 votes regarding their
preferences among the nineteen nominees (see this report). This guidance, while not determinative, was consistently
valuable to the Council in making the difficult decision about the granting of RFPs. Typically, they would divide
the nominees into three categories based on the rankings: those that were clear favorites and required little or no
deliberation, those that received the least amount of support and could potentially be ruled out early in the process,
and those “on the bubble” where most of their deliberations would be focused.

Lessons Learned and Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance
All sixteen of the Patterns in the set identified for the Blueprint, as well as the additional ones suggested in the
comments on that set (e.g. Reparations, Love, Localism), are present to varying degrees in the TRC Council Process.
What follows are some of the lessons learned over the five annual cycles that it ran, along with specific patterns that
are validated by that analysis.

Generate collaboration organically
As its name implies, a core goal of the Collaboratory from its inception was to support the development of new
collaborations. A number of early efforts to catalyze these via dialogic approaches produced little in the way of direct
results. However, as the Council process repeated itself over time, collaborations began to emerge without any
explicit effort being made to prioritize them. Typically, one organization would be in the lead on an initiative and they
would bring in multiple partners from within the TRCC community and beyond as partners.
This is a prime example of the Develop and Deepen Relationships pattern. Organizations came to know one another
better as a result of TRCC retreats and dialogues as well as by reviewing one another’s nominations and grant
proposals during the Council process (an opportunity many had never had before and found revelatory). As a result,
they developed the trust and the knowledge required to engage in the often complex and demanding challenge of
collaboration. The pattern of Emergence also shows up here, in that efforts to explicitly generate collaborations
failed, while the Council process led to them as a natural result of all the various elements named just above.

Shifting from extractive to regenerative governance processes
The TRCC was constantly striving to balance the need on the one hand for enough input from participants in the
funding process so that a wise and fair outcome would occur, with the need on the other hand to respect the time and
energy of busy people, most of whom were involved in underfunded and understaffed work in the non-profit sector.
A starting point for addressing this challenge was the pattern of Funding the Process and Participants. All those
involved other than funders received financial support for their time in addition to any grant money that flowed to the
initiatives they were involved with. The decision to provide a minimum grant to all the organizations submitting RFPs
also ensured that the work of drafting them and participating in the review process would not be unfunded as well.
The related patterns of Cyclicity and Connected Learning Cycles also came into play, as the process evolved with
each annual cycle and many organizations participated year after year. The resulting feedback loops brought the
need to the fore for the process to be less complex and time consuming. It also meant that many participants became
comfortable with this unusual approach and required less of an orientation to it with each iteration. Additionally, they
were able to act as buddies for the onboarding of new Council members, lightening the load of the TRCC facilitation
team.
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The Beyond Money pattern was also a key in shifting from extractive to regenerative experiences. The fact that
some money was on the table served as an attractor and was no doubt key to the decision by many organizations to
participate in the TRCC’s activities. Those included retreats and dialogues, as well as the collaborative funding process
that involved the Council. While people may have come largely for the money, they stayed for the relationships and
the experience, as Kerry Fugett of Daily Acts expressed in this blog post:
[For the TRCC] to invite people into a situation that would generally breed competition, and give grassroots
organizations the power to decide how they believe resources should be spent is bold. There is an element
of trust in this invitation, trust in something bigger than yourself. Going in, I thought my input would be
a few days and the output would hopefully be a grant RFP. Coming out, I realize the input was authentic
vulnerability, genuine curiosity, and humility without ego. The output is immeasurable. It was experiencing
what a culture of collaboration can feel like. It was creating a feeling of abundance when the world tells us
resources are scarce. It was moving from the lens of individual contribution to collective action through
honest conversations about what work is needed to create thriving, resilient communities. It was about
looking inward at who we are being through this transition, holding compassion for ourselves and others as
we co-create change and heal from past trauma.
Another key to reducing the extractive potential of the process was the lack of an extensive requirement for reporting
on impact and outcomes, per the Metrics Focus on Processes before Outcomes pattern. As noted above, the
Threshold Foundation did request a statement in the RFPs of returning grantees about the results of their previous
funding, however this was largely treated as perfunctory. One of the grantmaking criteria was “organizational
capacity” and when it made sense and the data was readily available, proposals would feature metrics related to prior
work as a means of validating the ability to perform the work for which funding was being requested. Stories were
also collected from participants and the initiatives receiving funding. But there was no systematic focus on postgrant reporting about impact. It simply wasn’t something the TRCC chose to prioritize.
Many organizations did receive funding in multiple cycles, and no doubt the general sense of how effective they
were in their work was a factor. But no attempt was made to measure that retrospectively. This can also be seen
as a reflection of the Takes a Long Term View pattern, since the overall goal of the work being supported was a Just
Transition to a thriving and resilient future that no one expected to emerge over the course of a few years’ work.

Conclusion
These quotes from Council Process participants capture the essence of the value this case study can offer to those
who seek a shift to more regenerative patterns in the way philanthropic funding is governed:
[T]he majority of people that are sitting on that [Council] are representatives from organizations and projects that
are doing this kind of movement work on the ground directly. So this is a very different kind of way of allocating
wealth, where we’re seeing people that are voluntarily putting their wealth into a pool that they know is going to be
distributed based on the direct decision-making of the organizations on the ground… [This is] a vital way that we
need to start shifting… And if we can bring horizontalism and consensus decision-making and directly democratic
and participatory forms of how we go about allocating that wealth, we’re going to see a very different outcome.
We’re going to see an outcome that’s really based on the needs of people on the ground and the needs of the people
that are closest in relationship to the people on the ground.”
Ryan Rising, The Response podcast

It is one of the few spaces where funders have democratized the decision making process. It serves as an important
model for other funders to ideally follow.
Mateo Nube, Movement Generation
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4.3 Chorus Foundation: A Case Study in Place-Based, Democratic Self-Governed Funding
By Dita B. Vizoso & Bill Baue
The funding governance of the Chorus Foundation (CF) embraces regenerative practices from a systemic perspective,
allocating their resources (financial and otherwise) to building and shifting power structures (economic, political,
and cultural) towards the communities they fund in an effort to rematriate wealth accumulated through extractive
processes. We here focus on aspects of the governance and the foundation itself that we find particularly relevant,
namely their place-based democratic governance, their emphasis on building relationships within and between
bioregions, enabling community power from an ecosystem point of view, and their built-in spend-down.

What we find regenerative about Chorus‘s approach to governance:
There are many aspects of Chorus‘s approach to governance that we find regenerative:
•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

A direct investment into co-creating a new economy based on the principles of broadly shared economic
prosperity, democratic governance and ownership, and climate and environmental justice;
A place-based democratic governance of funding, which we consider a model of emerging best practice at the
intersection of funding governance and radical systemic change, including the hospicing of philanthropy as we
know it;
Its prioritization of transparency and relationships, as grantees (and members of the communities) have direct
access to the CF members not only as representatives of a process / structure / holders of information, but as
people: access to their motivation, vision, and, importantly, also to what is not working well, both in terms of the
projects / funding / foundation and more generally in the places of their struggles;
A conscious choice of embracing and learning from its mistakes to inform next steps, in recognition of its own
fallibility despite its inhabiting a position of power;
Investing time and resources into a shift in the power dynamics, transferring as much of the power as possible
to its grantees, while simultaneously working on broader political, economic, and cultural shifts of power;
Allowing co-evolution in the above processes and structures: co-learning with grantees and members of their
communities – that is, building as much of a two-way street as is possible given the power dynamics, through
their feedback.
Its awareness of the importance of scale and of systemic interactions, reflected in their bioregional approach
while also including cross-geographical entities;
Its diversity of funding, relative both to size and focus of work of the funded projects;
Moving away from a competitive grant-giving system and instead basing their governance on existing relational
fields;
It takes its work “personally,” not excluding itself from a just transition.

All this has been possible through long-term and iterative work, transitioning the shifts of power towards a sunsetting
spend-down and decommissioning of the foundation.

Related Blueprint Patterns1
1.

2.
3.

1
2

1. Build on existing relational fields: The CF bases their initial funding on existing relationships, both historically
(as in starting funding through relational fields), and systematically (most of the grantees have existing relational
fields).
2. Co-learning between funders and fundees: This is one of the core themes of the CF, working 		
together with their fundees (and their communities) to co-evolve into a Just Transition.2
3. Develop and deepen relationships: This is the main “social technology“ of the CF, part of trust-		
building.

For background on the Patterns, please see this Miro board: https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVPeICqAM=/
Please see https://movementgeneration.org/justtransition/ and https://justicefunders.org/just-transition-for-philanthropy/
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4.

5.
6.
7.
9.
10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

4. Takes a long-term view: Looking at root causes and building from there, taking time to build relationship and
trust, and, especially, focussing on building post-funding resilience and autonomy. The funding period is of about
two - three decades (one of which will take place after Chorus is technically gone).
5. Community capital stewardship: The local scale is the primary domain for the foundation‘s work, and they
have invested in shifting power to the community.
6. Bioregions: CF has the concept of bioregions within their principles, the lenses through which the potential
projects are looked at. The CF is, however, not part of any of the bioregions it supports.
Beyond money: A large part of the CF‘s work has been focused on co-designing social infrastructure, convening,
organizing with their grantees.
Redefining notions of “we“: CF has been transitioning towards a common “all of us“. They recognize the
nestedness of the different levels of the systems and their interrelatedness.
Funding the process and its participants: A strong focus of the CF has been funding and facilitating the codevelopment and maintenance of within-geographies processes aiming at shifting the power back to the
community through self-governance.
Metrics focus on processes before outcomes: The CF has moved away from standard metrics and relies on the
processes and measures of success of the communities and the grantees they fund.
Scale linking: CF addresses this both by connecting the broad (large scale) regions and many particular (small
scale) grantees localized within each region, as well as connecting between the four geographies funded, and also
linking with relevant networks and organizations at the national and international levels.
Margin-centered design: A focus of the CF is to support the empowerment of communities / regions / sectors
that have historically been in the margins, the most affected by extractivism and climate crises.
Cyclicity: Awareness and purpose within the CF to have cycles of action and learning, interacting with
grantees in the process. The foundation itself has its own built-in cycle and will sunset next year, after two 		
decades of co-evolution.
Emergence: The CF and its grantees have walked together through a path of transformation, and have
responded to changes in structures and narratives that have emerged. Learning from mistakes as part of 		
building trust relates to this, too.
Questions existing power structures: This is a core vision of the CF

CF’s governance also aligns with the themes mentioned in 8. Connected Learning Cycles, in ways that are already
explained in #1, #2 and #3.

Case Study Description
Background
Chorus Foundation (CF) was founded in 2007 by Farhad Ebrahimi, a self-described “private philanthropy abolitionist,”
as a Boston-based family foundation focused on climate change that was established from wealth inherited from his
father, the former owner of software company Quark.3 CF distinguished itself from its peer philanthropies through its
particular combination of “cutting-edge” strategies and practices, including its place-based approach, democratically
empowered funding governance, very long-term (i.e., ten-plus years) general support grants, divestment and mission
investing, and a spend-down plan.4
“They’re definitely on the cutting edge in several areas; they’re experimenting and taking a pretty interesting
approach,” said Rachel Leon, executive director of the Environmental Grantmakers Association. While some
foundations might dabble in one such innovative change, she said, cthe fact that they’re doing multiple approaches
just shows that they’re really serious about trying to have a different model.”5

Tate Williams. 2017. The Chorus Foundation‘s Radical Philanthropy. Inside Philanthropy. 13 August 2017. https://www.insidephilanthropy.com/home/2016/2/2/the-chorus-foundations-radical-philanthropy.html
4
Ibid.
5
Ibid.
3

CASE STUDY - CHORUS FOUNDATION 69

Ebrahimi has long been unapologetic about using philanthropy to transform philanthropy through self-examination
of the power conferred through extractive wealth accumulation. “I’ve actually found that within most philanthropic
spaces that I’m in, institutional or individual donors, I think for a lot of folks it’s refreshing to have those conversations,”
said Ebrahimi.6
“ The kind of future that I hope we’re supporting is one where foundations don’t exist as we think of them now, because
we don’t accumulate huge piles of capital and then have small numbers of people decide what should happen with it,”
he said. “It’s easier for me to say… because I’m not a philanthropic professional, in the sense that I applied for this job
and if I make my board uncomfortable they’ll fire me. I was gifted more money than I thought I should have, right? So
it’s a wealth redistribution project for me.” 7

Place-based Approach
After early experimentation with existing philanthropic strategies such as divestment from fossil fuel stocks (which
Ebrahimi implemented from the get-go to maintain consistency with the climate-related mission) and missionrelated investing. Chorus began to focus on place-based funding to further support a “just transition” from fossil
fuels. CF anchored its place-based approach in Eastern Kentucky, and in 2015 added three other focus communities:
Alaska, Buffalo NY, and Richmond CA. The place-based strategy took a community-centric approach, engaging with
the following Anchor Organizations in each of the Focus Communities:
Alaska
• Alaska Engagement Partnership (AEP)8
• Native American Rights Fund (NARF), Alaska Office9
• Native Vision10
Eastern Kentucky
• Kentucky Coalition11
• Mountain Association for Community Economic Development (MACED) 12
Richmond, California
• Asian Pacific Environmental Network (APEN)13
• Communities for a Better Environment (CBE)14
• Urban Tilth15
Buffalo, New York
• Open Buffalo16
• People United for Sustainable Housing (PUSH) Buffalo17
Additionally, CF supports a small number of movement support organizations (such as Movement Generation)
and networks (such as the Climate Justice Alliance) that work with local communities to build a stronger, more
coordinated national movement.

Ibid.
Ibid.
8
https://chorusfoundation.org/what-we-fund/alaska-engagement-partnership-aep/
9
http://www.narf.org/
10
https://nativepeoplesaction.org/
11
http://kftc.org/
12
http://www.maced.org/
13
http://apen4ej.org/
14
http://www.cbecal.org/
15
http://www.urbantilth.org/
16
http://www.openbuffalo.org/
17
http://pushbuffalo.org/
6
7
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Democratic Funding Governance
Grantees are part of the funding governance, and local funding decisions in each of the Foundation’s four Focus
Communities are made through a grantee-led process that is unique to that community. A caveat of this process is
that it goes far, to the point that some grantees who receive money from the CF have no direct interaction with the
foundation: they are selected through the local democratic governance. And the relationship building is primarily
with those local organizations, which are elements of the system. The CF knows that the resources are supporting
them, but requires no reports or further direct interaction with the central nodes. At the national and international
levels, the Foundation only considers funding organizations that work with existing grantees in two or more of the
Foundation’s four Focus Communities. 18

Structure
Participatory budgeting is part of the strategies to shift power,19 and in the case of the CF, it looks different in each
of the Focus Communities. Which is what one would expect when acting from a more regenerative paradigm: every
bioregion, every funding ecosystem will have agency on its own evolution. In Richmond, California the grantees
and communities have created their own fund, with their own governance design. In Eastern Kentucky the CF still
has a strong role in the budgeting, where all grantees are invited once a year to be part of the process of resource
allocation. In Alaska, local Alaska Native leadership led a year-long visioning process that concluded in the creation
of two new grassroots intermediaries, each with their own priorities, criteria, and governance design. In Buffalo, a
coalition of local, grassroots organizations makes slate recommendations that are implemented by the foundation
without reservation.
Relationships—The grantees by place generally know each other (before becoming grantees). The foundation has a
role in facilitating the building of relationships between geographies, and within those geographies that are large
enough to benefit from that (Alaska and Kentucky). But the foundation is not the mechanism by which they meet for
the first time. The local organizations and grantees evaluate and inform the Foundation on what the local ecosystem,
and its needs and possibilities look like.
Cohesion of the overall ecosystem has been nurtured through gatherings co-designed between grantees and the
CF. Bringing all four geographies together twice a year. (pre-pandemic: one in-person convening per year of up to 50
people, evenly from all four geographies) that are place-based, organized by one geography at a time (the host group)
-- informing all about the political, economic and cultural organizing of that place, building relationships, sharing
problems and what has worked.
Beyond-funding work is done together with the grantees, identifying needs and opportunities, designing trainings
or sending people to existing trainings, and facilitating connections with networks (e.g. Movement Generation—
training on Just Transition—and Center for Popular Economics and Center for Economic Democracy—training on
racialized capitalism). The CF provides the financial resources for that. The planning committee includes people from
all geographies. The time spent by grantees on such organizing and governance is financially covered by the CF, as
part of its vision on supporting the democratic structure.

Chorus Foundation. n.d. “What We Fund.” Chorus Foundation. https://chorusfoundation.org/what-we-fund/
Ebrahimi, Farhad. 2015. “What We‘ve Learned After a Decade of Climate Funding, and What We‘re Doing Instead.” Medium,
November 30, 2015. https://medium.com/chorus-foundation/what-we-ve-learned-after-a-decade-of-climate-funding-and-whatwe-re-doing-instead-e29c945c8ce0
19
Foxworth, Rodney, and Marcus Haymon. 2021. “Shifting Power to Communities in Grant Funding.” Stanford Social Innovation
Review, January 20, 2021. https://ssir.org/articles/entry/shifting_power_to_communities_in_grant_funding
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How is the CF addressing shortcomings of current practices and pointing toward systemic
transformation solutions?

Current Practices

CF’s New Practices

Giving the money while
keeping the power

CF directly works with shifting power learning from and embracing from
power mapping processes already done by their grantees and their communities (and on occasion doing the power mapping with the grantees), and
then acts with them to shift the balance of power. Decisions on allocating
resources and new grantees are participatory.

Lack of transparency

Information is shared amongst the grantees, and mostly used as a learning
tool and interchange. Funding is carried out democratically and openly.

“Knowing what‘s best“

CF had a clear vision to support work that responded effectively to the climate, social and political crisis, but didn’t pretend they knew what that work
should look like.

Project-oriented shortterm grants

CF has long-term funding commitments to interlinked community organizations that work with each other.

Reductionist metrics that
may miss unmeasurable
change

The communities supported by CF define their own measures of success.
The CF leans on inquiry more than on quantitative measures.

Isolated efforts

Part of CF‘s theory of change is to to invest in leadership development and
base-building within the philanthropic sector, creating containers for peer
support not just around being better grant makers, but better funder organizers as well.

What are the end goals?

•
•

Be a transitional form that channels extractively accumulated wealth into processes that build a new economy
based on the principles of broadly shared economic prosperity, democratic governance and ownership, and climate and environmental justice. 20
More immediately, support the shift of power structures, funding the development and resilience of a power ecosystem, where economy, political, and cultural power support each other in a place-based community-oriented
restorative way.21

•

Bringing Just Transition to the philanthropic sector.22

Chorus Foundation. n.d. “What We Fund.” https://chorusfoundation.org/what-we-fund/
Ebrahimi, Farhad. 2020. Beyond Low-Hanging Fruit: Shifting Power, Changing Systems, and Organizing in Our Own Sector. The
Center for Effective Philanthropy. 3 December 2020. https://cep.org/beyond-low-hanging-fruit-shifting-power-changing-systemsand-organizing-in-our-own-sector/
21
Ebrahimi, Farhad. 2019. “How to think about power (especially if you have some) - National Committee For Responsive Philanthropy.” National Committee For Responsive Philanthropy (NCRP). https://www.ncrp.org/publication/responsive-philanthropy-february-2019/how-to-think-about-power-especially-if-you-have-some
Ebrahimi 2020.
Ebrahimi, Farhad. 2022. Interviews 24 May, 22 June 2022.
22
Ebrahimi 2020, 2022.
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How does CF measure success?
Chorus has gone away from quantitatively measuring success, dispensing with metrics and putting the resources a
standard evaluation program would waste into building accountability to relationships with grantees and their communities. They believe that for funders to effectively support social change ecosystems, they must be an authentic part
of the web of relationships that make up those ecosystems.23 The resulting fluidity between Chorus and the grantees
furthers the resilience of the communities, as there is mutual learning. This learning goes beyond the more evident
“what success looks like for the communities“ and developing more accurate measures24: the more the grantees understand the funding work, the more they can develop what they need to support themselves. And the more Chorus
understands what is important for the communities, the better they become at identifying further nodal interventions.
Reporting happens so that the grantees share and learn with each other. And it‘s based in what relevant information
the grantees already have on hand, which is sent at least once a year to a list of the Chorus grantees. They all get to
hear from each other, ask questions, find trends that inform further gatherings, trainings, and ways of furthering resilience structures. This process is supported by Chorus. This way of co-creating reporting processes is an agent for
power shifting.25 It links with Cultural Transformation and how easy it is to miss it when using success metrics, and
with transparency.
The way we measure success also connects to power. Measures are often used as a top-down assessment that doesn‘t have mutual accountability. By shifting towards trusting the grantees and using their own measures of success
instead of imposing the one-size-fits-all (quantitative or qualitative), there is not only a power shift but also an increase in diversity.
Chorus has instead guided their funding decisions through an inquiry process, applying an evolving set of criteria to,
e.g. a grant application, which includes:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Who is the organization led by?
What communities are they active in?
What forms of power are they building and how?
How do these forms of power sit in relationship with other forms of power in the communities?
What are they building power towards?
How do their potentially-transactional organizational goals relate to their hopefully-transformational overall vision?
What does their local organizational ecosystem look like?
How do they relate to other organizations that share their vision?
What organizing traditions do they come from?
What networks / movements are they part of?

And more. The overarching inquiry is: What is this organization‘s role in supporting those most impacted to recognise and unlock their own power to directly address the things that are impacting them?

Ebrahimi 2022; Ebrahimi 2015; Justice Funders and The Resonance Collaborative. n.d. “Resonance: A Framework for Philanthropic Transformation.” https://justicefunders.org/resonance/
24
Foxworth and Haymon 2021
25
Ibid.
23

CASE STUDY - CHORUS FOUNDATION 73

Selected regenerative aspects
Power landscapes
Chorus puts great emphasis on shifting power through the type of organizations that are funded as well as through
the ways of governance that are employed.26 A shift in the power structures is interwoven in all areas and strategies
of the foundation that we investigated, and will be discussed as it arises in the following.

Decommissioning / Sunsetting / Spend-down
In 2013, the Chorus Foundation decided to initiate its spend-down over a decade, so it will decommission itself by
2023.27 This has been part of its strategy from the start. Why? Partly it is being consequent with a critique of systems
that outlive their purpose, partly a personal choice of wanting the task of redistributing accumulated wealth to be
done at some point. And partly due to the urgency of many of the issues that the grantees face (climate, violence,
health, political, economic crises). “This is urgent, so we shouldn’t try to exist in perpetuity, but we should come up
with a timeframe to move the assets that we have at our disposal and do it in the most strategic way,” Ebrahimi told
Inside Philanthropy in 2017.28
But (in our view) this built-in sunsetting mostly comes from applying regenerative principles to the foundation itself,
as seen within the system as a whole: the foundation and the work they fund being part of the same world. In a way,
applying Just Transition to the foundation itself. The idea behind this is that the world we want to live in will no longer
have the institutions that represent and maintain the status quo. Much like with prisons and extractive industries, it
applies equally to private foundations, which represent the consolidation and extraction of wealth. In the world we‘re
imaging, the resources are not extracted and accumulated (at least to that extent) anymore, so private foundations
not only have no role, but shouldn‘t exist. And this must then happen in a way that allows the communities that are
most impacted by extractivism to replace the things that they need from those institutions with structures and flows
that are regenerative (and governed by the community).
This has shaped how the foundation works and what was originally selected to be funded. And this is a place where
regeneration gets nurtured: a fundamental line of work of the foundation has been to support (either with funds, training, or direct collaboration) all of the grantees to build and co-design some sort of mechanism that will allow them
to continue their work when the foundation sunsets. Decommissioning of external inputs is, in our view, crucial for
developing resilience, and moving away from dependence on external loci of control.

Spend-down as part of shifting the power landscapes
Shifting dependencies is part of shifting or building new power structures (political, economic and cultural), which is
one of the core visions of the foundation. This takes time and effort, and has been happening in the four geographies
at different paces. Part of the last eighteen months of the foundation will be dedicated to facilitating inquiry on what
it looks like to make the infrastructure truly autonomous, and to support the grantees to transition in that direction,
so that when the foundation goes away they can continue with their development on their own.
One effect of shifting the power into the funded ecosystems is that they will likely evolve in different directions and
be “ready“ at different times. The four geographies that the foundation supports are an example of that. For example,
Richmond, California, is already operating independently, with their own fund at the East Bay Community Foundation,29 governed by the Richmond Our Power Coalition,30 which was built by grantees themselves. The interaction
between the roles of the Chorus Foundation and of the Richmond grantees is akin to a co-evolution, and the power
structures have shifted, so that the foundation‘s role at the moment is to help the grantees get new resources into

See Ebrahimi 2019 and Ebrahimi 2020 for an in-depth analysis.
Williams 2017.
Ibid.
29
https://www.ebcf.org/fund/richmond-just-transition-fund/
30
https://www.ourpowerrichmond.org/
26
27
28
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their ecosystem. This is largely the result of allocating resources into creating community-led Just Transition infrastructure/ecosystem. As part of transitioning away from the Chorus Foundation, the people in Richmond have created
their own infrastructure for 501c3 funding and cooperative lending, amongst other things.
Things are at a different stage in Eastern Kentucky, with the Chorus Foundation still playing a big role in facilitating
the power shifts. At the moment, the emphasis is on finding out if they will want to continue with the funding-governance structure, based on the participatory budgeting process that they‘ve had with the CF. And if they do, where
should it be housed? Where will the resources come to staff it and what will the fundraising of more resources look
like? This is different from the exit grants that many foundations make, as it develops local infrastructure for resource
allocation.
Part of the spend-down is another ten years of financial support after the foundation is gone. What will change is
the relationship the grantees and communities have developed over the years with an institution that has supported
them beyond financial resources: by convening, organizing trainings and helping establish and maintain networks
across the communities, offering (and receiving) advice, logistics... all that will go away. The financial resources from
that point onward are received without the need for reporting or accounting to the foundation. But hopefully the
interactions between grantees of the different geographies will continue as needed. That will then be entirely up to
them.

Relationships, trust-building, and power shifts.
Relationships and trust-building are the context in which the foundation‘s approach to philanthropy functions. It has
been coupled with a shift in the power structures between the foundation and the grantees. Building trust has required moving across the spectrum from holding power accountably—trust-based philanthropy: the foundation making
the decisions, but in relationship, open to critical feedback—to gradually (co-)developing mechanisms for sharing
power—participatory budgeting, co-design of networks, shared funding governance—getting to the destination of
letting go of power—spending down, supporting the creation of alternative infrastructure that will outlive the foundation.
Trust was built by walking the path of transition together with the grantees. Starting with holding power accountably
(e.g. Chorus staff still making the decisions), then moving to sharing power equitably (e.g. co-design), and now finally
in the process of handing over power entirely (e.g. spend down and the creation of new, alternative infrastructure).
Each step was necessary, to some extent, to build the trust necessary for the next step. An effect of choosing this
approach is that it allows for the growth and maturity that comes from transitioning as opposed to jumping to a new
paradigm. Also, the end-point will be co-created with the grantees and the communities, increasing the chances that
it will be more appropriate to their needs and possibilities. This is a change from a common pattern where donors say
“the right things“ but don‘t go much further than that.
An important point in the early stages of this process was to demonstrate integrity and transparency while still
making the decisions. That means allowing iterative processes, being open to feedback when things didn‘t work. Crucially: not stopping at an apology for making mistakes, but changing decisions, engaging in repair, doing work to make
sure that those mistakes didn‘t happen again. Mistakes also led to deepening the trust. Trust is often seen as something that can be built by precisely doing what we said we were going to do—and it’s great when that is the case! But
mistakes will happen, and it is equally important to come in after failing to do what you said you would do and handling
the results with integrity. The foundation sees these as opportunities for growth, as fail-forward moments.
This is a strong line of inquiry for the foundation. What does it look like to engage in repair, to take responsibility,
to shift the cultures or the structures that produced a particular bad outcome in the first place? And this extends to
Chorus‘ mission of widening the circle, with the work that they do with peers and philanthropy in general. Cultivating
a culture of being open and honest and vulnerable about the mistakes that they make, so that others may be able to
learn alongside.
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The role of a change in Collective Consciousness — Cultural Power
For the work of the CF, collective consciousness is addressed through funding cultural power. Cultural power is often
seen by philanthropy as separate from the whole ecosystem, and treated as a kind of “commodity“. The support often
goes to the production of cultural products that reflect particular cultural traditions, but not thinking of culture as a
contested space for power. Cultural power is the ability for people to shape how they view the world and understand
who they are, how other people see them. Moreover, it can define, or at least have a very strong influence on, economic and political power. The CF actively supports power mapping of ideas and narratives, allowing the grantees and
their communities to organize around their own worldviews and their own cosmologies, and to identify those as a
source of power. This has been pointed out as going away from the thread of the foundation‘s political and climate
work. However, they have found a direct connection between anchoring people in their own culture as a stance of
power and the development of agency to actually address, in a regenerative way, political and climate work. They see
the supporting of cultural power as part of building the infrastructure that will allow the rematriation of resources
and a political and economic self-governance in the geographies they work with.
This connects with the dangers of measuring success. When using narrow ways of measuring success, we are likely to
miss big shifts in cultural power. For instance if grantees didn‘t win a campaign to get the policy they wanted and we
tag that as a failure, we might be missing important shifts in cultural power that have happened at the same time.
Example —Eastern Kentucky- The CF collaborated with their grantees to host a group of aligned, radical
and progressive funders interested in Just Transition and New Economy work, and show them different onthe-ground projects. When they were downtown, one peer from a national foundation, well versed in Just
Transition commented “great, we‘re walking around, in a small town, talking about economic development“,
and complained about not seeing “the big shifts that I thought you said are happening here“. What he was
missing was the cultural shift. Farhad tells the story further: “they didn‘t use to take me here. A group of
about 25 outsiders downtown, talking about post-coal economics? Years ago they wouldn‘t have taken
me here as one outsider and talked in public, because somebody would have sliced our tires. Local law
enforcement would have tried to intimidate us out of town. It‘s not just that there‘s a new mayor, or some
interesting economic developments. It‘s actually the cultural shift of what people believe is possible, and
what they need to defend, and what they can embrace, that has shifted. That shift in folk‘s sense of what‘s
possible also shifts folk‘s sense of what the enemy is.“ Obviously that cultural shift is influenced by the shifts
in political and economic power. But it is also its own shift. In a large part the shifts in economy and politics
have been influenced by that.
A choice that the Foundation made from the start was that the grantees should at least have an orientation toward
culture. Even in those that are very focussed on particular political or economic issues, there is an awareness of the
role of narrative, art, and cultural traditions. And some grantees within the same ecosystem are focussing on culture,
and adding an explicit political or economic context. Cultural work within this interconnected power shift has a
stronger effect when it is in direct relationship with political and economic systems.

The importance of the personal story in the organizational transformation—the power of stories.
What is the personal backstory that led Farhad Ebrahimi to resonate with these ideas? What was it about the people involved
that made them receptive to these particular lines of inquiry?
Farhad and his sister grew up in the 80s in a refugee household – his father is Iranian, and his mother grew up in Cuba
– where he says that, “Watching the nightly news with my parents was a form of political education, and they were
particularly critical of US foreign policy.“ Farhad’s parents described their respective refugee experiences not just as
displacement, but as the loss of home. Central to the way that they talked about home was the concept of community
self-determination, and the acknowledgement that such self-determination had been undermined in both Iran and
Cuba by generations of outside intervention by the US and others.
That value of community self-determination has been a seed sprouting and developing in the ways Farhad approaches
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philanthropy. For him it is crucial that “people who live in a place should be the ones that determine what happens
in that place.“ Recognising the ecological element of local agency being the most transformative (and efficient in the
long term, at least) since those closest to the problems are the ones who will know best what the solutions ought to
look like. What we often see is quite different, coming from a paradigm of arresting disorder or even doing good,
but mistakenly rooted in the belief that “we“ know better. In other words, the colonialistic, paternalistic approach
embodied in the foreign policies of countries like the US and the UK, and in most philanthropy.
This inoculated Farhad against some of the ideas he first encountered in philanthropy when he showed up as “some
punk kid wearing like a t-shirt from his friend‘s band sitting in the back of a room with a bunch of people who were
older than him, wiser than him, wearing business-casual attire, and thinking this is fucking bullshit, I can‘t believe
this is how they‘re talking...“ This stance allowed him to connect with other people in philanthropy who were equally
cynical and to learn from them about different approaches. And then, through their encouragement, to connect with
grassroots groups and leaders. This approach really resonated: “it made more sense to be talking to the e.g. Black
folks, Indigenous folks about how they were thinking about these challenges—around climate, housing, policing, mass
incarceration, etc.—because it was an example of what community self-determination can look like.“
Connecting with one‘s own story is important as it allows us to see any possible blindspots that we‘re bringing into our
work. For Farhad, the “more in touch we are with our own stories, the better we are at hearing others“. Also, it allows
others to actually know the people they are about to engage with and their motivation. This is part of trust building,
and it has allowed the foundation to more deeply engage with their grantees.
It has also been part of the work the foundation is doing with other funders, which includes supporting them through
their own transformation in philanthropy. By sharing ways of better getting in touch with their own stories.

Sources
A large part of the above came from conversations with Farhad Ebrahimi,31 founder and president of the Chorus
Foundation, and from the wealth of information on the Chorus Foundation‘s website.32

31
32

https://www.influencewatch.org/person/farhad-ebrahimi/
https://chorusfoundation.org/
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4.4 Hypha DAO and SEEDS
By Anneloes Smitsman, Thomas Murtha, Ted Rau, and Kara Stonehouse1
4.4.1 Introduction and Executive Summary
This case-study explores the lessons we can learn from Hypha as a Decentralised Autonomous Organisation (DAO),
and its SEEDS initiative for governing funding allocation decision-making in regenerative ways.2 Moreover, the
case-study explores how the new design of DAOs, when combined with evolutionary governance protocols and
processes, can serve as enabling conditions for the emergence of regenerative funding governance. As well as how an
evolutionary approach of co-stewardship forms part of the required systemic transformations for regeneration and
thriving.
The case-study explores the following 5 questions that were selected by the BP8 Working Group. The questions are
addressed throughout the case-study, and specifically in the sections indicated below:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

What key enablers / conditions are emerging as the most practical starting points for doing funding governance
differently/ regeneratively? See section 4.4.4.1.
How does funding governance ensure that value generated from all forms of funding circulates throughout a
targeted community? See section 5.3 and 4.4.5.4.
What are (early) signs of success in taking a regenerative approach to funding governance? See section 4.1 and 6.
How to define and measure the success of an initiative, without top-down/ fixed key performance indicators? See
section 6.
How does funding governance incorporate multiple perspectives and voices without sacrificing the efficient
distribution of resources? See section 4.4.5.4.

The case-study team (the authors of this case-study) met with Hypha Council members Joachim Stroh and Mark
Epstein for six Zoom meetings between March-June 2022. The case study meetings explored:
•
•
•
•

How the Hypha DAO can serve as a prototype for developing evolutionary governance with web3 tools for
resource coordination and scaling;
How such a prototype can empower the necessary systemic transformations for regeneration and thrivability;
The role of sociocratic governance practices and evolutionary principles in Hypha and SEEDS decision-making
through the role of the SEEDS Constitution.3
Lessons learned about what it means to govern funding allocation decision-making in regenerative,
transformative, and inclusive ways.

4.4.2 Overview of Hypha and SEEDS
Hypha started early 2019 with building tools for creating new economic systems, which led to the development of
SEEDS. “SEEDS” is an acronym that stands for: “Sowing Ecological, Equitable and Decentralizing Societies.”4 The SEEDS
initiative includes the co-creation of a regenerative digital currency called “Seeds”. Seeds serves as the utility token
within the SEEDS ecosystem, and can also be used for external transactions with partner ecosystems.
Hypha operates as a Decentralised Autonomous Organisation (DAO), with a human focus as a DHO: Decentralised
Human Organisation. The Hypha Council members explained during our interviews that the DAO was chosen as a

To read the full version of this case-study CLICK HERE.
With “regeneration” we mean: “The act of improving and enhancing a place, system, or relationship with the healthy flows and
thrivable conditions for life.” See r3.0 BP9.
3
For more information about Hypha and SEEDS visit https://hypha.earth/ and https://joinseeds.earth/.
4
From the SEEDS Constitution (2021).
1
2
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governance prototype, because it is fraud-resistant, transparent, and programmable to empower people in creating
new types of organisations that better serve their purpose and values. The Hypha DAO is collectively owned and
managed by its members.
“A DAO distributes ownership to a variety of stakeholders in an ecosystem, including contributors, users, strategic
partners, vendors, employees and so on. DAO’s help break down the traditional power hierarchies that are
responsible for extreme concentrations of wealth.” 5
~ Joachim Stroh, Hypha Council

Figure 1. Source: Hypha DAO Dashboard
To manage the Hypha funds, its DAO has a built-in fraud resistant treasury that no one has the authority to access
without the approval of a multi-signature group with blockchain execution. Hypha, in addition to co-creating
SEEDS, has also been working on the development of open-source web3 tools for coordinating, financing, and cogoverning the transitions to regeneration and thrivability by making its technology available to other organisations
and networks. Decision-making within Hypha is based on the principle of giving voice to a variety of perspectives
and interests, as such ensuring the diversity principle in governance and decision-making for the common good. To
enable this, Hypha has created an inclusive compensation scheme with voice input in the Hypha governance, which
means that Hypha’s organisational members earn three different types of tokens by participating in governance:
HUSD, HVOICE, and dHYPHA (deferred HYPHA coins). HUSD can be converted into fiat currencies through internal
exchange agreements, for salary payments, based on open-source blockchain contracts.6 The specifics of these three
tokens are explained further in this case-study.
SEEDS is an open-source decentralised financial ecosystem and governance platform, owned and governed by the
citizens who use it. Everyone can join SEEDS, and once you do you can download two different apps7 to participate in
SEEDS funding governance and its economy:
•

•

The Global Passport app via your mobile phone and desktop, which enables you to send and receive Seeds
currencies instantly without any fees, and enables you to voice your ideas, co-create with others, and vote on
funding proposals, campaigns, and referendums. The more you participate in governance and add value to the
SEED ecosystem, the more contribution rewards you earn.
The Seeds Light Wallet for a simpler way to transact Seeds and connect with other SEEDS members.

See https://hypha.earth/what-is-a-dao/
For more information about the Hypha DAO visit: https://dao.hypha.earth/
7
See SEEDS website.
5
6
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When joining SEEDS you start as a visitor, after which you can quickly make your way to becoming a SEEDS resident
and citizen by participating in the SEEDS governance processes and contributing value.8 Tools are designed to be
open-source, transparent and accessible. SEEDS enables regenerative funding governance by offering voice, influence
and power to those prepared to steward the health and wellbeing of our Earth and future. SEEDS Citizens also
govern the evolution and operation of the SEEDS ecosystem together, giving rise to diverse approaches for creating
healthier communities and civilisations. Furthermore, SEEDS is designed to finance the Regenerative Renaissance by
subsidising and rewarding regenerative initiatives, campaigns, and solutions; supporting business incentives to align
towards regeneration by providing grants for regenerative projects and campaigns that empower local and circular
economies. SEEDS also allocates gratitude tokens9 to its members and accordingly tokenizes the behaviour of sharing
gratitude as adding system value.10
SEEDS further offers tools that make it easier for people to collaborate and coordinate their diverse interests,
while keeping a common focus through the SEEDS Constitution for the co-creation of a thriving world and future.
As mentioned on the SEEDS website, “We are changing the way we assign and distribute value.”11 The SEEDS
architecture is inspired by the self-organising holonic architecture of life. To this effect, three evolutionary principles
are explicitly incorporated in Article 3 of the SEEDS Constitution, for which Anneloes Smitsman served as the lead
architect. These same evolutionary life principles have also been incorporated in the r3.0 Educational Transformation
Blueprint (section 3.1 of BP9).12
Although the main focus of this case-study is on the Hypha DAO, we like to briefly mention the following about SEEDS
in terms of funding governance.13 SEEDS is set-up as a global experiment to explore not just funding allocation, but
more importantly, regenerative governance itself. This has been operationalised in the following ways:
•
•
•

The formation of a SEEDS Commons for co-stewarding the health and resource allocation of the SEEDS
Ecosystem.14
Collective-decision making processes based on sociocratic principles through the formation of Circles, each of
which have a Seeds budget for their activities.
The SEEDS Constitution, established through shared agreements and a common vision for the type of governance
that is necessary for a regenerative and distributive economy as part of thriving civilizations.

4.4.3 The role of the SEEDS Constitution for Regenerative Governance
The SEEDS Constitution V 1.0 was ratified by the SEEDS citizens on 10 July 2021.15 The SEEDS Constitution serves
as a Thrivability Compass for the co-creation of regenerative and thriving civilisations, through agreed governance
principles, archetypal guidelines, values, architecture protocols, and commitments. The Constitution also guides how
ecosystemic value, opportunities, and responsibilities are distributed and shared. The governance agreements are
implemented through the SEEDS tokenization mechanisms and the SEEDS protocols that are outlined in article 6 of
its Constitution.

4.4.4 Holonic Architecture and Sociocracy Governance Principles
To better understand the design of regenerative funding governance and governance for a regenerative economy,
we will briefly explain some of the evolutionary principles that have been incorporated in the design of Hypha and
SEEDS.

For more information on the specifics please see the SEEDS Constitution and the SEEDS Game Guide.
See - https://seedslibrary.com/decentralizing-our-economies-with-gratitude/
10
SEEDS website - https://joinseeds.earth/
11
https://joinseeds.earth/
12
See “Exploring Transformative Learning as Life” by Anneloes Smitsman:
13
For more information read The SEEDS Token Allocation and Economics Paper.
14
For more information see the initial SEEDS Commons Agreements.
15
The SEEDS Constitution (2021).
8
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Hypha and SEEDS aim to mimic the organisational principles of complex living systems, such as holarchy, autopoiesis,
and self-organisation. Living systems are holarchic by design, which refers to how holons (wholes) are nested within
larger holons.16 As such, living systems do not impose organisational structures and agendas, in ways that many
human systems do. The organisational dynamics of living systems are part of the evolutionary process of life, and
are resilient because of their cooperative diversity.17 A regenerative and distributive economy, as is the focus of r3.0,
requires understanding of the application of living system principles for our human and societal development.
Hypha combines off-chain and on-chain decision-making with sociocracy. Sociocracy is a set of design principles that
guide small-group decision-making that is vital for operational aspects. Decisions live in domains that are held by
teams (called ‘circles’), which are nested in a fractal manner and linked to create alignment and coherent information
flows.18 Recurring responsibilities are clustered in operational roles connected to circles that help create clarity
on ‘who does what,’ and how to empower individuals in taking ownership for organisational responsibilities in a
decentralised manner. The advantage of sociocracy is experienced not only in that human-focused approach, but
also in its ability to create alignment in diverse ecosystems, while allowing for flexibility as the organisation grows.
The governance structures of Hypha and SEEDS are also able to evolve through the inputs of its members, which is
explicitly mentioned in article 4.2 of the SEEDS Constitution. Below is a visual overview of the holonic structure of
Hypha:

Figure 2 Source: The holonic structure of Hypha by Joachim Stroh.

Hypha rewards contributions according to specific archetype roles with scaled responsibilities of increasing
complexity, and in a manner that is time-flexible. The sociocratic, role-based approach combined with clarity around
compensation also comes with a clear understanding of ecosystemic accountability, which further distinguishes
Hypha from many other DAOs.
A steering committee, called the “Hypha Strategic Anchor Council,” is composed of people who have been voted into
this role, and offers leadership guidance. Hypha Council meetings take place each week and are open to visitors.
Governance decisions are made by consent. The Council discusses key issues for the Hypha ecosystem, and seeks to
create internal alignment and coherence on matters that require voting-based decisions, including how this relates
to funding governance. Accordingly, the Hypha Council serves to steward the conditions for doing governance
regeneratively, ensuring that value is generated from diverse contributions as well as multiple forms of funding

The term holarchy was first coined by Arthur Koestler in 1967, in his book The Ghost in the Machine.
See Smitsman A. (2019). Into the Heart of Systems Change. Ph.D. Dissertation. Maastricht University, the Netherlands. https://bit.
ly/3EtGV1P
18
To learn more about sociocracy visit: https://www.sociocracyforall.org/
16
17
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inflows, and is circulated according to collectively decided priorities. Success is measured in terms of the health
and thrivability of the Hypha and SEEDS ecosystem, without fixed top-down performance indicators. A Thrivability
scoreboard is currently in creation to make this visible.
The Council also acts as a sense-making organ for discerning strategic priorities, and how to best honour autonomous
decision rights inside the circles, and the evolving edges of the ecosystem. A North Star badge has been created as a
safety measure for protecting the core mission of Hypha, enabling two out of three badgeholders to veto a decision
when required.

4.4.4.1 Key Enablers and Conditions for Regenerative Funding Governance
Another key enabler for doing funding governance regeneratively, is in the ways alignment and coordination is
promoted in Hypha and SEEDS through four interrelated processes:
• Internal feedback and communication via voting.
• Transparency of decision-making via documentation on the blockchain.
• Collective learning, experimentation, and coordination through value-based relationships of mutuality,
reciprocity, honesty, and trust.
• The guiding principles and values of the SEEDS Constitution, which also serves as a compass for the Hypha DAO
and its governance. 19
Hypha and SEEDS governance also adheres to regenerative principles by their commitment to transparency and
open-source codes, accountability of decision makers, and adherence to the SEEDS Constitution as a compass for
prioritisation, decision-making, and implementation.
The application of blockchain-based technologies ensures a record of all agreements and transactions, which enables
transparent records of DAO-based decisions. Blockchain records are automatically generated, and include records
concerning resource allocation, remuneration, and levels of authority. Although the Hypha and SEEDS blockchain
records are available, this is not as easily accessible for those who lack the required digital skills. This barrier is
recognized by the Hypha Council, and an effort is underway for creating ‘easier’ user-interfaces. Furthermore, voice
and agency are enabled as follows:
•
•

Voice - through dialogues within specific DAO circles. Voice is tokenized by earning more or less voice-input and
weight, based on levels of participation and responsibility in governance.
Agency - by voting on agreed issues within the domains of decision-making, and constrained by the boundaries
of authority of the circle in which decisions are made.

The SEEDS Constitution mandates the development of DAO architecture and tools through an ongoing evolutionary
learning process that is community-based. DAO participants can flag when decisions lead to undesirable outcomes,
or when necessary conditions for regenerative governance and fair distribution are lacking. The remediation process
for path correction is also recorded on the blockchain. The emerging transparency and accountability, and openness
to feedback and learning, are signs that taking a regenerative approach to funding governance is succeeding.

4.4.5 Hypha Funding Flows and Governance
Through this section we will briefly explore whether Hypha’s funding governance ensures that value generated
from various forms of funding circulates throughout a targeted community (question 2). To better understand how
this applies to Hypha, we first offer an overview of the various sources of funding for Hypha, and how allocation is
governed. Hypha has recently moved into an acceleration phase by starting to offer DAOs as a service.20 The target
audience includes business and social good accelerator programs, who recognize the value in generating (more) value
by ecosystemic empowerment.
Hypha is currently developing its own specific Constitution, guided by Anneloes Smitsman, and through alignment with the
SEEDS Constitution.
20
For more information about the Hypha onboarding process, watch this video.
19
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“The DAO is really the next generation of how you get organisations off the ground that tackle wicked problems,
in ways that are not possible in a centralised or institutionalised world.”
~ Joachim Stroh, Hypha Council
Hypha received initial start-up cryptocurrency investments from philanthropists and angel investors for developing
SEEDS and the Seeds currency.21 However, Hypha has not been able to attract further philanthropist, venture
capitalist, and angel investor funding. Government funding has also not been a source of income. Hypha has recently
tapped into new sources of cryptocurrency funding through blockchain grants and DAO accelerator programs.
Although Hypha has not been able to secure mainstream types of investment, it serves as an important prototype for
attracting new funding mechanisms, distributed through regenerative governance systems.

4.4.5.1 Hypha Treasury
The financial income streams of Hypha include the following combinations:
•
•

•

Sales through services - Hypha is now ready to deliver the DAO templates and implementation protocols as a
service. This also expands Hypha’s income capacities and makes it less dependent on donations or investments.
Investments through purchase of Hypha tokens - Anyone who buys the Hypha tokens is also considered an
investor in the Hypha ecosystem. All activity in Hypha is transacted via cryptocurrencies and accounted for in
the Hypha treasury.
Fees for DAO software services - Hypha is currently working on making its software services available on a
subscription basis through regular fees.

All resources flow through the Hypha treasury, which contains blockchain records of the amounts in 3 types of Hypha
tokens:
•
•

•

The Hypha Utility Token, which represents the value created within Hypha. When you contribute to Hypha you
can earn HYPHA tokens, which are added to your Hypha token wallet. 22
HUSD Token, which is a USD-equivalent claim against assets (cryptocurrency tokens) in the Hypha Treasury. It
can be used as a means of exchange between members of Hypha, and it can also be redeemed for the equivalent
amount in cryptocurrency by sending them back to Hypha.23
HVOICE Token, which rewards your contributions in terms of voting (voice) rights and increased voting weight.
HVOICE tokens decay over time, so the more recently issued HVOICE tokens have more voice power than those
issues in the past. The current configuration for decay is 50% per year.

In return for their investment, funders and contributors receive Hypha Utility Tokens which have the potential to
grow in value over time.24 Hypha can generate operating capital by selling Hypha utility tokens, which are currently
(2022) at 1.03 USD per HYPHA token.25
Although Hypha is making HYPHA tokens available for purchase on the website, they are not relying on this as a
revenue-building pathway for the future.26

The total early investment was around $1m USD-equiv. The early investors put in between $25k and $75k USD-equivalent, and
received a combination of HYPHA and Seeds tokens in exchange for their cryptocurrency contributions.
22
Mark Epstein clarified how, “participating in governance does not directly reward the member with HYPHA tokens. Rather, HYPHA tokens are issued in response to approved contributions or assignments. Approvals require governance, and voting is tallied
based on holding HVOICE tokens.”
23
Currently, Hypha supports EOS as the token provided in exchange for HUSD when a member requests the redemption
24
A token is essentially a number in an account stored on a blockchain. For example, Hypha creates 1 million HYPHA tokens
through a proposal in the FinFlow circle. The tokens are finite, until the next batch is created, and can be distributed as an alternative currency. People can buy HYPHA tokens from Hypha by paying with another supported cryptocurrency token, like BTC or
EOS.
25
The HUSD issued since inception is 2.925m. In addition to HUSD, contributions and role assignments have been fulfilled using
Seeds, dSeeds, and dHYPHA tokens over time. The total amounts of those paid out by Hypha since inception has been roughly:
20m Seeds (liquid), 500m dSeeds (locked), and 45m dHypha (locked).
26
The current token sale is for approx 1m tokens, and the current configuration will sell these tokens from an initial price of $1
each up to a price of about $1.30 each.
21
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4.4.5.2 Commitment to Value Creation and Value Distribution
Value creation in Hypha and SEEDS is acknowledged and rewarded in the design of the tokenomics, by rewarding
taking responsibility, initiating new ideas, participating in sense-making, giving inputs in decision-making, and
holding space for emergence. Hypha and SEEDS unleash the energy of our collective intelligence potential, while
also providing the tools, systems, and methods for scaling this up. The Hypha DAO tools make it possible for teams
and communities to create open incentives and rewards. This can be applied for improving the coordination and
engagement of community activities that contribute to common causes, and add ecosystemic value. Members can
also earn badges as a visual representation of their added ecosystem value, and to increase their voice impact in
governance.
The various forms of funding do not just circulate throughout targeted communities, as identified by the SEEDS
Commons (question 2), but rather are circulated to look at the needs of the entire ecosystem of Hypha and SEEDS,
and are prioritised in accordance to the “living budgets” as further explained below.

4.4.5.3 Governance of Living Budgets
Hypha and SEEDS have slightly different processes for co-governing what they call their “living budgets.” In the
SEEDS ecosystem, the SEEDS Commons (voted by the SEEDS citizens) provides the coordinating role, similar to the
Hypha Council, for making governance decisions about budgets, allocations, and distributions. In the Hypha DAO,
circles make proposals for their budget to complete specific outcomes. They may incur expenses to pay programmers,
marketers, and other expenses such as legal fees, software fees, and subcontracts. This also ensures incorporation of
multiple perspectives and voices without sacrificing the efficient distribution of resources (question 5).
The Hypha proposals are assessed collectively, and then adjusted, based on feedback from the Hypha Council. The
Hypha Council members are voted in collectively by Hypha members on a periodic basis, through the role assignments
of the Hypha DAO. The Hypha Council is responsible for oversight, strategic leadership, creating voting consensus
and alignment of its strategic members, fundraising, and governance decisions about the treasury. Hypha can pay
for the agreed work in HUSD tokens, which can be converted to another cryptocurrency via the redemption process
with the Hypha Treasury. Additionally HUSD is transferable, so it could be converted to other assets (including fiat
currency) through individual peer-to-peer transactions with Hypha members. Accordingly, many people who helped
develop the Hypha tools and technologies, including programmers, have been compensated for their work through
a regular salary. The circles have autonomy over their own decisions and budget allocations, funding governance
decisions take place by the consent principle. The FinFlow Circle is accountable for treasury policy proposals, which
must obtain 80% unity and 20% quorum on votes for such proposals to pass (which is the same as all proposals in the
Hypha DAO). A Hypha treasury interface tool is currently being developed to improve the DAO accounting tools for
funding governance.

6. Lessons Learned and Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance
Through this section we will briefly explore lessons learned, and look at how the success of Hypha and SEEDS can
be evaluated in light of emerging patterns of regenerative funding governance. It is our view that the success for
regenerative funding governance prototypes should not be measured (and judged) based on top-down imposed
performance indicators (questions 3 and 4). Accordingly, the criteria of success that we propose through this casestudy align with the identified patterns (see section 6.2), and include: the degree of experimentation that takes
place, willingness to learn from mistakes and embrace tensions, engagement of the community, commitment to
evolutionary principles, inclusive decision-making in funding governance, and fair distribution of system value,
resources, responsibilities, and opportunities. To assess openness to learning and evolving (as part of governance for
regeneration), we offer the following learning experience from a turbulent time in Hypha and SEEDS due to internal
tensions that emerged in 2021.
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4.4.6.1 Embracing Evolutionary Tensions
Around the middle of 2021, Hypha and SEEDS came under significant pressures to evolve, and at risk of fragmenting
internally and possibly breaking-up. The SEEDS Constitutional process was put to the test, whether it could keep the
community together while diverging views emerged about “forking” the Seeds currency through new experiments,
and potentially splitting of some of the developers that wanted to embark on a new type of Seeds currency. This
raised questions of trust as some people felt that earlier commitments were not honoured, as well as a call for greater
transparency in the role of Hypha with regards to SEEDS. To address these tensions, Hypa and SEEDS members met
over many months in 2021, through consultative sessions, voicing their concerns and suggestions. The decision was
made not to “fork” the Seeds currency and split off into separate groups. Furthermore, it was decided to prioritise
on internal coherence and alignment, before branching out or diversifying further. As such avoiding a painful breakup and internal fracturing. Specific committees emerged from this process to further address the agreed upon ‘hot
issues, which also led to the SEEDS Commons as well as the Hypha Strategic Council.27

4.4.6.2 Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance
The r3.0 BP8 Working Group distilled 16 key Patterns of regenerative funding governance, as well as additional
Patterns suggested in the comments - i.e. Reparations, Love, and Localism. 28Although almost all of these patterns
apply to this case-study, we have selected the following patterns below to provide more examples for how this applies
to Hypha and SEEDS funding governance:
•

•

•

•

•

•

27
28

Pattern 1, Works with Existing Relational Fields - Hypha and SEEDS are built on peer-to-peer collaboration
and exchange. Members bring their existing partnerships, contacts, and resources to add value; building on, and
working with, existing relational fields. Purposefully seeking synergies between existing, and new initiatives, for
a common purpose to accelerate the co-creation of a thriving world and future.
Pattern 2, Co-Learning - Hypha and SEEDS are developed through peer-to-peer co-learning, which also dissolves
the traditional distinctions between funders and fundee. As such people’s contributions are acknowledged as
a form of funding, making them part of the pool of funders. Furthermore, Hypha is in regular interaction with
potential mainstream funders inviting them into a co-learning relationship to better assess how the Hypha DAO
can serve their purpose and vice versa (this also relates to pattern 5, Connected Learning Cycles).
Pattern 3, Develop and Deepen Relationships - When Hypha and SEEDS act in the role of funder for granting
resources to contribution requests, proposals, and campaigns, they invite fundees to share about their proposal
through an open online community call, offering help where required to develop ideas and actions, and invest in
relationships of trust and mutual support.
Pattern 5, Community Capital Stewardship - The SEEDS Common serves as an example for how co-stewardship
for both the local specified needs of the various SEEDS initiatives, as well as the global needs of the overall
evolving ecosystem are safeguarded collaboratively. This is guided through the SEEDS Constitution, which is
based on community capital stewardship, instead of traditional ownership models.
Pattern 6, Beyond money - Hypha and SEEDS are designed on the notion of holistic wealth for planetary health
and collective wellbeing. When acting in the role of funder, their governance acknowledges how value is created
through multiple capitals aligned with core human values, and how by participating in the SEEDS and Hypha
ecosystems, members can benefit from the multiple capital flows The core human values are made explicit in
the SEEDS Constitution. Negative impacts that go “beyond money” are also taken into account, through regular
sensing and evaluation activities to identify whether trust, collaboration, and gratitude (as capital flows) are
going up or down.
Pattern 10, Funding the process and its participants - Hypha and SEEDS are creating methods to fund the
co-creation of new governance through co-learning and experimentation. The emergence of new governance
protocols and practices on a regular basis, such as evident in the SEEDS Constitution and Game Guide,
demonstrate this experimental approach and are a clear sign of this pattern (also relates to pattern 15,
Emergence). Furthermore, Participants are funded and valued for their work, which makes their systems more
robust and professional compared to volunteer networks with similar goals.

See this article as an example of these meetings.
To read the full descriptions of the patterns visit https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVPeICqAM=/
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•

•

Pattern 12, Scale-Linking - Hypha and SEEDS governance take a membrane approach to explore relevance,
feedback, and respect for interdependent autonomy of the various DAOs, initiatives, and activities that are
funded and supported by SEEDS and Hypha. Accordingly, thinking in terms of scale-linking is an integral
component of their governance, where structures and processes at multiple scales - from nano to macro, and
beyond - are taken into account to assess impact, value, and support.
Pattern 16, Questions existing power structures - Hypha and SEEDS are a response to the need for new
power structures, including those for funding regenerative projects. Their governance systems are designed
for transparency and distributed decision making, which are generally lacking in mainstream governance and
economics. Distributed power structures serve to ensure equity in pay, merited authority, and wide engagement
in voting on proposals. The streamlined, codified organisational systems of the Hypha DAO reduce the need for
typical middle-management functions.

In terms of our own lessons learned through this case-study, we like to offer the following brief reflections. Exploring
such a vast topic as “regenerative funding governance” was both complex and complicated. Especially since it was not
clear for us whether we were meant to explore funding governance from a systemic perspective, which is why we
explored the design of the Hypha DAO and the SEEDS Constitution, and/or the types of governance that can attract
funding for regenerative activities. Moreover, in the case of Hypha and SEEDS, the distinctions between funder and
fundee do not exist in the traditional sense. Hypha and SEEDS also act in capacities of funder, while simultaneously
being funded by the contributions and exchanges of its members. The economic systems of Hypha and SEEDS
are designed on the basis of completely different principles and protocols compared to mainstream economic
systems, which also made it somewhat difficult to address or answer the 5 questions posed in the introduction. The
identification of the 16 Regenerative Funding Patterns was helpful to identify whether or not Hypha and SEEDS do
qualify as prototypes for regenerative funding governance.

4.4.7 Recommendations
The following recommendations apply to Hypha and SEEDS, and similar DAO prototypes:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Hypha (funding) governance requires a high level of digital literacy and time investment, which can be a barrier.
Furthermore, the amount and frequency of voting is high, which can lead to voting apathy over time. We
recommend optimization of voting frequency with respect to voice and agency.
The need to overcome technology barriers for wider mainstream adoption. Digital literacy and time investment
can become less of a barrier if Hypha and SEEDS provide easier DAO user-interfaces for accessing information
on the blockchain (without requiring extensive digital skills). Furthermore, transparency can only be realised if
the required information is accessible for those who require this.
The feature-rich technology of the Hypha DAO calls for a basic tutorial on DAO concepts (for those with minimal
digital literacy), and how to access and use the vast potentials and resources it affords. The co-creation of a userfriendly, “DAO browser” as an interface for DAO functionality, might greatly enhance the initial digital literacy
requirements among DAO participants.
We recommend more demonstration sites from communities who have adopted, and are using, the DAO
technologies and tools of Hypha and SEEDS for their regenerative work. There is also a concomitant need for
funders to use the Hypha and SEEDS DAOs for distributing funding and stewarding pilot projects, which can also
provide additional opportunities for demonstration and experimentation.
Hypha and SEEDS (and similar organisations who use digital currencies), require safe pathways to independence
from fiat currencies, while meeting the challenges of asset/liability matching and financial planning in the face of
volatile fiat/digital currency exchange rates.
We recommend attention to potential growth and scale issues in the widening application of the Hypha and
SEEDS systems and governance processes. In particular, by identifying systemic boundaries with respect to
human processing abilities, and the management of increasing complexity.
The digital literary gap between the Global North and the Global South requires special attention. Digital literacy
tends to be more of a barrier for Global South participation. We also recommend a greater inclusiveness of
indigenous communities and indigenous principles for supporting (traditional) ecological knowledge for local
and regional approaches to regeneration. For example by inviting (and rewarding) indigenous representation in
DAOs as advisors and wisdom stewards.
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8.

9.

We recommend special attention to intentional cross-pollination, particularly between DAOs in the Hypha and
SEEDS ecosystem. Such cross-pollination initiatives can also help bridge the gap between the Global North
and South, and serve the development of evolutionary learning ecosystems for prototyping best practices for
successful adoption.29
Environmental impacts and greenhouse gas emissions of blockchain processing should be disclosed and
addressed transparently, and resolved if necessary - as part of regenerative funding governance. To avoid the
high energy-intensity of Blockchain technologies used by Bitcoin, Hypha and SEEDS chose the Telos blockchain
for their technologies, which consumes little energy in comparison.30 As a future focus and governance
responsibility, blockchain-based platforms powered by renewable energy sources are strongly recommended.

4.4.8 Conclusions
The purpose of the BP8 case-studies is to explore what we can learn from this example about what it means to
govern funding allocation decision-making in a regenerative way. To govern funding allocation in regenerative ways,
it is essential that there are value-based principles and practices in place for co-learning, collaboration, co-creation,
coordination, and co-stewardship of resources, opportunities, challenges, and responsibilities. Hypha and SEEDS are
an ongoing experiment - i.e. it is not a perfect model, and some may say it is too complex to be readily of use to larger
groups of people. However, the funding governance developed through Hypha and SEEDS, as evident by the patterns
they generate, are indicative of serving as valuable prototypes for regenerative funding governance, and governance
systems for regeneration and thrivability.31 Early adaptation of the Hypha tools and DAO reveal how it can also
empower the necessary shifts in the power structures that are required for the needed systemic transformations.
Hypha and SEEDS are committed to the continual development of less complex DAO user-interfaces and tools for
enabling a greater adaptation. Their participatory peer-to-peer governance experiments are a further demonstration
of this commitment.32 To reach critical mass, coordinated and collaborative scale-linking is required at various levels
of DAO adoption, and for varying purposes and users.
This case-study recognizes how the mainstream extractive and dualistic governance systems and practices are at
the root of our sustainability crisis. Major systemic transformations are required in the power-structures and policy
protocols of mainstream funding governance. A DAO governance system, when based on evolutionary design
principles and processes, can empower the necessary systemic transformations for regeneration and thrivability.
The decentralised approach of Hypha and SEEDS addresses some of the key issues of centralised forms of
governance, however not without their own challenges. The decentralised operational systems of the web3 world
risk rapid exponential growth and expansion through fragmented diversification. The fragmentation and polarisation
of systemic diversity can significantly undermine the emergence of shared commitments and agreements for
regeneration and thrivability. The SEEDS Constitution, the SEEDS Commons, and the Hypha Council formed in part
to help create a stronger internal coherence and alignment for funding governance and stewardship of the common.
Playing out ‘centralization and control’ versus ‘decentralisation and autonomy’ is a common duality trap.
To conclude, we acknowledge how the governance systems and processes of Hypha and SEEDS can serve as valuable
prototypes for regenerative funding governance for systemic transformation.

4.4.9 Acknowledgement
We like to thank and acknowledge Joachim Stroh and Mark Epstein for all their valuable contributions to this casestudy, and our many insightful conversations with them.

See Evolutionary Learning Ecosystems for Thrivable Futures by Anneloes Smitsman, Alexander Laszlo, and Pavel Luksha (2020).
See EOS Energy Consumption vs Bitcoin and Ethereum to learn more about these comparisons in energy consumption.
31
See also this video presentation by Rieki Cordon, founding member of Hypha and SEEDS, for a high-level overview of this journey.
32
See also the many resources and community videos on the SEEDS YouTube Channel.
29
30

CASE STUDY - HYPHA DAO AND SEEDS 87

4.5 Happy Money Story: Decoupling remuneration from calculation
By Francesca Pick
Greaterthan is a collective that supports organizations that want to transition and develop new organizational forms,
based on principles such as self-organizing and distributed leadership. One of the elements that enables the collective
to do this work is the fact that it is a self-organized collective itself, with a large amount of internal experimentation
around new practices, which are then brought to other organizations. Among others, Greaterthan has developed an
expertise in alternative approaches to budgeting, funding, pay and money flow in organizations, and experiments
with many such practices internally. In this case study, we take a look at the evolution and insights from one of those
practices, the ‘Happy Money Story’, a collaborative process for distributing budgets. After a version of this process
was introduced into one project team of the collective by one of its members in 2020, the Happy Money Story quickly
took on its own life in the collective. Only two years later, Greaterthan members had not only evolved the process to
fit their context and way of working, but it had organically become the most established practice for how all project
teams make budget decisions.
While the rapid establishing of this practice is interesting, this case study focuses on the impact that two years of
continuous practicing of the Happy Money Story had on the collective’s culture, individual and collective relationships
to money, perception of value and the actual flow of money. Some of the impacts we can see is a move away from a
more quantitative approach to budget distribution (focusing on elements such as time tracking, hourly rates, etc.),
towards more relational, trust and intuition based budget decisions. We can also see a shift from people choosing
budget distributions based on output and work done in a project, towards more needs based distributions. Overall,
the adoption of the Happy Money Story has led to Greaterthan’s budgeting decisions becoming both simpler and
more nuanced at the same time–simpler on the organizational level, and more complex and relational at the individual
(project) team level. It has also increased people‘s comfort with talking about money with team members, beginning
to open up space for playfulness and creativity to emerge around how money flows in the organization.

Full Case Study
The evolution of the Happy Money Story in Greaterthan
It all started in December 2019, when my colleague Tom Nixon and I began working on a new project, to support a
startup to transition to self-management. It was the first time we were working together as a team. When the time
came around for us to split the first paycheck from the client between the two of us, Tom asked me whether I was open
to experimenting with something new–a process called the ‘Happy Money Story Game’, which he had learned about
from a fellow practitioner, Charlie Davies. I was very keen, and so after giving it a try and loving it, he and I continued
to use this process for distributing the budget from that project.
At the same time, I began telling other colleagues in Greaterthan about this process, and testing it out in other team
configurations I was working in. Greaterthan is a collective that supports organizations to transition to and develop
new organizational forms, building on principles such as self-organizing and distributed leadership. As a globally
distributed, self-organized collective of around twenty people, based mostly in Europe, New Zealand and North
America, one of Greaterthan’s characteristics is that we do a large amount of internal experimentation around new
practices, which we then bring to other organizations after having used them ourselves. Due to our origins in working
on collaborative budgeting and its corresponding software cobudget, Greaterthan members tend to have a high level
of curiosity and expertise around alternative approaches to budgeting, funding, pay and money flow in organizations.
Hence it is no surprise that the Happy Money Story Game caught people’s attention and began to spread very quickly
throughout the collective. Not only did we use the process, we evolved and adapted it to better fit the context of
Greaterthan’s work, which is why today in Greaterthan we talk about the Happy Money Story without the term
game, and see it more as a practice than a fixed process. Without there being a collective decision or even an explicit
intention, two years later the Happy Money Story had established itself as a foundational practice and approach to
how budgets in projects are distributed within the collective.
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The swift adoption and continuous use of this practice within a period of two years within Greaterthan provides us
with interesting insights about its impact and potential for fundamentally changing how we relate to money and value
as a group.
So how does the Happy Money Story work?
The Happy Money Story can be described as a relational approach to how a group distributes a budget, based on a
form of consensus decision. The desired outcome is for everyone who worked on the project to agree on a distribution
of the money that makes all participants happy.
Here is an overview of the process:
The team doing the Happy Money Story meets with spacious time. If it‘s their first time, it’s good to plan 60 to 90 min.
The group chooses a facilitator before starting (this can be a member of the team or an external person).
The facilitator provides a brief overview of how much money is being distributed, and what the money is for, to ensure
everyone has a shared and correct understanding of what the scope of this Happy Money Story is.
Then the team follows a version of the following process:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Round 1: Context & Story Sharing:
This round is about sharing general reflections about the project, contributions and needs in the team, before
diving into the numbers. Participants are invited to highlight contributions from others they want to recognize,
share context about what is important to them for this Happy Money Story, as well as needs they or others may
have.
Distribution: Working individually on distribution proposals
Each participant works on their own proposal for a distribution of the available budget in a spreadsheet that
we have developed a template for. They cannot see the proposals of others until everyone is finished. The aim of
everyone’s proposal is to make everyone as happy as possible!
Round 2: Happy Money Story Sharing
All proposals are revealed to the team. There is a moment to read and take them in. Then each team member
shares their story about their proposed distribution. Clarifying questions can be asked after each person shares,
but hold off on reactions or reflections.
Round 3: Reflections and Reactions
Participants are invited to reflect on what they are noticing about each other‘s proposals. What patterns and
differences are there? Is there one that feels like a clear ‘winning’ proposal, i.e. one that makes everyone happy?
If yes, how does everyone feel about that proposal? If not, what would be needed for everyone to be truly happy
with it? Is that need related to money, or is there something non-financial that would make them happy?
If none of the existing proposals makes everyone happy, then the team collectively iterates on a proposal or
creates new ones until everyone is happy.

5.

Consensus Decision
Once the team has come to an agreement on the distribution, everyone must give verbal agreement to show
their support for the proposal. At this moment, everyone is invited to fully tune in to the question: Does this
distribution make me happy? Is there any discomfort with this proposal I have not shared?

If nothing else in need of processing comes up, everyone says “I AM HAPPY!“ and gives a physical thumbsup to show
their support.
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This is not a fixed process. Depending on the team, their experience with the practice and the context of the happy
money story, there may be shorter or longer variations of the above steps. Once a group has had a lot of practice with
it, they may even run the process asynchronously, in written or as voice messages.
How the participants individually and collectively come up with the numbers in their proposals in step 2 is up to
them. There are people who like to do calculations or create formulas, while others prefer to “feel into” what the right
numbers for them are. As long as everyone is happy at the end, it does not matter how the numbers in the proposal
were generated.
An essential characteristic of this practice is that it invites us to be playful and creative with money, as well as bring
intangible and intentionally non-objective sides of ourselves into the group process. We’re invited to share our bodily
sensations and emotions the proposals bring up, to be able to work with these in a generative way. This is important,
because in the final consensus round, the aim is to achieve a so-called “full body yes” from all participants. By “full
body yes”, we mean a confident yes that the person saying it wholeheartedly stands behind.

Why this is a relevant case study
The holistic and embodied way that the Happy Money Story invites participants into approaching the topic of money
is a key reason why this is such a relevant case study to look at in this blueprint. There are currently many experiments
being done around new approaches to money, compensation and value flow, especially in the crypto space, but the
majority of these innovations tend to be focused on hyper-quantitative approaches, where value in all its complexity
is attempted to be broken down into its elements and tokenized. While tokenization has a lot of potential and there
are many interesting applications of it being implemented, it’s not always fit-for-purpose. The current obsessions
with tokenization means that we may be overlooking the opportunities of radically different types of approaches,
that emphasize trust, relationship building and involve our (physical) bodies in decisions, rather than trustlessness,
transactionality and detachment. The Happy Money Story is an example of a practice that sits in stark contrast
to these current trends, almost on the opposite side of the spectrum, which makes it a very interesting time to be
exploring its potential. At the same time, it points towards the need to find more ways to integrate quantitative and
relational approaches with each other, so as to not create an ‘either-or’ dynamic, but instead benefit from how these
approaches are complementary.
Furthermore, in times when we are seeing growing division and polarization in many societies, building, strengthening
and sustaining thriving communities seems more important than ever. Relational practices that allow us to share
money in the way that the Happy Money Story does can be valuable tools in bringing us closer together - by deepening
community bonds and embracing our interdependence.

What we can learn from this
Here are some of the main insights from observing the evolution of this practice in Greaterthan, within a set of three
to six different teams, an average of three to four Happy Money Stories per month, over a span of two years (20202022).
Moving away from a focus on hourly rates
One thing we can observe is that topics we were having difficulties resolving a few years ago in Greaterthan such as
what hourly rates to set for different types of work (client delivery vs. internal work) and levels of seniority, skills and
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location, seem to have faded into the background since the introduction of the Happy Money Story practice. This
practice seems to have made answering those questions obsolete, by addressing them from a completely different
angle. While developing an ‘equitable’ compensation model that takes into account a multitude of factors felt very
heavy and difficult to solve for, the Happy Money Story shed light on the fact that such complexity can be far more
easily dealt with through a holistic, relational practice. Rather than creating a standard system for the whole, we
choose to trust the ability of many small groups to make independent money distribution decisions from a position
of high context.
Shift from quantitative towards intuitive
The Happy Money Story process leaves it up to the group whether they want to use calculations (such as hours
invested) to inform the distribution proposals they make or not. We can observe that newcomers to the process
have been more likely to use calculations, and that over time, both individuals and the whole groups have tended to
move away from that approach, towards a more intuitive assessment of what numbers ‘feel right’ during their Happy
Money Story processes. This may have to do with the groups developing a shared set of references over time of what
seems adequate, as well as participants developing an intuitive sense of the numbers. Getting more comfortable with
the numbers. Increase in literacy. More people in each team are thinking deeply about the budget and become more
comfortable with numbers.
Shift towards needs based distributions
Another surprising effect we have begun to see is that some of the teams have begun experimenting with more needsbased distributions, rather than focusing on who did how much work or contributed how much value. The practice
has also offered an opportunity to take into account what the experience was like for the person who delivered the
work; if the work was perceived to be more ‘heavy’ or emotionally taxing, there are cases where teams have decided
to give higher compensation for that work for this reason.
Influence beyond the practice itself
The Happy Money Story has influenced how we work in Greaterthan beyond just the application of the practice itself.
Since this practice invites us to listen to our bodies during the decision process, the Happy Money Story has also
helped establish in the group that bodily responses are seen as a legitimate element to inform our decisions, both
during and outside the practice. It has also embedded the idea that as a collective, we should be more mindful of how
our money can flow with positive energy for all parties, by which we mean money changing hands “with happiness” –
be it for paying a supplier, making a donation or deciding to invest in a new collective initiative.
Limitations
While we see a lot of potential in this practice, there are some key limiting conditions we have experienced that can
hinder this potential from being realized. Participating in this practice requires a very high trust environment, where
people feel safe to share how they really feel with colleagues. In environments with high power differentials between
group members or fears of consequences from what is shared, holding this process is not likely to deliver the described
results. It also requires an openness from participants towards self-development and, ideally, an interest in exploring
their personal relationship to money. If someone has not yet been exposed to such work beforehand, jumping into this
practice can be a large leap. If we’re not ready to question these, it can also contribute to reinforcing biases.
In addition, it is important to note though that all the shifts in group dynamics shared are still considered to be quite
recent, and that as a living practice, these dynamics may significantly change as the group keeps learning and evolving
the practice.

Context about Greaterthan
Greaterthan is a limited liability company in the UK with a custom constitution, composed of a cooperative-inspired
governance and a “Stewardship-Owned” structure, a model to legally anchor purpose over profit in organizations
(made accessible thanks to the Purpose Foundation). As a distributed collective with people living all over the world,
to date Greaterthan does not employ anyone, but works with its members as contractors, allowing each member to
find the right legal vehicle for their work based on the country they live in. It is the responsibility of each member to
know what net payments they will receive based on agreed project budgets, since they pay tax and social security out
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of the income they receive from their work in their respective countries. In a more traditional employment context,
the Happy Money Story practice cannot be applied at a per project level in this way, but can instead be used for setting
salaries and distributing bonuses.

Testimonials from Greaterthan members using this practice
“Having experimented with other forms of value distribution that focused more on individuals asking for or stating
what they need/expect/want up front, I always felt that this method didn’t actually represent the emergent realities
of the work itself. I really appreciate how the Happy Money Story is one part financial distribution and one part
collective reflection. The collective reflection gives voice to the dynamics of distributed leadership within projects,
and brings to light what’s sometimes impossible to see in complex projects - especially in scenarios where the work
is divided up. The practice has helped heal some of my money stories, and although very high levels of trust and
context are necessary, if they are present, this practice is super life-giving and developmental.”
- Susan Basterfield, Greaterthan Partner
“To me, Happy Money Story is a liberating practice. It breaks open the fallacy of money as “rational” and allows us
to explicitly and playfully define what value means for us.”
- Elena Denaro, Greaterthan Partner
“How do we express the value of our contributions? Before practicing the Happy Money Story I did this in
a very “business-like” manner: set up $$$ expectations at the beginning of a project. How? By negotiating and
rationalizing value and money. I’m happy to say that I have practiced Happy Money Story for the past 2 years, and
all my livelihood is determined using this approach. I believe that appreciative storytelling around mine and others’
contributions (and sometimes needs) has significantly healed my fraught relationship with money.”
- Stefan Morales, Greaterthan Associate
“As a group process facilitator and teamwork coach, with my social and economic permaculture lenses on, I find
Happy Money Story in team collaboration contexts to be a simple and effective trust-evolving and culture-building
experience. It creates intellectual and emotional dynamics that move willing participants well beyond “business as
usual” dichotomies of industrial consumerism roles (producer, consumer, buyer, seller, supplier, customer, employer,
employee, leader, follower, etc.). For me, it was a discovery of a method to tangibly practice People Care and Fair
Shares of permaculture ethics in my professional collaborations. I find it to be a practise of developing holistic
interpersonal ties where imaginary distinction between life and work stops being relevant.“
- Nenad Maljković, Greaterthan Ecosystem Member
“The Happy Money Story is a process that, after a bit of practice and good facilitation can open up new unexplored
possibilities of distributing money through different criteria. I think that this process - that aims at achieving a
„happy“ final distribution, in contexts of „power with“, through a container that is broad enough to be adapted to
one‘s own context, and some mature practice - can take collaboration to new levels of trust and collaboration.”
- Alicia Trepat Pont, Greaterthan Associate

What can we learn from this example about what it means to govern funding allocation decision-making
in a regenerative way?
In conclusion, the case of the Happy Money Story practice helps point us in various directions that are worth exploring
for developing regenerative funding governance. What role could there be for approaches to decision-making that
are not built solely on rational and logical thinking, but incorporate relational, embodied and emotional dimensions?
What potential might we discover when we fully integrate these elements into funding governance? Hopefully this
case study has awakened curiosity to explore these questions further, and continue experimenting with practices
such as the Happy Money Story and beyond.
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4.6 The Barichara Regeneration Fund: An Exploration in Bioregional Funding Governance
By Paula Veselovschi
Summary
The Barichara Regeneration Fund was a bioregional investment prototype created for the funding of regenerative
efforts in the Barichara territory in Colombia. It was informed by ideas around creating commons as a pathway to
Earth regeneration. It existed between October 2020 and February 2022.
The Barichara Regeneration Fund gathered its funds through a mix of crowdfunding, loans from specific investors and
its initiator’s own funds, and deployed them in the acquisition of a plot of land for regeneration and community grants.
The governance consisted of two circles – one for fundraising and the other for local regeneration efforts – in which
Prosocial methods were applied to enable the groups to function in collaborative ways. The governance applied key
regenerative principles ranging from building collaborative relationships inside and outside the groups, decolonising
money, challenging assumptions about power, letting the territory guide the way, and linking the two circles in ways
that enabled mutual learning while preserving the autonomy of the local and honouring place.

Overview of Case Study
Research Question: What problem is it solving? What’s the end goal?
The Barichara Regeneration Fund was envisioned as a bioregional investment platform for the Barichara territory
in Colombia, exploring how regenerative finance could be deployed at territorial scales. It arose out of Joe Brewer’s
intention to do regenerative work around the town of Barichara, and the need to find funding solutions aligned with
the nature of the work.
Its immediate scope was local, but ultimately, the Barichara Regeneration Fund was a replicable prototype of funding
innovating towards a societal paradigm shift for regeneration through stewardship of the commons at bioregional
scales.
It was not created to “solve” problems of existing funding practices, but to experiment with a structure of deep
innovation outside the established paradigms. Its goal was to become a “foundational infrastructure for a bioregional
investment platform, a portfolio of regenerative projects organised into networks across the landscape, and a
learning ecosystem”1 for a regenerative economy at the territorial scale.

Case Study Description
The Conceptual Framework of the Barichara Regeneration Fund
In its first iteration, the Barichara Regeneration Fund functioned as a structure for gathering and distributing funds
for regenerative activities in the bioregion around Barichara, between October 2020 and February 2022.
The Fund was informed by ideas about regeneration shaped during Joe Brewer’s decades-long research and advocacy
work at various organisations and think tanks in the United States, and further developed collectively as a knowledge
commons in the Earth Regenerators online group,2 (ER) during 2020. These ideas served as a de facto “theory of
transformation” (though this term was not specifically used) that provided a basis for the governance and strategy of
the Barichara Regeneration Fund.

1
2

Joe Brewer, Prosocial Land Negotiation, https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/prosocial-land-negotiation
https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/
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In a post titled “How to Fund Earth Regeneration,”3 published on March 23, 2020, Joe Brewer invited the readers to
explore the mechanisms of finance that would enable Earth regeneration at appropriate scales. The article laid out a
conceptual framework for regenerative finance and the functioning of a hypothetical Earth Regeneration Fund.
Regeneration through stewardship of the common resources, the gift economy and using the land as a bank from
which value is created and through which value flows to the communities were the key ideas of the conceptual
framework. Regenerative funding would therefore be used for two main types of activities: removing land from
private ownership and placing it under community commons agreements, and building systemic capacities for
regenerative design and efforts.

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for the Portfolio Design of an Earth Regeneration Fund
Source: Progress on Earth Regeneration Fund,
https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/progress-on-earth-regeneration-fund

A key capacity for all stages of regeneration was thus governance of the commons. The main theoretical input were
the eight principles for managing the commons, laid out by Elinor Ostrom and later developed into eight Core Design
Principles for functioning groups in the Prosocial framework.4

Overall Background of the Barichara Regeneration Fund
In its first iteration, the Barichara Regeneration Fund functioned as a structure for gathering and distributing funds
for regenerative activities in the bioregion around Barichara between October 2020 and February 2022.
Its governance can roughly be understood as meeting three basic functions:
•
•
•

3
4

Territorial mapping and laying out the strategy for local regeneration
Gathering of funds
Distribution of funds according to the strategy

Available at: https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/how-to-fund-earth-regeneration
https://www.prosocial.world/the-science
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Prior to the fund coming into existence, mapping work was carried out on the Barichara territory, in order to
understand the features and needs of the landscape and the existing regeneration projects. Once two plots of lands
were identified as suitable and strategic for regeneration in the context of the community efforts, the Barichara
Regeneration Fund was envisioned.
In November 2020, an online workgroup was initially created on the ER platform with an initial fundraising goal of
US$200,000, for a long-term intervention that included purchasing two pieces of land.
By February 2021, US$50,000 were raised and this was considered sufficient for purchasing one plot of degraded
land for regeneration (the “Origin of Water Project”/”El Caucho Nature Reserve”), and prototyping a process of
regenerative distribution of funds within the Barichara community.
The funds were distributed as follows:
•
•

80% of the funds to the acquisition of land that would later be put into community land trusts in order to protect
it from speculative markets
20% to systemic capacities (territorial planning, regional mapping, coordination among projects, grant-making
to local organisations and support staff with key roles in the bioregional development)

Figure 2. Destination of the Funds in the Barichara Regeneration Fund
Source: Progress Report:: Jan 2nd, 2021,
https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/progress-report-jan-2nd-2021

For the Community Grants Program, a locally-led Advisory Council was set up in Barichara.
The governance of the Barichara Regeneration Fund can therefore be described as consisting of two governance
circles (online fundraising circle and local fund distribution circle), connected by the constant efforts of Joe Brewer,
as initiator, catalyst, and steward of the process.
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Governance of the Online Workgroup
The online workgroup for the Barichara Regeneration Fund ran from November 2020 to February 2021. It was
led by Joe Brewer and the participants were members of the Earth Regenerators online community. The purpose
of the workgroup was to raise and structure the funds necessary for regeneration efforts in Barichara, through
crowdfunding and grassroots organising. The initial fundraising goal was US$200,000.
The workgroup designed its own governance process, aided by Prosocial facilitation methodologies. The governance
also benefited from the capacities acquired by its members through their participation in the plethora of activities on
the ER platform, such as decentralised working groups on Governance Design, Sociocracy Trainings, Regenerative
Curriculum Design etc. The recordings of the meetings were uploaded on YouTube to ensure transparency.
These combined capacities and the Prosocial facilitation resulted in a deepening of trust inside the workgroup that
was essential both for building trust with the outside and for the emergence of new activity streams.
The discussions initially centred around the fundraising strategy and the storytelling for the regenerative work in
Barichara, but in time steered towards broader inquiries into the ethical aspects of different funding sources, what
it means to decolonise money, the necessity to imagine alternative sources of finance such as cryptocurrencies, and
how to shift power relationships in the funding world.
All the while, they kept a focus on the landscape, as Joe Brewer was explaining the territorial logic of the Barichara
bioregion – the biodiversity hotspots and corridors, drainage areas, cloud formation dynamics –, and how the
circulation of these flows throughout the landscape was guiding the regeneration design by helping identify the spots
with most ecosystemic potential. This focus was key for connecting the workgroup participants, dispersed in various
countries around the world, to the local context, and for informing a place-based perspective on funding.
In February 2021, after an initial fundraising threshold of US$50,000 was met, the group dissolved. In the words of
one of its participants, it had organically evolved from a fundraising group to a “culture design lab working to model
alternative ways of being in a relationship with finance and community.” 5
A Learning Journey in Regenerative Finance emerged as a proposal for the Earth Regenerators group, in order to
engage the larger community in deeper dialogue around funding regeneration, and to create a community of practice
that would engage with experimental projects in the real world.

Governance of the Local Advisory Council for Community Grants
The local activities of the Barichara Regeneration Fund started in December 2020, when a sufficient amount of funds
were gathered with the support of the online group, and a minimum of US$ 8,000 were available to be deployed in
the community.
The local governance group was formed in Barichara in early 2021. Its members were fourteen leaders of long
established regenerative projects of the region, convened into a process of weaving deeper relationships of
collaboration and trust.
The functions of this council were to envision priorities for investing, define criteria, and co-create a process for
deploying the funds into community projects that would ensure transparency and fairness.
The group went through a Prosocial facilitation process that enabled the building of a shared identity and the
emergence of distributed leadership. A strategy was decided based on mapping key ecological and cultural
connectivity patterns with regeneration potential and promoting the emergence of “bio-cultural corridors” through
targeted gift-making, with an initial focus on water security and community resilience. Following proposals made by
Natalia Ortiz, local social leader, the council chose a grant-making model based on the community grants given by

5

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mt7cory3hac
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Fundo Casa Socioambiental6 in Brazil.
A key conversation topic was the decolonisation of mindsets and of the gift-making process. Specific meanings of
decolonisation in that context were keeping community sovereignty over the use of funds (as opposed to outside
donors deciding the use of funds), gift-making based on existing trust and with the aim of deepening trust, and
ensuring transparency over the use of funds through storytelling that would allow transformative community
dialogue (as opposed to opaque reporting requirements). An important principle was multidirectional (as opposed to
only vertical) accountability, as participants knew they held a responsibility to the community, the donors and each
other.
By July 2021, the allocation of the funds had been decided as follows:

				Figure 3. Allocation of the Community Grants
				
Source: Joe Brewer, Progress Report:: May 31st, 2021,
				https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/progress-report-may-31st-2021.7

The council named a subgroup of people with specific skills to make the selection of projects that would receive the
funds. Two design elements emerged as patterns for funding allocation: on the one hand, a large demonstration project
with a potential for replication, on the other hand, small projects connected across territories. All were projects with
whom prior relationships had been built. The grants of the community funds were disbursed in September 2021.
Later during that year and in early 2022, the remainder of the funds were allocated, in two community fundraising
events.
Transparency towards the donors and the wider English-speaking ER community was ensured through an extensive
storytelling and meaning-making effort carried out by Joe Brewer throughout the process.

6
7

https://casa.org.br/en/
All amounts are in Colombian pesos. The average COP/USD exchange rate was $1 COP = US$ 0.0003.
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After the funds were deployed, the Advisory Council dissolved in its existing form, as the community initiatives were
co-evolving into a territorial foundation. The community granting process served as a prototype for other future
funding processes in the region.
Open governance questions are how to extend the circle of trust into the wider community, how to create a system
of decision-making that would include the gift applicants alongside the local advisory council and how to enable colearning between funded projects, in order to create synergistic effects.

Case Study Analysis
What were the key regenerative aspects of the Barichara Regeneration Fund?
Long-term focus on cultural transformation through funding
In both governance groups of the Barichara Regeneration Fund there was an explicit focus on changing mindsets and
cultural practices around a variety of topics (funding, land, common resources, power structures). The governance
was aimed not only at funding, but also at cultural transformation, cultivating regenerative mindsets, and engaging
investors, workgroup members, and the local community in dialogue around finance and decision-making. In the
words of a workgroup participant, the Barichara Regeneration Fund was “more than a portfolio of projects, a portfolio
of conversations laid over place.” 8
Cultural transformation is an important leverage point for regeneration and is inherently long-term. A key feature
of the governance process was holding open questions while innovating towards other paradigms. This can also be
considered a broadening of the scope and definition of funding.
Related patterns: Takes a Long-term View; Beyond Money; Emergence

Commoning and prosocial relationships
A pattern for the online and the local governance groups was also the focus on cultivating prosocial relationships
within the groups, in order to enable the governance of common resources.
Prosocial relationships are about group cooperation and involve shared identity and purpose, alignment of values,
psychological flexibility, the creation of decision-making frameworks, healthy conflict resolution, and self-governing
capacities in order to be able to engage in cooperative relationships in wider contexts. They are a path to establishing
and deepening trust, which emerged as a distinctive feature of fundraising and fund distribution within the Barichara
Regeneration Fund.
Actively cultivating relationships within the groups was also a way of “funding” the governance process with various
forms of capital beyond money, which paved the way to emergence of more complex forms of organisation.
Related patterns: Develops and Deepens Relationships; Work with Existing Relational Fields; Redefines Notions of
“We”; Funding the Process and its Participants; Beyond Money

Decolonisation of money and rethinking power
Decolonisation of money in order to shift deeper power dynamics was a key aspect and was openly addressed in the
governance.
Decolonisation in this case meant, on the one hand, that crowdfunding and grassroots organising were viewed
as key strategies for the empowerment of individuals and for challenging the assumption that one needs to be an
“accredited investor” to contribute to Earth regeneration, thus widening the funding circle and making the membrane
8

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YniqwOe0TXA
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of the funding sector porous to the outside world. The appropriateness of funding sources was assessed not based
on how the money was made (e.g. “can we accept oil money?”), but based on the potential for future transformation
and building of future trust-based relationships. The assumption was that money from colonised systems can be
composted in service of regeneration, hospicing outdated systems and midwifing the new.
On the other hand, decolonisation was linked to bioregional thinking: “A critical design element for bioregional
investment platforms is local autonomy and the ability to direct their own resource flows. This is the inversion of
colonial extraction. Money enters the system from outside and becomes a kind of robust circulation that remains in
the local economy.”9 As such, the decision-making power over the local spending of funds was kept with the community.
Linking the two governance circles, decolonisation of money was not to be understood as simply bringing funds from
the global North to be deployed in the global South, but had deeper dimensions related to ensuring a robust circulation
of money flows of a planetary network (from places that have historically benefitted from wealth extraction to places
where wealth has been extracted from), and an empowered participation of both the givers and the receivers of the
gifts.
A specific issue that arises in the case of the Barichara Regeneration Fund, as a project initiated by a US citizen in
a Colombian region, is the danger of “white saviorism”. The meetings of the online governance group showed an
awareness of this and the plethora of long-established local projects and regenerative initiatives was repeatedly
highlighted. Additionally, the local community was given full authority over the use of the funds to be given as
community grants. Nevertheless, Joe Brewer did play a central role in connecting the online working group to the
local advisory council, and was the one communicating the Barichara bioregional work to English-speaking audiences.
This may unintendedly have conveyed a “white saviour” message, especially to people outside. The question arises of
whether “white saviorism” can be fully avoided, and if not, to how can such action be reframed. The key lesson here
is the importance of holding the inherent tensions of decolonisation as a continuous process, while offering one’s
particular gifts to regeneration.
Related patterns: Questions Existing Power Structures; Community Capital Stewardship; Bioregions; Margincentred Design

Linking global and local communities in fractal-like patterns
A distinctive feature of the Barichara Regeneration Fund was its double-loop structure, linking an online community
dispersed through several countries to a local collective effort through processes that followed the same patterns at
different scales.
Cultural transformation, decolonisation, collaborative relationships, and letting the territory show the way were
common principles that were applied in both governance groups, in a fractal-like manner. More than just leveraging
the power of internet networks to support a project on the ground, this type of governance involved a complex
weaving of relationships between different communities, that resulted in enhanced capacities for regeneration
through mutual learning.
Related patterns: Scale-linking; Redefines Notions of “We”; Connected Learning Cycles

Letting the territory guide the way
One of the key approaches of the Barichara Regeneration Fund was understanding the territory and allowing
landscapes to guide the regeneration efforts and their funding. This is why the starting point of the governance was
the mapping of the ecological features of the land (drainage basins, ecological corridors, soils) and their nestedness at
different scales. This dimension was present at every stage from fundraising to fund distribution, as the portfolio of
projects was informed by territorial insights.

9

Joe Brewer, Progress Report: Dec 11, 2020, https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/progress-report-dec-11th-2020
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Funding connectivity and strengthening relationships in a way that follows the logic of the landscape were ways of
ensuring a robust circulation and cycling of values and benefits. For example, among the projects funded were the
acquisition of a heavily degraded plot strategically located at the top of an aquifer, the regeneration of which could
have benefits for the rest of the region, or a network of connected farms practising regenerative agriculture. At a more
abstract level, partnering with landscapes in the funding decision-making was also a way to extend the boundaries of
the groups entering into collective agreements, and to include the more-than-human world.
Related patterns: Bioregions; Takes a Long-term View; Scale-linking; Redefines Notions of “We”

Inviting in the sacred
Inviting and connecting with the sacred was a key dimension in governance. This appeared in conversations of the
online group, and in the form of rituals performed in the local community. The sacred (found in community, the land,
the more-than-human world) brings a perspective that is much longer-term than regular funding practices. The
fund was seen as initiating a process of transformation that would unfold for generations to come, into deep time,
as participants were encouraged to see themselves as the future indigenous ancestors of a regenerative humankind.
This awareness of the sacred brings another dimension to the notions of accountability and integrity in funding
governance. At the same time, it opens a space for inner shifts that lay the ground for further cultural transformation.
“All of us are learning together. We make the path by walking it. And the land keeps inviting us into more secret
places. This learning is what the fund enables more than anything else. Seeking cooperation. Finding new ways to feel
connected. Helping protect that which is in danger. Supporting the growth of that which is sacred.“10
Related patterns: Takes a Long-term View (deep time); Redefines Notions of “We”

Open Questions and Future Possibilities
Scalability
The scalability of the Barichara Regeneration Fund arises as a key open question when considering this prototype as
a potential pathway to funding systems transformation.
The strength of this model was the process and the quality of the ideas informing it. The main scalability challenge is
the limited availability of sufficient funds on a recurring basis, in order to match the needs of regeneration activities.
While the implicit purpose of the online governance group was shifting power structures by encouraging individuals
to participate in funding, this approach did not yet result in a structure robust enough to permit replication at larger
scales. Such structure would not only enable the absorption of larger amounts of funding, but also possibly make it
easier to obtain them, unlocking new possibilities.
Measurement of Success
Another open question of the Barichara Regeneration Fund is the establishment of frameworks for measuring success
and outcomes, as this is key to learning and accountability. There are a few challenges to this. One of them is deciding
upon an evaluation approach that does not reinforce the power hierarchies of conventional funder-serving metrics,
but guides regenerative action. Regenerative metrics relevant to bioregional efforts are needed. Another challenge is
the assessment of a work that is essentially long-term and will only be fully appreciated in the distant future.
A formal evaluation of results, therefore, is yet to be carried out, and evaluating processes, rather than outcomes,
could be a possible approach. The vitality of regeneration efforts on the ground (as the Barichara Regeneration Fund
evolves into a territorial foundation) and online (an Earth Regeneration Fund has been created in 2022 to continue
the exploration of regenerative funding) can be a proxy for the success of the process.

10

Joe Brewer, Progress Report :: Jan 2nd, 2021, https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/progress-report-jan-2nd-2021
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However, the need for establishing specific measures for each project, and portfolio-level measures still exists. The
local team is designing a mechanism of “assessment” of outcomes through storytelling within the community and
mutual learning between the regenerative initiatives.
The Key Role of One Person’s Leadership of a Bioregional Process
The appropriateness and limitations of a process driven by one person, particularly coming from outside the
community, is a key governance question in a bioregional regenerative effort. The transformation of a territory into a
functioning bioregion is doomed to fail if it is not a community-led process.
In this particular case, the community was only invited once some money was gathered, because Joe Brewer did not
want to give false hopes nor burden the existing initiatives with fundraising work. This stance can have advantages
and disadvantages, but it is worth highlighting the words of local leader Natalia Ortiz, Local Advisory Council member:
“the availability of funding held the space for us on the ground to begin to dream.”
The local leaders had full autonomy in deciding the use of the grant-making funds, which also included envisioning
ways to lift their landscape to its next level of potential expression, aided by existing mapping efforts carried out by
Joe Brewer.
It is also important to note that this single person’s leadership is how the bioregional weaving was initiated, and may
or may not be a long-term pattern. A future possibility is to empower the local community to be part of the fundraising
efforts, which would also open up the space for direct contact with the funders and maybe allow mutual learning
between funders and recipients. More broadly, the success of the regenerative efforts in Barichara will depend on the
continuous leadership of the community in all aspects of funding over the long run.

Conclusions
The Barichara Regeneration Fund is currently evolving into a territorial foundation that will coordinate the
regeneration efforts carried out locally, developing a new fundraising strategy. Learnings from past experiences are
being incorporated as the bioregional weaving gains coherence and clarity.
The final question is, therefore, to what extent was the Barichara Regeneration Fund a bioregional investment
prototype applying regenerative funding governance? And part of the answer is to understand it as an evolving,
dynamic initiative. In addition to its initially declared objectives, its role was to draw upon the existing regenerative
potential of the region. The key outcome, therefore, was to catalyse a longer-term process that continues after the
funding activity, thus proving that inspiration, insight, and knowledge are key “beyond money” components of funding.
Not all aspects here are replicable in any bioregional context, but key learnings are attention to the process, the
power of relatively small amounts of money to open spaces for imagination, and the empowerment of territories to
innovate in regenerative funding governance.
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4.7 Regen Foundation
By Liesbeth Willemsen and Nena Jain
Summary
This case study describes the EnDAOment program of Regen Foundation (part of Regen Network). It offers an example
of how technology in the form of a DAO (Decentralized, Autonomous Organization) and the use of cryptocurrency
can support creating a more regenerative governance structure.
The goal of the EnDAOment program is to bring diverse representatives into the regen ecosystem to create a
community governed ledger that represents the state of the planet. These representatives are key stakeholder
groups that are working towards planetary regeneration, for example land stewards, open source tech developers,
scientists, and advocacy groups.
These groups receive funding through a so-called EnDAOment pool that is made out of its own cryptocurrency
or Regen-tokens. These tokens are locked in a community staking pool and allow regenerators to hold significant
influence in governance proposals concerning Regen Network, while also supporting the evolution of those
communities financially through earning staking rewards.
At the time of writing this program is in its early stages, so a lot is still in the set-up and conceptual phase. How this will
result in actual regenerative governance funding will become apparent in the coming months and years.
Patterns – the case study found no contradictions in the patterns, but in particular it exemplifies Beyond money;
Co-learning between funders and fundees; Metrics focus processes before outcome; Questioning existing power
structures; Bio-regions

First part - Overview
This case study provides an overview and analysis of the EnDAOment program of the Regen Foundation.
The EnDAOment program is an initiative within the Regen Network to distribute 30% of token holding power to
communities practicing regeneration in a multitude of ways and to structurally address legacies of patriarchy,
colonialism and extractionism across science, environmentalism, and tech. These tokens are locked in a community
staking pool and allow regenerators to hold significant influence in governance proposals concerning Regen Network,
while also supporting the evolution of those communities financially through earning staking rewards. This program
is executed by the Regen Foundation.
The Regen Network is a collection of communities, technology, and land practices which reward regenerative
stewardship of our planetary commons. They work to align collective economies with local practices of environmental
regeneration and stewardship to not simply fine polluters but reward regenerators. Regen Network is creating a
marketplace for compensation for ecological regeneration through ecosystem service credits, also known as ecocredits. They build infrastructure to reward stewardship of the commons.
“We work in service to the humans, and more-than-humans which steward the commons. The phrase commons
is key here. We use it to mean all the ecological resources which are accessible to all members of society like air,
water and earth. These resources are held in common, and not owned privately. Regenerative stewardship of the
commons is mutually beneficial to local economies and the biosphere at large.”
From the ‘EnDAOment Outreach Bundle’1
The Regen Foundation is the non profit arm of the Regen Network. It has a dedicated role to uphold social, cultural,
and ethical integrity of the larger network and prompt important issues in ecological economics. It supports the

1

https://regenfoundation.notion.site/enDAOment-Outreach-Bundle-v2-1685a71905a0404d8172ba404dd98fad
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voice, capacity, and participation of historically marginalized communities and those disproportionately affected by
the climate crisis.
When a community receives funding through the enDAOment pool, they become a Community Staking DAO, also
referred to as csDAO. A DAO is a community, in person, online, or typically both, that works together towards a
common goal. It stands for Decentralized, Autonomous Organization. DAO’s typically hold a collective treasury, in
this case $REGEN tokens, and practices internal governance to decide how those funds are used. Decisions made by
the DAO are stored on a decentralized ledger, using blockchain technology.

Description of the program and its actors
The program has a number of actors that play various roles. This section gives a brief overview of the main
characteristics of each actor in the context of the EnDAOment program.
Regen Network Development, Inc. (RND)
The Regen Network is responsible for making available 30% of the REGEN tokens - which is 30 million REGEN Tokens in a locked community staking DAO (csDAO) pool. The goal is to build a community-governed Regen Registry of
ecosystem service credits which works to build ethical compensation for communities working to regenerate our
planet, and to store a record on the (blockchain) ledger. It is the ‘sister’ organization of the Regen Foundation.
Regen Foundation (RF)
The Regen Foundation is responsible for the allocation and execution of the EnDAOment program and for stewarding
the growth and integrity of the Community Staking DAO (csDAO). To do this they’ve developed a rubric of criteria to
assess if a particular community is suitable to join the csDAO.2 From the start of the program, they have taken care
of the onboarding process for non-Web3 native communities who are working towards planetary regeneration into
the Regen ecosystem. Web3 is used as a catch-all for blockchain based, decentralized web. More broadly it is a vision
for a distributed ownership approach to the web in opposition to the “if you’re not paying for it, you’re the product”
approach of closed Web2 platforms.
RF developing and curating educational material to bridge the gap between communities working on land for planetary
regeneration and tech developers, larger #ReFi community and on-chain validators. Furthermore RF is upholding the
network security and integrity by bringing diverse voices and perspectives to the table in order to address the issues
of patriarchy, colonialism and extractionism in relation to climate change through public programing, including think
pieces, essays, art and engaging in public facing critical thinking.
Community Staking DAOs (csDAOs)
The Community Staking DAOs are receiving funding in the form of REGEN tokens ($REGEN). By holding tokens,
communities receive voting power to take part in on-chain governance that could influence the decisions made in the
larger Regen ecosystem. csDAOs maintain both environmental and knowledge commons. The initial group (cohort)
consists of six organizations. Each of them will operate independently as a DAO and will hold and manage their own
pool of enDAOment resources. More DAOs/communities/co-operatives will join as the program scales up operations.
Validator
Validators can be seen as the maintainers of the ledger. They play a similar role in a proof of stake network as miners
do in a proof of work network. The difference is that validators are enormously energy efficient, and the validator
community tends to be much more open, cooperative and actively engaged to build value and utility on the networks
they chose to validate for. Validators form the foundation of security, governance and uptime of Regen Ledger.
Anyone who holds $REGEN (see below), including csDAOs can delegate their tokens to a validator of their choice and
earn interest in the form of “staking rewards”. These delegations allow validators to have a stake in the governance
proposals and maintain consensus. Hence, it is important that both the validator and the csDAO have a relationship
of trust and alignment in values and principles.

2

https://regenfoundation.notion.site/Prioritization-Process-for-CSDAOs-576a43048c4d4aefb16cbc91402c2e9b
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$REGEN Tokens
The native (crypto)currency for Regen Network is referred to as $REGEN or REGEN Tokens. This currency can also
be used for voting and participating in governance proposals concerning Regen Network. As a decentralized network,
new rules, proposals and methods are collectively voted on. The decisions affect the Regen Registry, a marketplace
to reward planetary regeneration through eco-credits, and its infrastructure on three levels - financial, ecological and
technical. These proposals can be viewed, discussed and voted on using the commonwealth forum. csDAOs can also
frame and put forward their own proposals. 3
30% of these tokens are locked in a community staking Pool (the enDAOment pool) and can only be used for on-chain
governance or staking. Staking has special meaning on the blockchain. Regen uses the Proof of Stake system. Each
csDAO can stake their tokens to the validators. The act of staking a DAO’s tokens to a validator is called delegation.
Validators earn rewards for maintaining the blockchain, and a percentage of those rewards are returned to the
communities who delegated, to be used at their discretion. Unlike the enDAOment tokens, these rewards are liquid.
This means csDAO’s can re-delegate their rewards for compounding returns. They can also exchange the rewarded
$REGEN for cash like US dollars.
The other 70% of $REGEN are initially split as follows (can change over time):
•
•
•
•

5% $REGEN remain with the Regen Foundation and can be used at their discretion
20% $REGEN remain with Regen Network Development for their team and community’s use
7% $REGEN tokens remain in a liquidity Pool
38% can be bought and traded freely on the market for commercial use.

$REGEN can be used in a couple of ways. First of all they can be used to purchase eco- credits that are available on the
Regen Registry. Additionally the liquid tokens (that are not locked) can be traded freely in the market, e.g. exchanged
for other digital currencies, cashed out in fiat, etc. The locked tokens, i.e. community staking DAO tokens cannot
be used this way. These can be used for on chain governance (to vote on proposals) and staking (delegating with a
validator to earn staking rewards).

Second part - Experiences
Current status
The EnDAOment program works with cohorts, a term used to refer to a group of global communities going together
on their journey to build capacity to be able to to receive the enDAOment tokens. This was a strategic choice made
by the RF Team to allow peer-to-peer learning and interaction to build capacity that enables them to function
independently in the Web3 systems. Each of these communities will function independently as a DAO and will follow
their own internal governance practices to make decisions on how to manage their $REGEN. At the time of writing
this case study, the first Cohort had just started their adventure. More learning is expected to come as this cohort
moves further in this process and the learning journey will continue as new cohorts are formed down the line.
The onboarding process begins with csDAO candidates filling out an extensive onboarding form where they specify
the mission, vision and value of their organization, their approach to regeneration, and their intent for joining the
EnDAOment program. RF provides the csDAOs with necessary support to gain better understanding of the concepts
of #ReFi and larger Web3 systems. This is currently being done through a bi-weekly Peer Learning Call and a weekly
enDAOment cohort call. Both Regen Network and the Foundation team are also building relevant guides and
educational material that will support this process. Furthemore RF helps the csDAO candidates create a stable digital
(Keplr) wallet where the enDAOment tokens will be transferred to. They are familiarized with the Regen Registry and
the governance forum on common wealth. They are taught more about the validators so they can start staking their
tokens and taking part in on-chain governance.

3
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A formalized Charter is created that outlines the goals and contributions of each DAO to the larger ecosystem and
a Road Map of events, programs, and contributions. Once this is finalized the $REGEN token transfer can happen
immediately. The csDAOs are then publicly introduced and integrated into the larger Regen Network ecosystem.

Initial experiences and learnings
An important lesson is that education and onboarding is an ongoing challenge. The program has a large technological
element. The Web3 systems are complex to learn and are sometimes a heavy lift for organizations to take on alongside
their ongoing day-to-day activities. Additionally it‘s important to keep in mind that some organizations may have
months where they are more busy than others. Depending on the nature of their work and dependency on seasons, the
timeframe required for the community to get onboarded into the Regen ecosystem may vary. Three months, which
was the initial time-frame set to finish the onboarding process, may not be enough for all.
Another finding is that language can be a barrier. In the first place because English is not everyone‘s mother tongue, but
is the language used to communicate broadly between the communities and RF. Furthermore there is the technical
language barrier. The terms and jargons used in Web3 can be very specific and technical, making them challenging to
understand even for the native English speakers. This can be a barrier for land-steward and other non-Web3 oriented
organizations, making it harder to join this space and navigate through it.
#ReFi (Regenerative Finance), a space within the Web3 world that focuses on using blockchain technology for
supporting Regenerative Finance models, is a fairly new and emergent space. It claims to provide necessary tools
and frameworks to enable our societies to exist in post-capitalist-ecologically centric financial systems. However, in
order to move forward, there is a pressing need within the field to create a common language based on a collectively
shared epistemology, even amongst people who are actively engaging with the space. There is a need to create a new
set of vocabularies that allow us to communicate outside of our current capitalist/extractionist financial structure
on different levels - social, financial, technical and ecological. RF, with inputs from cohort 1, aims to overcome this
challenge by building a glossary for these new terms, breaking them down into simplified language to create a shared
understanding and make this space more accessible and welcoming.
A practical challenge that needed to be solved was the accommodation of the five different time zones that the cohort
members come from. The cohort members were accommodative enough to be present together at a common time on
a regular basis. Most Web3 communities prefer Discord as a medium for asynchronous communication, however that
option does not seem to be very popular amongst the current cohort members. To be accommodative of their needs,
it was collectively decided to use a Telegram group for communication and updates.
Legal restrictions imposed by the state form another challenging barrier. For example India has strict regulations
around organizations receiving foreign funding. And because of the tarnished reputation of cryptocurrency there, it
can lead to these social organizations losing their foreign funding license along with access to all the donations they
receive to support their work. Regen Foundation is actively supporting the current cohort members by researching
ways to work around these legal restrictions. The learnings will be applied to following cohorts as well.
There are positive experiences in how the selected group is able to understand the complexity of the situation at hand
and work with the multiple unknowns and find answers together. Their willingness to work with incomplete models
and build an infrastructure together has been very inspiring for all parties involved. A loose structure that does no
depend on a central authority has enabled the communities to take ownership of the shared space, generating more
peer-to-peer interaction and allowing relationships to flourish These are all signs of a healthy decentralized community.
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Here is what the cohort 1 members have to say:
Earth Regenerators Fund4
“Earth Regenerators is a study group whose mission is to gather those who wish to regenerate the Earth — while
safeguarding humanity against the risk of extinction during the rest of planetary collapse. We currently have 3,800
members from all over the world.”
“Our primary focus is on the blend of two themes: The cultivation of social support for people as they make the
transition from extractive economies into regenerative livelihoods and the enactment of the design pathway for
regenerating Earth. The first theme is embodied in our use of prosocial group processes to develop the psychological
and social capacities to guide personal and collective transformation. The second theme is expressed through the
prototyping of bioregional regenerative economies — with a living laboratory in Barichara, Colombia where we
support territorial regeneration efforts on 500,000 hectares of tropical dry forest.”
“We want to be part of this community enDAOment so that we can develop prosocial frameworks for the
enactment of regenerative financial systems. We already have on-the-ground work in the Barichara Regeneration
Fund and a novel approach to support members through the Earth Regenerators Fund. As we learn how to scaffold
regenerative changes among our diverse membership from all across the planet, we hope to weave together with
the other communities supported with their own endowments.”

Kulshan Carbon Trust5
“The Kulshan Carbon Trust (KCT) is located on the ancestral homelands of the Coast Salish Peoples, who have
lived in the Salish Sea basin and the North Cascades watershed from time immemorial. We express our respect and
gratitude to our Indigenous neighbors, particularly the Lummi Nation and Nooksack, Samish, and Skagit Tribes,
for their enduring care and protection of our shared lands and waterways. KCT’s service territory is now called
Whatcom & Skagit Counties in Washington State.”
“KCT’s goal is to build alliances so that people can work together to draw down carbon in ways that regenerate the
land and build prosperous communities. Our mission is to conserve and sequester carbon through collaborative
natural climate solutions in our service territory. We believe that ecosystem services markets, facilitated
stakeholder engagement, and equitable agreements are effective means to foster scalable regenerative natural
climate solutions that can help address the climate crisis by building resilient communities.”
“To realize KCT’s Biochar Pilot Project, we have established two workgroups that engage key stakeholders in our
region and within the Regen Network to focus on:
•
•
•
•

Identifying best practices and tracking key metrics for a series of trial burns that will produce and apply biochar.
Developing a supply chain that can manage logistics and deploy appropriate technology to produce biochar at
scale.
Finding applications for biochar that maximizes its value for agriculture, carbon sequestration, and other
ecosystem services.
Adopting methodologies and accounting systems to monitor, report, and verify carbon in biochar and strategies
to valorize eco-credits.

Our involvement with the Regen Network has connected KCT with several subject matter experts who will inform
our working group’s efforts to consolidate best practices and innovate adaptive natural climate solutions. We see the
potential for the EnDAOment program to provide a framework for other local non-profit carbon conservation trusts
to adopt and adapt what we intend as a replicable and scalable model across North America.”

4
5

https://earth-regenerators.mn.co/posts/help-birth-the-earth-regenerators-fund
https://www.kulshancarbontrust.org/
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Smart Agro - Marc Eberle6
Smart Agro is a part of the current cohort and their DAO will be temporarily placed in Germany, until their local
crypto laws allow it. They are going to be working on research and methodology development for remote sensing
and quantification of ecosystem services. Their mission is to implement agroecological practices to add long term
value to people, smallholder communities and the ecosystem in the farming industry and reward regenerative
practices for a transition towards a nature-positive agriculture.
“I am interested in this program because of alternative financing mechanisms and opportunities the crypto space
brings to this”

A cotton farmers collective based in South of India 7 - Sanne Dungen
This is a grassroots organisation that has been working with local communities for more than 10 years. They have
ambitious plans to widen and deepen the impact in the region by designing, testing, and scaling disruptive marketdriven models in the years to come. Currently, they are working directly with 13,000 farmer families in more than
650 villages in Andhra Pradesh and Telangana, South India. They aspire to scale to 50,000 farmers outreach in
the coming years and to convert 1,500,000 acres of degenerative farms into resilient and thriving regenerative
landscapes.
“Our mission is to build regenerative and circular agricultural supply chains that optimize value for small and
marginal farmers. We strongly focus on women empowerment, carbon sequestration, improving soil water-holding
capacity, elimination of harmful agrochemicals and GMOs, biodiversity conservation, and resilience at all levels.
Innovation, transparency, inclusive development, respect, and mutually accountable partnerships are the critical
levers for change.”
“We believe in co-creation and peer learning. Within REGEN, we find a community all across the globe that gives us
an opportunity to share and to learn beyond borders. We have a lot of on the ground experience in implementing
regenerative agriculture models in tribal and smallholder communities in South India. We believe we can contribute
a lot in sharing our experiences and understanding others’ experiences.”
“We are looking for a better understanding of EnDAOment and what it can mean for the tribal and smallholder
farmer communities we are working with. How would fast forward a year, the situation look like? How can we
create that inclusiveness and shared stewardship in the best possible way?”

Timeline and further plans
The onboarding process for the first cohort runs from May 2022 to August 2022, but this might be extended as the
csDAOs and RF Team are dealing with multiple unknowns, which makes it difficult to enforce a stringent timeline.
Running partly in parallel with the onboarding of cohort1, the planning for the following cohort will start. The actual
start of the second cohort will be after the execution of cohort 1. Existing cohort members will be allowed to submit
nominations for subsequent cohorts. They will also act as mentors for the second cohort. The final decision on how
the members for the next cohort will be selected remains with the Regen Foundation Team (this can be revised at a
later point).
Regen Foundation has formulated a couple of aims for the July - September 2022 quarter. These are partly based on
the initial learnings with the first cohort.
The first aim is to build capacity for grassroots organizations to meet 501(c)(3)8 requirements (or similar for their

https://smart-agro.net/
Name of the org hidden based on their request
8
Section 501(c)(3) is the portion of the US Internal Revenue Code that allows for federal tax exemption of nonprofit organizations,
specifically those that are considered public charities, private foundations or private operating foundations.
6
7
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country) and at the same time have necessary legal support to cope with restrictive local laws. This can be done,
for example, by having a pool of fiscal sponsors who can act as intermediaries and hold the $REGEN for them. The
decision making power for how to use the tokens will still lie with the communities.
Another aim is to provide necessary support for the current cohort to participate in on-chain governance. This
involves getting the csDAOs integrated in the larger Regen ecosystem and connecting them with validators with
whom they can build trusted relationships. Furthermore the enDAOment material will be translated in multiple
languages and different forms of outreach media will be created. This can overcome the language barrier and make it
possible to reach more communities in the Global South.
An important goal is to make the onboarding process for the next cohort smoother. More educational material will be
created to kickstart the onboarding process for cohort 2.

Third part - Analysis
Goals for success
The end goal for Regen Network is to have a community governed ledger that represents the state of the planet. The
goal of the EnDAOment program is to bring diverse representatives into the regen ecosystem. These representatives
are key stakeholder groups that are working towards planetary regeneration, for example land stewards, open source
tech developers, scientists, and advocacy groups.
One of the missions of the program is to act as a bridge between land stewards and tech developers. The approach
they take is to actively listen to the needs and problems of the people working on ground and create a technological
infrastructure that would meet them. When csDAOs can take part in the governance independently, which means,
they are equipped to put forward their own proposals, engage with existing proposals, and feel capable to operate
autonomously in this space, that would be considered a success metric for the program.
The program is also an effort to show proof of the concept that capacity can be successfully developed by replacing a
central authority with a decentralized, peer-to-peer process.
The ultimate aim of the program is to create a regenerative funding pattern that could flow from the Regen Network,
to different communities (validators, csDAOs, etc.), which can further be used to fund other (bioregional) projects
with a common goal to regenerate our planet.
What problems does it solve?
The EnDAOment project addresses the shortcomings of current practices and points towards systemic transformation
solutions in a couple of ways. It clearly provides an alternative approach to traditional finance and funding, but
also addresses the shortcoming of #ReFi. The main actors in the field are from relatively wealthy and privileged
backgrounds, and are often based in the Global North. The technology is complicated and it creates a barrier to the
full participation of marginalized communities. In this case study the power is not in the hands of a central authority,
but is distributed amongst the larger regen community through $REGEN. The EnDAOment program aims to reach
non-tech/Web3 savvy groups that are working towards real-time planetary regeneration, and to break the current
power structure existent in the field.
Through the collaborative experience of working with cohort 1 members, RF made space for a continuous feedback
loop, which enabled them to identify gaps in the system and improve their processes based on these learnings. The
program defines its practice to be regenerative as a means to build capacity for everyone involved through peer-peer
interaction and learning.
Regen Network doesn’t believe in simply conserving or preserving but regenerating the planet through ethical and
ecological land stewardship. Regen Network is actively working to develop new Eco-Credits, which are units of
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account that measure ecological regeneration in some form. The measurement methodology determines the credit
type (for example whether the claim is about carbon, biodiversity, water), the process of verification (e.g. based on
satellite photos, field measures, indigenous elders) and the acceptance or utility of the methodology determines the
credit value (e.g. if groups are willing to pay for the credit or offer other kinds of rewards). There will be a wide range
of credits with different levels of scientific rigor, covering different aspects of ecosystem health, and their success will
depend on how many participants in the marketplace put their trust in them. Eco-credits are developed and sold on
Regen Registry. In short, the Regen Network is an ecocredit registry. They believe emerging collaborations between
communities in the EnDAOment program is a major way new Eco-Credits could be added to the registry.
The governance around the funding in this program is also different from the standard top-down approach. Even
though the initial selection of communities is done by RF, once they are enDAOed, they decide how they use their
tokens to exert influence on the Network. In essence the funder hands over part of its power to the fundee to let it
change the funder.
It is part of the mission of Regen Foundation to bring the voice, perspective, and ethics of stewards of the land, water,
soil and air onto an ecological ledger. Voices that are typically less heard. This is done by inviting them into the space
of the EnDAOment program and thereby giving them a say in the wider Regen Network. Through the distribution
and use of the tokens with voting rights, the decision-making and distribution will be efficient. In this way the
funding governance of the program incorporates multiple perspectives and voices without sacrificing the efficient
distribution of resources.

Related patterns
In this case study we clearly recognize the patterns identified below. None of the patterns are contradicted by this
case study.
Beyond money
$REGEN tokens do not just hold financial value but can also be used for decision making/voting on different proposals.
The EnDAOment program does not just focus on building/boosting financial capacity for the communities involved
but also build a knowledge commons which will be stewarded by the csDAOs.
Co-learning between funders and fundees
The program is clearly designed to be a learning process for both the csDAOs and RF. And also for the validators in
the program. The feedback loop based on the experience of the first cohort and what to do better in the next one, is
explicitly part of an ongoing design process.
Metrics focus processes before outcome
RF is working with a lot of unknowns and is actively using community support, input, and help to build their
infrastructure further. #ReFi space is fairly new and in its formative stages. The communities are co-building the
program, by actively engaging with the RF Team to improve their infrastructure and processes. They are co-working
with the enDAOment team to help them better understand the needs of the communities on ground and ways that
could make the onboarding process smoother. Some of them are also actively working with the Regen Registry to
develop new eco-credit methodologies and verification methods. Regen Foundation believes that the discourse of
the conversation and the process being followed is essential to achieving the end-goal, which is to build a community
governed registry of eco-credits. They intend on creating a shared sense of ownership amongst the community
members, so they feel they have a “real stake” in the Network, through their community interaction practices.
Questioning existing power structures
In this case study, power structures are challenged in various ways. At the core of the program is the pursuit of
decolonization and equity and to listen to the voices that are often ignored. It is made tangible by the ‘Funder’ (RND/
RF), handing over part of the decision-making over the wider network to the fundee (csDAOs).
Blockchain technology poses unique challenges of its own. To be able to participate, one requires a smartphone
or a laptop, a stable internet connection, proficiency in English, and the ability to understand complex technical
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Web3 concepts. This is a luxury most remote land-steward communities based in the Global South, who are
doing revolutionary work for planetary regeneration, can not afford. #ReFi is far from ready to make space for
these stakeholder groups to participate and automatically skews the demographic involved. Regen Foundation
acknowledges this problem and aims to build infrastructure through the EnDAOment program for these communities
to be able to participate. The aim is to create accessible educational material and bridge the gap between people
working on the land and developers building the technology by creating community interaction spaces.
Bioregions
EnDAOment program wishes to support organizations that are rooted in place and have a strong relationship to a
habitat, biome, watershed, climatic zone, etc. Bioregional thought and action is at the core of what Regen Network
at large does.
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5. ACTION-LEARNING ON REGENERATIVE FUNDING GOVERNANCE
5.1 Introduction to the Action-learning Reports
Introduction and Approach
Consistent with the BP’s intention to explore and map the field of regenerative funding governance, two different
approaches were taken: the documenting of case studies and of action-learning. This chapter focuses on a group of
studies which involved “making the path by walking it”, using a variety of different approaches to action-learning,
inquiry and research. We offer here some observations on common ground across the work, noting also the
connections to the patterns work and to the case studies.
Different approaches were taken in generating these studies:
•

•

•
•

Some are based on research into “What’s going on? What can we learn?” – in real time – as with Labs for Humanity
and Connecting Interviews from the Field, both of which draw conclusions from interviews with key actors in
current initiatives, while the former also utilises a literature review.
With the Bioregioning study, practitioners sought to apply their conceptual framework to the practical need
for investment in South Devon, including convening conversations with key actors in the investment field to
ascertain emergent responses.
With Social Movement Investing (SMI) the approach was anchored in convening of conversations responding to
a seminal paper published early in 2022.
The Internal Funding Governance report documents the alternative approach to allocating remuneration among
a group that was employed to support individuals working on the production of this Blueprint.

Overview
Drawing from Bill Sharpe’s Three Horizons Framework, summarised in the Introduction, all the approaches start with
where we currently are – seeing current investment practices as H1 or at best H2–. Labs for Humanity is explicit
about the inequity and exploitation that results from these practices, and explores the potential of DAOs and DeFI to
“revolutionise” the situation by going back to the values and practices that have supported indigenous communities
since time immemorial. In the case of the Social Movement Investing piece, the starting point is that investors are out
of touch with the grassroots dynamics which are driving the positive changes they claim to be supporting.
All the action-learning is investigating how to shift gear into H2, and possibly into H3. Moving into H2 could include
– in the terms of the paper on which the SMI work is based – individual investor divestment or collective shareholder
activism. The Bioregioning paper digs deep into what it would take to enable investors to do what would be necessary
to regenerate a bioregion, whereas the SMI paper looks into the dynamics and values which make social movements
work, showing what investor behaviour would need to be like to enable it to be genuinely accountable to the
grassroots. Both of these could be categorised as prescriptions for H2+ or H3 level practices, depending on one’s
perspective about the extent to which H3 needs to be a radical departure from H1.
A common feature of all the studies recorded here is convening and facilitation. All of the teams used the opportunity
to bring together in discussion new configurations of actors from diverse walks of life – including activists, investors,
and academics. This reinforced the sense of the value of the patterns observed in the Case Studies – in particular in
terms of co-learning between funders and fundees, developing and deepening relationships, redefining notions of “we,“
and questioning existing power structures. It also potentially prefigures what a reinvented Loop 4 (“Reinforcement”)
could look like in an H2+ or H3 scenario. Consultancy and financial services could be re-connected to the Earth and
its ecosystems, focusing on a facilitation role that nurtures right relationships to support the provision of goods and
services in regenerative ways, opening spaces for whole-system engagement, and allowing transformation to emerge
as a result.
The research also raises questions about where DAOs and DeFI would sit in a Three Horizons analysis. As with
Hypha/SEEDS and the Regen Foundation reports in the Case Studies chapter, there are issues about whether it is
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possible to use 21st Century technology to reverse the impact of colonial extraction, or whether this simply replaces
one set of damaging and destructive power relations with another. The risk of the latter is highlighted in the Labs for
Humanity report.
In the nature of action-learning, much here is “work in progress.” Time in the Blueprint cycles was too short in
some cases to move beyond facilitation and discussion into action, from which specific “answers” or findings can be
recorded. However, work to date validates the observations about “patterns” in regenerative funding governance,
and the journey is not over. Next steps include the invitation to others to become involved in further iterations of the
work.

Summaries
The following are brief summaries of each of the action-learning reports produced for the Blueprint. In many cases, the text is
excerpted from the full write-ups, however for simplicity’s sake, these excerpts are not noted with quotation marks.
Labs for Humanity: Indigenous DAO and DeFi study – Suzanne Bowles and team
This draft report covers an exploratory case study and field research piece that is being developed within the context
of, and helping to inform, a broader initiative called Labs for Humanity. Labs for Humanity aims to shift systems and
mythologies around value and money. In doing so, it is looking to bring together a diversity of voices and experiences
across the world in a joint effort to put in place a transformations-system1 that enables communities to make
regenerative governance happen locally.
The goal of this case study is to learn about indigenous-led solidarity economies that use technology to create
decentralised governance (DAO) and finance (DeFi) according to their values. In other words, the research aims to
understand to what extent the efforts to activate DAO or DeFi models emerging in indigenous and native territories
incorporate the worldviews and values of the communities they serve.
DAO and DeFi models seem to be promising as an infrastructure that could handle indigenous communities‘
complexities. If they are structured in a hybrid, locally run process, and use values definitions alongside web and
cloud-based systems to support decentralisation, ongoing participation, and value aggregation, they may present a
collective power-building model that makes use of a higher level of connectivity.
Being cognizant that there is an interest by indigenous communities to explore this field further, the research
is looking at whether DAO and DeFi governance models could allow alternative systems to flourish. The aim is to
explore even more liberation of human potential from all historically marginalised groups, bringing their intelligence
and world views into the very assumptions that inform how we organise, govern, and collaborate.
Social Movement Investing Study Group – Paula Veselovschi, with Ben Roberts
This group took as its point of departure the publication in early 2022 of a paper2 advocating for a transition from
impact investing to “social movement investing.”
Starting from the core belief that those “closest to the pain must be closest to the solutions,” and from the observation
that most capital stewards currently seeking social impact are disconnected from the grassroots leaders driving the
needed change, the paper proposes an investment practice in coordinated alignment with communities and with the
goal of building community power, as the most appropriate path to financing structural transformation.
The group convened a series of five “deep dive” discussions of the paper, bringing together investors, community
capital stewards, grassroots/grasstops activists, and people who simply wanted to learn more about SMI. Key

An emerging field of systems change practice, well articulated here: https://bluemarbleeval.org/network/transformations-systems-working-group
2
Center for Economic Democracy (CED) Social Movement Investing. A guide to capital strategies for community power”,
1
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conclusions from the discussions included the necessity of cultivating horizons of radical imagination, the necessity for
emotional work around changing our relationship with money as a precondition to SMI, the transformative potential
of incremental change, the importance of blended/integrated capital, and hostile cultures and legal constraints as
the main barriers to SMI. The main areas for further action included: education and storytelling, cultivating trusted
relationships in order to build investment ecosystems, and the strategic role of individual wealth holders.
Connecting Interviews from the Field – Trae Ashlie-Garen and the host team of WINfinity
This piece, the full title of which is Connecting Interviews from the Field (so far) with the Work of our Colleagues (also
so far) in Blueprint 8, synthesises the output from eleven interviews with leaders in the regenerative space. It
calls for prioritising and fully resourcing process facilitation as a leverage point for regeneration. This implies a
transformation of the functioning of the entities comprising Loop 4 (“Reinforcement”) in the Critique. These are
facilitators / convenors of environments who are encouraging all participants to learn what it takes to be capable
of receiving multiple perspectives and voices at the same time. They work with fiduciary financiers, particularly in
Loop 3 (“Philanthropy”) to collectively reset “the rules of the game” to “orient to the periphery,” to redefine return on
investment more regeneratively, and to amplify the redistribution of surpluses.
A novel reinterpretation of the notion of investable “capital” also emerged from this work, along with the suggestion
that a regenerative approach would sequence the investment of these capitals in order manage the complexity and
urgency of transformational work within the limits of our finite capacities and resources.
WINfinity’s work designing this interviewing and sense-making approach began well before the Blueprint, and
their intention is to continue it into the future with many more interviews and further analysis. Hence this is only a
preliminary report of what they have learned “so far.”
Internal Funding Governance for the Blueprint - Ben Roberts
We faced a challenging context in which to allocate the funding that was gathered to support the work of producing
the Blueprint. The considerations we wrestled with are fairly common with collaborative projects that take place in
self-organised spaces emerging out of networks and communities:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A pool of funds that is not sufficient to cover market-rate compensation for all the work being done
Participants with widely varying financial needs
Many participants who are only investing fairly modest amounts of time, which must therefore be focused as
much as possible on the work and not on a funding allocation process
Many participants who do not know one another well, if at all
Shifting group composition, with some people leaving, and some new people coming in over the course of the
project
Lack of upfront clarity about what one‘s work might ultimately be

Given these challenges, the process worked extraordinarily well. Essentially, we were managing a “commons” on
behalf of the entire group, and the process organised us to view it in that way, with many people choosing to make
downward adjustments in order to generate a more satisfactory allocation, while others were able to stand fast in
order to meet their needs.
There were a number of suggestions for improvements. One person left the Blueprint Working Group based on
their experience with the funding process, although they credited it for making visible what they interpreted as a
“culture of assertiveness” among the team in general, which they felt was not a good fit for them. The report contains
reflections and learnings in response to this event.
Mapping “the Field” and “Ecosystems for Funding Regeneration” - Ben Roberts
A team formed to consider creating a new “social system map” designed to make the wider field of funding governance
innovation visible, and to catalyse connecting and collaborating. The data would come directly from individuals and
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organisations, via surveys. The proposed tech stack was the same one being used for mapping internal Blueprint
processes, i.e. the sumApp and Kumu software platforms. In addition to profiles and connections, these tools can
collect and display data on people, organisations, and projects, as well as relational information, such as requests and
offers, and funding flows.
Out of that initial invitation, a prototype map emerged that includes initiatives seeking funding that wish to do so
in a collaborative way, and “domains” that might be used to cluster those initiatives, supporting the emergence of
ecosystems for financing regeneration within them. This Initiative will be among those seeking support as part of the
“post-Blueprint activation” process.
Learnings included validation of the ideas that such a map could be a valuable tool for the field as a whole and for
supporting the emergence of funding ecosystems. The technology available to do this, and the requisite level of
maturity for the regenerative funding governance field, may not yet be at hand. However, moving ahead with this
work may be a way of “making the path by walking it,” attracting the attention, resources, and innovation needed to
address the challenges involved in a complex endeavour of this kind.
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5.2 Labs for Humanity: Indigenous DAO and DeFi study
By Suzanne Bowles, Renilde Becqué and Ana Carolina de Lima Soares
This draft report covers an exploratory case study and field research piece that is being developed within the context
of, and helping to inform, a broader initiative called Labs for Humanity. The Labs, co-created by a small initial team
including Suzanne Bowles (Cattail Strategies and r3.0 Blueprint member), set the container for emergent and
collective discussions about the crossroads humanity faces in these times. These include:
•
•
•
•
•

What does it mean to be human and who do we aspire to become as humanity?
What can we learn from nature and ancestral wisdom traditions to design systems of collaboration that are in
symbiosis with all forms of life?
How can we integrate technologies of the ancestral and “modern“ world?
How do we transform money from a fuel of the status quo extractivist system into a nurturing stream of water
for the regenerative systems that want to emerge?
How can we return money to its purpose to regenerate life; to be a means rather than an end?

As such, Labs for Humanity aims to shift systems and mythologies around value and money. In doing so, it is looking to
bring together a diversity of voices and experiences across the world in a joint effort to put in place a transformationssystem1 that enables communities to make regenerative governance happen locally.
The exploratory field research presented here focuses on indigenous self-sovereignty and stewardship over
monetary funds and their governance systems, seeking to learn about indigenous-led solidarity economies that are
using technology to create decentralized governance (DAO) and finance (DeFi) according to their own values. Within
this, the main research question aims to provide answers to how digital technology-enabled governance models,
such as DAO, can enable indigenous communities to (better) apply their own governance systems over funds, and
whether such models can support their efforts toward self-sufficiency, according to their own definitions of value
and practices.
With the field study still ongoing at the time of writing, this summary document also takes a look at learnings that
can be derived from the process to collect the information in a hands-on manner. In short, the research team has put
into practice a dialogical and participatory process tailored by many hands and perspectives and lifting up different
voices. The quality of this dialogical process is fundamental to guaranteeing overall success, ensuring that differences,
ingrained values, and traditional practices are celebrated. Furthermore, by bringing together a small group of
researchers, community leaders, skilled facilitators, and indigenous representatives, this project helps strengthen
the power of the collective in building a participatory system.
This project has the potential to discover how indigenous communities can make use of technology-enabled
infrastructure as a collective power-building model that can handle their complexities and governance principles,
enabling them to govern funding allocation in a regenerative way.
RELATED PATTERNS
Develop and Deepen Relationships
Takes a Long-term View
Margin-centered Design
Questions Existing Power Structures
Metrics Focus on Process before Outcomes

An emerging field of systems change practice, well articulated here: https://bluemarbleeval.org/network/transformations-systems-working-group

1
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5.2.1. Overview of Action-Learning
5.2.1.1 Context and description
The goal of this case study, as a contribution to Blueprint 8, is to learn about indigenous-led solidarity economies
that use technology to create decentralized governance (DAO) and finance (DeFi) according to their values. In other
words, the research aims to understand to what extent the efforts to activate DAO or DeFi models emerging in
indigenous and native territories incorporate the worldviews and values of the communities they serve.
DAO and DeFi models seem to be promising as an infrastructure that could handle indigenous communities‘
complexities. If they are structured in a hybrid, locally run process, and use values definitions alongside web &
cloud-based systems to support decentralization, ongoing participation, and value aggregation, they may present a
collective power-building model that makes use of a higher level of connectivity.
Being cognizant that there is an interest by indigenous communities to explore this field further, the research is looking
at whether DAO and DeFi governance models could allow alternative systems to flourish. The aim is to explore even
more liberation of human potential from all historically marginalized groups, bringing their intelligence and world
views into the very assumptions that inform how we organize, govern, and collaborate. The results will equally help
to further inform the thinking currently being developed within Labs for Humanity.

5.2.1.2 Structure, actors, and current status
Within this greater effort, the Labs for Humanity Initiative is building a network composed of people from different
backgrounds, including community leaders, indigenous representatives, researchers, experienced facilitators, and
many others, all with an interest and experience in exploring technology-enabled funding alternatives as a means of
securing self-sufficiency and autonomy of governance for indigenous communities.
Its design approach begins with those most on the periphery of the dominant systems and the organization of thought
related to economy and governance. The first year is being used to set a relational field and coherence from this
core group so that the culture and processes of the Labs are margin-centered and responsive. The other stakeholder
groups listed start as technical support and advisors, as needed. As the relational field and values are developed,
these roles become more involved, but not until the group culture has set itself.
In this way, the Labs are building collective power to promote systems transformation, using a method that relies
on strengthening the collective, where everyone’s input and experiences are valued. Using a participatory method,
all have a chance to contribute to the field-study survey and research questions, bringing their unique expertise and
point of view.
Using an inherently participatory method to build collective power, to date the team has been collecting examples
and community visions while exchanging perspectives through online meetings and multiple rounds of feedback and
contribution to a set of research questions and an online survey. This ongoing process is allowing the team to gather
and analyze data from both so-called successful and unsuccessful experiences of the application of DAO and De-Fi
models by indigenous communities, and this is supplemented with literature research. Some of these examples are
further illustrated in the following section.

5.2.1.3 What has the research revealed thus far?
There is a research gap on the theme of DAO and DeFi being adopted by indigenous peoples and communities. A
limited body of academic literature is found on the indigenous views on cryptocurrencies and whether they can serve
indigenous people’s self-determination and decolonization struggles. Part of this academic literature is illustrated
further in the following section.
Despite the attempts by academia to research crypto and indigenous peoples, there is a crucial shortcoming in many
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of those efforts. Insofar, as the origination of them is mostly rooted in western and dominant epistemologies, and
though theoretically offering pathways to liberation, these initiatives are not born in the communities and populations
that are historically underrepresented. Many of them speak of the benefits and risks of DAOs and crypto-models
without engaging, let alone centering the actual voices of those involved.
Another shortcoming this research addresses is related to the definition of value. In short, it remains unclear
whether or not DAO and De-Fi models can be expected to create a beneficial, decentralized, participatory funding
governance model aligned with community values. In fact, there is a potential that these systems could also act as an
alternative structure to express the same dominant standardized values created by a small number of power holders
in our current extractive economic system. In this way, what the team aims to learn is the extent to which these/any
technology-enabled indigenous-led solidarity economies can truly incorporate the holistic values of the communities
they serve.
Organizations like Tostan, Goonj, and Reconnecting Northland have demonstrated that a local values dialogue can
strengthen local communities and prepare them to better collaborate with outside systems of economy and governance
still rooted in an extractive model while preventing such powerful influences from stamping out or building over local
strengths and values. As a practice, local values dialogues help to surface and reinforce immeasurable and intangible
‘universal’ values like care, honesty, and reciprocity, which formal economic development programs are usually not
able to attend to. In this way, community wellbeing relies on people‘s ability to locally co-create and collectively evolve
definitions of value in response to local conditions, without externally imposed systems of compliance that disregard
their immediate context, wisdom, and traditional practices. The range of different beliefs and values that naturally
occur in communities then become opportunities to discuss and build understanding about community needs and
find better ways to meet them.

5.2.1.4 What is planned
As an eventual outcome of this study, the team aims to have an enhanced understanding of how such a new funding
paradigm can be put in place - if deemed beneficial - and to test this globally or regionally in different contexts through
this initiative. In doing so, the research team is looking for ways to minimize duplication and integrate lessons around
decentralizing, sharing power and differentiating for impact.
The next step planned is an analysis of the responses and results of a field survey to learn about efforts to activate
DAO or DeFi models emerging in indigenous and native territories. Many in the initial cohort of Labs for Humanity
are exploring whether DAO and De-Fi might be useful platforms to embed indigenous values into decentralized
finance and governance.

5.2.1.5 Alignment with the patterns and key takeaways
As mentioned above, the design approach of this project is based on listening first to those most marginalized by our
dominant/extractive economic system, setting up a margin-centered design process, and developing and deepening
relationships to build the group’s culture collectively.
The project also takes a long-term view, focusing on understanding the state of things - in an area that is still only
slightly explored and researched - by building collective power to put in place systems transformation. This means
that this project does not intend to follow the usual route of similar research in this field, using metrics to measure
the success of DAO/DeFi model initiatives in indigenous communities without understanding and listening to the
principles, practices, challenges, and values of those communities involved. Only if funding governance employs
community intelligence to build up community power, can one consider it to be regenerative.
In this way, the research makes use of connected learning cycles and relationship-centered pathways, aiming to build
trust and focusing on the process rather than on products and outcomes.
This approach generates some key takeaways and recommendations regarding best practices focus, process and
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skills needed that hint towards a more regenerative approach to funding governance. By adopting the practices being
nurtured in this project, communities will be supporting the structures that lead to self-regeneration and autonomy.
This project has also been setting up the groundwork for infrastructures such as skilled facilitation, values-based
decision-making, and convening that work for the benefit of communities.

Literature search
The research around the use of Decentralized Autonomous Organizations (DAO) and Decentralized Finance by
indigenous peoples is still incipient. The majority of efforts focus on the use of cryptocurrencies, a digital currency
that often plays an integral role in DAO and DeFi models. Experts argue that cryptocurrency can allow the design of
decentralized, collective governance systems supported by healthy, nested hierarchical systems. To make it possible,
it is necessary to put in place a community-managed collective resource - as a “town hall” - functioning according to the
community’s protocols and values. DAOs are the emergent manifestations of such “town halls”. While still primitive,
they have achieved remarkable success with regard to decentralization and the reliability of the voting process [1].
In this way, participatory decision-making processes are fundamental to making sure that crypto-models using
DAO and DeFi systems, in general, reflect the community’s values. There are some leading cases that the academic
literature has analyzed in many different ways.
The examples discussed here demonstrate the ongoing debates and complexities surrounding the usage of
cryptocurrencies by indigenous peoples and their communities, the uncertainties regarding which values these
alternative models of governance represent, and to what extent they are indeed putting into practice a systemic
transformation of funding governance.
The MazaCoin Project is a paradigmatic illustration of cryptocurrency created by an indigenous representative that
has sparked interpretations pointing in opposite directions regarding its success and potential. Payu Harris, a Native
American from the Oglala Lakota Nation, says that MazaCoin was invented to provide a more independent economy
to his community and a system that can deliver value to native people [2].
In his view, by building their own sovereign currency structure, they could create greater independence from federal
funding and have more control over their economic development, building their own economy and markets, all the
while retaining a larger share of monetary flows locally. For instance, roughly $220 million USD flows through the
Pine Ridge reservation in South Dakota every year, as a result of its Prairie Wind casino and other venues, however, it
is estimated that less than $45 million of this amount actually stays in the local economy [3] .
As the authors of this academic article [4] point out, Harris spoke of leadership, community, benefits to children,
and prosperity for his people and talked in a language of communalism. However, using paternalistic narratives
and applying a colonial lens, the media portrayed him as adopting a capitalist initiative fueled by anti-regulatory
sentiments, using the language of war and battle against the state. After Harris’ credibility was contested by many
media outlets, MazaCoin collapsed to near-worthlessness on the exchanges.
The question of whether crypto-models could speak meaningfully to and with indigenous economic realities, however,
remains open, and the authors cannot reach a conclusion. On one side, alternative currencies have the potential for
important cultural identity work and alternative funding models have the potential to support the efforts of those
traditionally further marginalized by the global financial sectors. Importantly, they can give indigenous communities
tools to self-govern without being handed a set of rules from a non-indigenous group in a way that may not suit their
culture and values.
On the other side, alternative currencies also can become vehicles by which to colonize and repurpose the initiatives
of minority groups. On a more practical note, onboarding an entire community to a digital currency can pose a range
of challenges, such as when impoverished communities or those still living traditional lifestyles lack access to (mobile)
internet or have limited digital literacy.
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This other research piece [5] stresses how MazaCoin was understood as a potential paradigm shift in tribal sovereignty,
wherein currency could be reimagined to better serve its citizens, addressing structural problems associated with
being fully subject to and dependent on the US economic system. The MazaCoin project was embedded in the
struggle for self-sovereignty and self-sufficiency.
The author demonstrates how the Oglala Lakota Nation cultivates other cultural signifiers (such as skills in arts,
music, dance, hunting, medicinal plants, oral history, spiritual enhancement, and so on) for the good of the community
regardless of the monetary returns of such activities. This is a recognition of other value systems beyond monetary
systems. Apart from that, the Lakota tribes have their own economic philosophies, including wancantognaka (the
closest English word is generosity).
An interesting recent insight that emerged as Harris and team look back at the success and failure of MazaCoin is
that in order to establish their own currency, the tribal council should also have the ability to set a comprehensive
monetary policy. In the meantime, Harris has used the same technology to tokenize the natural resources owned by
the tribe, while also storing tribal treaties, documents, and historic assets on the blockchain to establish an indigenous
system of recordkeeping. Nonetheless, a relaunch of MazaCoin isn’t a guaranteed success, as the cryptocurrency still
faces challenges with gaining sufficient buy-in from tribal members.[6]
A more recent effort to establish a cryptocurrency system for an indigenous community comes from Australia, where
in February 2022 the Yidindji people launched a central bank digital currency (CBDC) to help further the mission of
the Sovereign Yidindji Government to establish a treaty with the Commonwealth of Australia. The Yidindji people
have been living in the northeast of Australia for at least thousands of years and declared their sovereignty from
Australia in 2014. Australia’s constitution does not recognize any Aboriginal countries, which in essence makes the
self-declared Yidindji territory foreign to the Commonwealth. The tribal nation is looking to achieve an agreement
with the Australian government for shared sovereignty of their territory and sees their CBDC as a way to help finance
their autonomous functions.[7]
Two tribes in the Brazilian Amazon also took to cryptocurrency in 2020 as a way to try and generate income to uphold
minimum living standards during the COVID pandemic, as well as to generate funds to fight illegal mining in their
territories, as the current Brazilian government is not known to be supportive of indigenous peoples. The idea with
the issue of a cryptocurrency, in this case, was to generate donations for the tribes. Using blockchain technology, it is
easy to audit a donation and track how it is spent, thereby preventing corruption and creating greater transparency
for donating individuals. The authors have not been able to determine whether this cryptocurrency has survived into
2022, let alone become a success.[8]
In the paper ‘Decolonization in a Digital Age’, the authors cite Taiaiake Alfred, an indigenous scholar who highlights
that the goal for indigenous peoples is to create and participate in economies in ways that are compatible with
indigenous values and the continued well-being of indigenous lands and communities. He suggests that digital
technology can help to create sustainable, local indigenous economies founded on traditional concepts of governance,
including participatory, consensus-based decision-making processes in the economic realm [9]. In the next section,
the testimonials this research collected through participatory methods demonstrate how indigenous leaders and
representatives envision an economy for their communities that is made by and work for them.

Case Study
The testimonials from indigenous/native representatives collected so far by Labs for Humanity for the purpose of this
research point to their deep interest in strengthening their capacity to live their own way of life and to attend to the
needs of their own communities, exploring new ways of funding detached from a colonial lens. Here, we reproduce
parts of those testimonials:
Demer Gonzales Vasquez (Korin Niwe), is the newly elected President of the Shipibo-Konibo peoples, one
of the largest indigenous nations in Peru. Demer entered office from a platform of unity with a goal of
shifting the Shipibo treasury toward a system of collective capital and investment. He aims to bring in a
new era of economic self-sufficiency and aligned health, education, and regenerative agriculture systems
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to pursue their own way of life, free from excessive paternalism from the Peruvian Government and
interference from extractive corporations.
The Shipibo-Konibo people deeply value reciprocity, solidarity, and brotherhood, strengthening their
culture through and preservation of their original language, art, and ancestral traditions. Like the majority
of indigenous communities living in and between the Andes and Amazon bioregion, they have first-hand
experience of the economic exploitation, resource extractivism, and cultural erasure that has been largely
sanctioned by the elected leaders of the countries within which their nations reside. These ongoing assaults
continue to erode their living conditions, undermining their ability to protect, steward, and cultivate the
land they live on according to millennia-old nature-based practices. This is further exacerbated by the
effects of climate change, such as local droughts.
Demer and his community have developed an agroforestry project that preserves keystone heritage crops
such as mangoes, guava, palo santo, ayahuasca, and kene. All of these have been increasing in demand on
the commercial market in recent years, but this has not translated to more money for Shipibo communities,
who trade and sell in markets and in more impromptu settings, capitalized on by formal organizations
of purchase organized within well resourced commercial systems that seek to maintain low prices for a
global market. Crops are bought at pennies to the dollar in open-air markets, then 100x’ed onto the global
market. That money does not make it back to the people who cherish, cultivate, and harvest the crops.
Much like the days before the emergence of fair trade markets for cocoa and coffee, there is a growing
opportunity to meet an unmet need for cultural and ecological preservation with the uncaptured resource
of the exponential profits being realized through these crops.
The anchor site for this project maintains 8 hectares under cultivation in one community in Peru, which
attract community members in a remote jungle, who are taking boats to learn from and find ways to join
the movement. This includes one community with 44K hectares, much of which is virgin rainforest. Having
gained the presidency in May 2022, Demer ran on a promise to launch a Shipibo Bank, generate $150,000
in donations for the first 2 years to pay staff and jump-start a capital pool to support collective financing
and circular economy structure and governance.
Demer is also one of the co-founders of RAO-DAO, a Decentralized Autonomous Organization (DAO)
working to cultivate medicinal plants, enabling decentralized governance and treasury management with
indigenous stakeholder participation. Along with co-creator Jesse Hudson, they imagine an Indigenous
World Bank model with locally tokens that represent equity of the bank and a DAO that entitles the holder
to a percentage of revenues and fees. In this case, the token becomes a share that entitles the holder to
voting power including governance over membership, creating a system of inter-tribal governance, and
a values-aligned incentive token, which can be freely convertible to cash. According to them, at the very
end user point, native and indigenous people need local cash as they are living in informal and cash-based
economies. As a result, in a system like this, it is necessary to utilize off-ramps for converting the crypto
token into cash. One offramp they have utilized to make a payment via crypto then and cash out at a local
Peruvian internet cafe or formal foreign exchange operator like Western Union. By empowering people
with token holdings, the DAO can allow for shared membership in a central system of values that have
cohered from a plurality of non-western perspectives, and apply these to infinitely different transactions
and exchanges that align with those agreements.
Dave Archambault is a tribal leader, global ambassador for native rights, and former chairman of the
Standing Rock Sioux Reservation living in Cannon Ball, North Dakota (USA). From 2016-2017 his
intergenerational community vociferously opposed the Dakota Access Pipeline (DAPL) with organized
resistance, protest, and legal action. They were joined by tribal leaders and activists from all over the world
and drew unprecedented global attention and funding to arrest the illegal and colonial intrusion on their
protected and sacred lands. The actions during the protest drew an estimated USD 50 million to thousands
of organizations who were involved - only a handful of whom were directed or informed by the people of
Standing Rock or native or indigenous leaders of any kind. In the end, a nominal amount of the funding was
channeled in a way that would repair, liberate and regenerate the community at the center of the story.
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Despite a couple of major gains supported by values aligned and regenerative funders, the conditions at
Standing Rock and Cannon Ball remain largely the same as they were before the protests.
Dave and other community leaders have seen this trend before. Together they believe regenerative
community development will happen at the micro-level, focusing on agriculture and the relationship with
the land and other beings through spirit. To be able to take back control of their lives and destiny, he believes
his community should find a pathway away from dependency on government and philanthropic funders.
They seek new ways to generate their own wealth and define values based on their own culture, liberating
themselves from financial institutions with compliance models of funding and development. They seek the
ability to attend to the deeper needs of the community, without having to justify them to conventional
financial institutions.
Since DAPL, Dave and the Cannon Ball community have named a shared goal of “Pride and Liberation”,
arrived at through social regeneration, land regeneration, and cultural strengthening. As an advocate and
convenor, Dave is taking a deep look at the patterns of poverty, particularly at the worldviews formed by
children at an early age while growing up in the community. Many of the ancestral systems of value - including
meaningful intergenerational relationships and acts of respect and sharing - have been interrupted or
erased by Western value systems. He asks “is there a way to create a reciprocity or exchange system that
incentivizes those cultural practices? Can we re-engage youth - and everyone - for their important role in
the community?”
But his vision is not confined to his own community. He recognizes a shared need for collective movement
building across native and indigenous peoples and communities everywhere. He draws on spiritual teaching
to light a pathway forward for humanity. “There is a Lakota belief that the constellations of the night sky
are made of stars that are actually a reflection of people here on Earth who also look back to them as other
stars in another constellation. We are in relationship with the cosmos, and also our individual selves and
communities. There are many new technologies for this form of relationship. Can we build a secure satellite
or multiple satellites or some other system that can communicate to networks on the ground, allowing for
different communities around the world to exchange value, but maintain their own local values as well?”
Emem Okon is Executive Director of the Kebetkatche Women‘s Development Centre, a field catalyst for
grassroots action to uphold the rights and protection of local communities in the most oil-dense region on
the African continent. Kebetkatche, an indigenous name for the Niger Delta, is a biodiversity hotspot with
several endemic species and a dangerous pace of pollution, extractivism, and human rights abuses. Emem
shares how she and her community suffer from injustices caused by more than 60 years of oil/gas/mineral
resources extraction by multinationals in her region.
Her community was promised that the wealth generated by those economic activities would improve
social services, infrastructure, and living conditions in general, and that “development” was a necessary
outcome. However, as a result of resource extraction, the living conditions in the affected communities
have instead worsened considerably, with rivers and oceans becoming polluted, and clean drinking water
becoming scarce.
Denying the community’s self-determination and further invisibilizing local women, the extractive
industries have never fully respected the right to Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC). What usually
happens with host communities is that big corporations and state developmental projects limit themselves
to just informing communities of extractive activities in their lands without genuine listening to community
leaders and decision-makers, and engaging its members in active participation. For women, this tends to
cause further subordination, as they hold unequal power to make decisions in their own community and
bear most of the harm caused by extractive projects.
Emem’s community has been harmed by an international development system and economy, built on the
logic of extraction and relying on Western understandings of power and decision-making, that do not serve
local communities and exclude women in local contexts. To liberate themselves from this system of harm,
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Emem is interested in building an economy that is not dependent on multinationals serving the resource
hunger of wealthy nations. Rather, she seeks one that is owned and controlled by local people, representing
local values including those of local women and feminist values.
These testimonials are just three of many that exemplify the damage caused to communities when they do not have
economic and governance systems that represent and embody their local values and serve their definitions of wellbeing. They also speak to emerging shared interest in our initial inquiries: how might we harness ancestral wisdom
traditions to design systems of collaboration that are in symbiosis with all forms of life, integrate technologies of the
ancestral and “modern“ world, and transform money from a fuel of the status quo extractivist system into a stream
with a purpose to regenerate life; i.e. to have money be a means rather than an end.
In this way, the representatives of the communities taking part in this case study demonstrate the shortcomings of
our dominant economic system and how they envision systemic transformation solutions. These solutions can never
work if they are constructed by actors outside of the communities in an attempt to either impose or teach them how
to define value, how to politically organize, how to understand poverty and development, and how to govern their
resources. It is only when the members of communities have their agency respected that funding governance can be
truly regenerative.
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5.3 Bioregions as a Framework of Value
By Isabel Carlisle and Paul Pivcevic
5.3.1 Summary
Our contribution to this Blueprint has been to carry out an action inquiry into bioregions as a framework of
regenerative value. Our inquiry question was: ‘Gaia is changing the rules of the (human) game. How does regenerative
investment at systemic landscape scale need to respond so that human adaptation moves faster than the pace of geosystemic change?’
We mapped out the case for the value inherent at a bioregional scale and a bioregional way of working (bioregioning),
and we are in the early stages of finding a language for expressing the return on investment that can be gained by
growing the capacities of people and landscape together. To our minds this is not simply about putting funding into
projects in a landscape in order to deliver multicapital returns. It is about funding multiple and linked projects that
shift a whole bioregion towards being able to regenerate itself. In this, the role of the convenor, enabler, trust-builder,
mediator and meaning-maker is critical.
This process of landscape regeneration requires investing in growing the three capacities that are vital to life’s
ability to regenerate itself: vitality, viability and capacity to evolve. Folded into this last capacity is our need for deep
understanding of our landscapes if we are able to adapt at the pace that is needed.
Seen from this angle, the value that we want to grow is measured not so much by baselines and indicators as by how
these three capacities of life are showing up and shaping change. In terms of funding governance, deciding together at
a local level, at the level of place, what the end state for our landscape and people could look like in the context of the
wider bioregion, and agreeing on how to track progress through the interlinked projects is an essentially regenerative
way of creating value AND growing our capability to learn and adapt. This opens the doorway to returns that are not
just about money.
Our inquiry began by investigating a number of landscape-scale restoration projects around the world to learn
what kind of funding mechanisms they are using, the thinking behind them, and the physical proximity of investors
in them. We set ourselves the goal of coming up with a set of principles for regenerative investment at landscape
scale, a regenerative framework for assessing existing models of investment and the projects they are investing in, a
survey of those models and projects, three blog posts that would chart our progress and widen the action inquiry to
a public debate, and the convening of a round table of invitees in the world of regenerative investment who we had
come across while compiling the survey. We came to see that there is a ferment of creativity in how people are now
thinking at landscape scale but also a frequent default back into market models and investing that is not, in our terms,
regenerative or enabling the systemic changes that are needed.
We became ever more aware that there is a chasm that currently exists between what is currently called regenerative
finance and landscape-scale regeneration. We wondered if finance could become the bridge across that chasm, how
it might become truly regenerative, and how mental models that underlie current thinking would need to change for
that to be possible. The few investment models that we identified as being (in our terms) regenerative were designed
together with multiple stakeholders at landscape scale. In these, decision-making is managed by a large collective
supported by a mediator/facilitator. However, there is generally a lack of clarity about what ‘landscape’ means… is
it all about soil and biodiversity (as most funding instruments pitch it) or is it also about aspects of human and nonhuman systems at landscape scale, which is how bioregions operate?
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Source: Deshkan Ziibi Impact Investment Bond

Where our mental model sits: definitions and assumptions
As regenerative development and design practitioners, we undertook this action inquiry in order to explore how living
systems thinking and frameworks could enable those channelling investment into landscapes to step their work up
to its next level of potential. This ongoing inquiry holds a fundamental hypothesis: that bioregions are a more useful
holistic framework than ‘landscape’ for understanding how value is created in environmental, social, and economic
regeneration. Bioregions function systemically over wide areas and over long periods of time as units of ecological
integrity at scales that range from watershed to peninsula to vast mountain ranges. Their history of settlement gifts
inhabitants a sense of belonging and culture that fuels agency for change. In the face of economic globalisation, they
offer a path to re-localisation and absorbing the ‘externalities’ which, ignored for too long, have brought us to the
brink of existential crisis.

How we are using the term ‘bioregion’ and what we mean by Regenerative
A bioregion invites us to inhabit a place in a way that is full of relationship. Seeing where the natural boundaries of
our bioregion are, we can then see the many ecosystems and human systems alive within it. All of these systems, such
as fresh water and biodiversity, or transport and health, are connected. There is also a connecting story that starts
in deep geological time, shows up in the landscape and soil, and then in human culture. Bioregioning is the collective
practice of bringing vitality to these connections, angling the systems towards regeneration, and taking actions for a
climate resilient and biodiverse future.
Unless humans are able to learn, adapt and take action that is faster than the rate of change now shaping the living
systems on which our lives depend (through biodiversity loss, pollution, climate change and all the other ills now
stacked against us) regeneration is just a dream. There is a fundamental equation that has our rate of learning on one
side, and life on the other, with the vitality, viability and the capacity of life itself to evolve as both the goal and the
process. Coming out on the right side of this equation is the essence of regenerative development and design.
In human terms we see another mutually enhancing group of three processes in data, governance and learning.
Learning is not possible without the capacity to source and interpret data and know-how from the world around us.
Data is the fluid that flows through governance of both common pool resources and of human actions. Governance
here means decision-making with many stakeholders at landscape scale. Common pool resources is a term first coined
by economist Elinor Ostrom to refer to how humans relate to the building blocks of life: biodiversity, soil, water,
fish in the sea and so on. Her work on governing common pool resources is now forming the basis of contemporary
deliberations about the global commons.
For this type of governance to be effective at landscape scale, we need investment in learning regions. For the authors
of this work that means investing in a knowledge-commons that democratises data and offers access to knowhow and expertise of all kinds. We see the need for data to be sourced and interpreted by all actors in a bioregion.
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Understanding metrics, indicators and thresholds within the context of key scenarios that have a direct impact on the
flourishing of a bioregion enables action that shifts the needle on those key scenarios as well as the wider sector in
which that scenario is at work. To understand how to measure that shift through keystone indicators see the blog post
Design for a Regenerative Doughnut.
Generative relationships and adaptive learning are key to meeting our regenerative goal of vitality, viability and the
capacity to evolve. Regeneration is not about doing things ‘to’ a place. It is about unlocking these three capacities and
kickstarting a self-sustaining process. This is why we are making a case for valuing a return on investment in terms
of generative relationships and adaptive learning. We position these two things as the precursors to regenerative
actions, and projects of all kinds. For this reason, we don’t separate investment from the learning or developmental
process. If we do, it can collapse into an extractive, ego- rather than eco-centric relationship with the land.
A bioregional investment project yields most value for collaborative learning in the spirit of co-evolving mutualism
when it is designed as a developmental and relational process which works simultaneously with the investor; the
investment team; and the invested landscape. In order to be regenerative, development places explicit value on the
unique qualities that each actor (including the landscape) bring to the party. We can surface what these qualities are
by asking what potential would be released if this investor, investment team and invested landscape was functioning
at its best?

Our Stance
It is important to pause for a moment to explain our stance in this work. While what we are proposing may read as a
last word in what is regenerative, it is important to underline it is a hypothesis. If our hypothesis evokes resistance
from traditional investors seeking to extract a return, for example, or from those who are charged to work within
administrative boundaries drawn on landscapes who might rationalise that these are the units over which we can
exercise control and extract accountability, then we would respond that both positions hold truth. We believe that
resistance and pulling in opposite, sometimes contradictory directions is a dynamic essential for innovation to
emerge. As the visionary scientist Jacob Needleman wrote: ‘Stay with the contradiction. If you stay you will see that
there is always something more than two opposing truths. The whole truth always includes a third part, which is the
reconciliation.’ At the same time regenerative practice holds that this third part is already present as potential-as-yetunmanifest. As the physicist David Bohm explains in his book ‘Wholeness and the Implicate Order’: all living systems
are in a continual creative process of unfolding and manifesting their potential.

Our Critique
Our survey of the landscape of regenerative investment (see below, section 5) groups examples into four paradigms
and names the mental models around monetary return that they arise from.
One aspect of this chasm we speak of above is that we have failed to invest in infrastructure and know-how for bridgebuilding adaptation in the recent past. To give one example from the South Devon bioregion, this recent Guardian
article about local biodynamic farm Huxhams Cross, run by the Apricot Centre tells how Marina O’Connell and her
team transformed the soil from dry, compacted, and lifeless to rich, friable, and astonishingly productive in three
years. Now they are training local farmers how to make that transition, but it takes two to three years as well as
resources and courage to cross the gap from industrial to regenerative farming. Meanwhile the world is facing critical
food shortages.
In order to animate a bioregion, the regenerative actions we take such as paying attention to systems, working at the
edges, and mapping for the green shoots of resilience, must grow to sufficient degree the three capacities we listed
earlier: vitality, viability, and capacity to evolve. These three capacities combine into the process of how life itself
operates, from the seed hidden in the ground to the mature tree. The process unfolds through a series of feedback
loops that reveal themselves through what we experience happening around us. Bioregions also have the potential
to join things up, to get sectors like fishing, forestry, farming, energy, water etc talking to each other and working on
collaborative action.
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A rare example that we have seen of this kind of investment—with the potential to regenerate interconnected
landscapes—is the The Deshkan Ziibi Conservation Impact Bond (DZCIB) in the Carolinian eco-region in Canada.
The large cross-sector team that set up the bond started their design work from the indigenous experience that
‘communities thrive because of healthy, resilient landscapes’. A Two-eyed Seeing Approach (see our point above about
tensions as the source of creativity and innovation) was used to reconcile people and ecosystems through building
relationships of care. The goal is to sequester carbon, restore degraded ecosystems, and improve land management
practices in agriculture, forestry and urban development while protecting biodiversity. A story map tracked the
relationships enabled by the bond andevaluation of impact was through five windows: social, environmental, cultural,
economic and relational. Community leaders committed to healthy landscapes were recruited from public or private
sectors as ‘outcome payers’ who agree to pay out on the bond once agreed outcomes assessed by a third party are
shown to be reached. Thus diminishing financial and philanthropic risk and establishing accountability.In parallel,
investment capital was raised by Verge Capital, a place-based social finance group that believes in engaging local
investors to invest in local social enterprise.These impact investors receive their return on investment from the
outcome payers.
Our analysis has led us to advocate for investors who are on the spot and therefore have a more nuanced
understanding of what impact is needed or possible. An investor local to the project is likely to understand the social
dynamics of the project, its network of relationships and therefore the need to invest in the process of creating
generative relationships: in other words it’s not only about the ‘what’ to invest in; it’s also about ‘how’. This aligns with
solutions co-designed with the place itself. To that end, the role of the mediator: a third party organisation located in
the landscape and playing a co-design, trust-building, convening, resource allocating and facilitating role is crucial.

5.3.2 Related Patterns
These are the Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance we believe the research relates to:
All of the patterns had greater or lesser degrees of resonance in our work. The debate about scale is evident in the
pattern ‘Scale linking’. Bioregions offer a scale that works well for human organising and for working with landscapes
and both social and geo systems such as biodiversity or transport.
In regenerative practice scale is conceived of in a nested way: the invested project is in a value-adding and reciprocal
relationship with the system it sits within, and in turn this system has the same relationship with its own greater
whole. Which could of course be the bioregion.
As for ‘Metrics focus on process before outcomes‘ regenerative practice focuses on both ‘ends‘ and process, so it
would challenge the idea that one comes before the other and it would reframe outcomes as subsets of ‚ends‘. Ends are
defined as ‘what is possible’ if the project could fully unfold the potential of the systems it is nested within; outcomes
are pointers that we are heading that way. And include unintended outcomes too.This frame of ‘nestedness’ may also
speak to Appropriately Redefines Notions of ‘We’.
Regenerative practice would therefore argue that if the investor can draw on the principle of living and nested
systems, and can enter into a relationship with the invested project on the basis of the potential the project could
uniquely realise in the wider system that project sits within, then all levels of the system are potentially regenerative.
Particularly if the investor is drawn to the investment based on the value they would deeply wish to bring to the
world. In this way value cascades upwards and downwards, and the bioregion as a whole will develop its capacity to
regenerate drawing on this life supporting intention.

5.3.3 Open Questions
What do you still need to ask / find out about? At the end of your work, there may still be some open questions…
1.

How to continue generating will for inquiry at all three scales: myself; the investing, project, wider stakeholder
groupings; the community of the bioregion
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2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

How regenerative finance can critique and contribute to a ‘just transition’ that enables access to land for
communities and new entrants into farming, reverses the concentration of land into fewer hands, encourages
different forms of land ownership, and usage
How do we measure/track vitality, viability and capacity to evolve and express value? What feedback loops
would be indicators of success?
How can regenerative finance go beyond projects to invest in the facilitation needed to release the value in the
bioregion?
Are there invested projects at landscape scale that explicitly address adaptation?
Risk is a very present topic in the discourse of finance. Do we need a completely new definition of risk in a world
where the pace of geo-systemic change means risk is moving faster than our predictions of risk? And how is risk
shared?
Can a local economy that is building climate resilience operate at lower risk than the global economy?

5.3.4 Action Inquiry frame and purpose
Action inquiry is a process of transformational learning that can be lifelong. On a subjective, personal level, the
value-explicit aims of action inquiry are to generate effectiveness and integrity in ourselves. At the next level,
in relationships with others, (our family; community; colleagues; customers) the aim is to generate a critical and
constructive mutuality. On the still larger scale of organisation, society, and the environment the aim of action inquiry
is to increase the effectiveness of organising structures such as laws, policies and governance.
To take our inquiry into the public domain we published two blogs: What does ‘regenerative investment’ mean
now that Gaia is changing the rules of the game? and Learning, not diamond-class carbon markets, is the bridge to
landscape scale regeneration. In the first we asked: ‘can an investment framework measure a return on investment
through growth in three essential capacities of living systems, in this case the landscape and bioregion: its vitality,
viability and its capacity to evolve?’
In the second blog we worked further into our proposal that the dynamic equation between the rate and trajectory of
climate change and rate of human innovation and adaptation, with the ability to adapt and take systemic, collaborative
action at the fulcrum, is a way of understanding value at bioregional scale. We explored what happens when we invest
value in place-sourced learning, data, and governance as three interlocking pathways for adaptation that hold the
value that we need to grow. And we collected up a range of landscape-scale regenerative projects and analysed where
they sit on the regenerative spectrum from Extract Value through Arrest Disorder and Do Good to Regenerate Life.
For the Round Table our convening question was: ‘Gaia is changing the rules of the (human) game. How does
regenerative investment at systemic landscape scale need to respond so that human adaptation moves faster than
the pace of geo-systemic change?’ Our intention was to have participants reflect on this framing, introduce them
to a critique of several current investment projects (see next section for more detail) and then, provoked by this to
formulate a question for their own practice. Participants would then be invited to a second round of inquiry later in
the year, having taken and acted on their question ‘in the field’.

5.3.5 Process
In our second blog we set out our hypothesis that for regenerative investment to make it possible for us to adapt
to climate change at an effective speed we need to learn how to observe our thinking: unpacking the beliefs and
assumptions that underpin daily decision making and action. We therefore critiqued a number of landscape-scale
regenerative projects through a lens developed by Carol Sanford and Ben Haggard posing four distinct paradigms of
value-creation. We circulated this blog in advance of the Round Table.
These are the Four Paradigms of Value that we worked with:
((i) Extract Value - in this paradigm an investor is interested largely in a single-bottom-line return on invested capital.
The wider role the invested project or organisation has in relation to its beneficiaries or within its wider system is
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incidental aside from any direct impact on financial return. The means by which this return is achieved are of minimal
importance; the focus is on opportunities for rapid scaling to acquisition.
Examples sit in the realm of business as usual and are numerous. Pick your own.
(ii) Arrest Disorder - here the basic assumption is that value is in a constant process of decay. In this investing paradigm
investors profit from efficiency and optimisation: lean business operations, technology that drives efficiencies, new
resource-efficient business models, or reduced resource consumption. Returns are generated through wasting less,
and doing less (costly) harm.
Examples
1. LENs is an independent mechanism through which businesses with a common interest in protecting the
environment can work together. This approach is likely to raise the regenerative capacity of the land, but
essentially supports the prevalent ‘arrest disorder’ paradigm of most business models. One current LENS project
in the UK is a collaboration between Anglia Water, Nestlé and East Anglian farmers.
2. Community Municipal Investments Also leverages the prevailing paradigm. In partnership with the crowdfunding
platform, Abundance Investment, and the public sector body Local Partnerships created Community Municipal
Investments (or CMIs). This model uses investment-based crowdfunding to help local people receive a decent
return for putting their money to work by supporting local green and social projects. This is not a donation-based
model, which is often what people associate with crowdfunding. CMIs are backed by a business model that uses
debt or equity structures to provide a return to those who invest.
(ii) Do Good - for investors in this paradigm ‘value’ and ‘values’ come together. Investors or investment schemes have
a developed concept of what “good” means and looks like, reflected in values-driven vision and mission statements
that set out what must change or be changed in order for this goal to be achieved with a consequent improvement for
people and planet.
Examples
1. WWF Landscape Finance Lab supports practitioners and investors to develop sustainable landscape solutions,
for example Flow Country in Scotland. This example widens the stakeholder universe when compared with the
LENS example above to include the local community. The goal: a multi-use landscape where healthy and restored
peatlands support globally significant biodiversity and climate protection; and a lively and prosperous region
with high quality jobs. The relationship with investors is not explicitly a developmental one. Additional risks of
absentee investment not connected to the particularity of the landscape.
2. Working in conjunction with KPMG, Commonland calls itself an initiator, catalyst and enabler of large-scale and
long-term restoration initiatives. This approach looks to achieve Four Returns: inspiration, social returns, natural
returns, financial returns. In this case there is no attention to the potential sourced in the uniqueness of each
landscape. The emphasis is on financialising all returns.
3. The Triodos Bank recent retail investor offer of an interest bearing bond that supports a major Scottish Rewilding
initiative led by Trees for Life in the Affric Highlands. The business model is to achieve a return from regenerative
tourism (with a new visitor centre at Dundreggan) but the investors are ‘absentee’ so the potential for their
‘capacity to evolve’ is limited.
(iv) Regenerate Life - for the regenerative investor each landscape is a unique part of Earth’s overall ecological and
geo-systemic operating system with its distinct patterning over time and therefore unique potential. To quote Ethan
Soloviev: “Individual investments will vary radically from investor to investor and place to place. In one bioregion
a farmers’ cooperative and food processing hub might be the key to uplifting ecosystems and livelihoods, while a
rural entrepreneurship incubator and culinary agritourism cluster might energise demand and market development
in another”.
Investing is a participatory act: the investor is nested in a reciprocal relationship of value creation with the nested
project; the project is nested within a similarly reciprocal relationship with the landscape.
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1.

The Deshkan Ziibi Carolinian Conservation Impact Bond is a place-based collaboration and financial instrument
to accelerate healthy landscapes in the spirit and practice of reconciliation. It builds an ethical restoration
economy and restores relationships with the land while honouring Indigenous stewardship on Turtle Island.
The model combines risk management, returns-based investment and financial efficiency. The social enterprise
investor is local to the region. https://caroliniancanada.ca/cib

5.3.6 Actors, and Status
The Round Table that we convened on Thursday 23 June brought together Karin Muller (Ashoka Netherlands);
Henry Leveson-Gower (Promoting Economic Pluralism); Professor John Bruun (Climate Physicist, Exeter University);
Shannon O’Connor (MA student Exeter University); Alejandro Diaz (Commonland) and Josie Warden (Royal Society
of Arts).
Having set out the question and the frame we introduced the 4 paradigms of value creation, bringing in landscape
scale investment examples, together with a systems analysis tool, the iceberg. We highlighted in the iceberg how
existing mental models maintain existing power relations and patterns of land ownership.
Participants formulated questions in relation to this input. You can see the Mural we worked on together during the
Round Table where we have included visuals of the Iceberg for exploring assumptions, the four regenerative paradigms
of value and the regenerative tetrad framework that binds together vitality, viability and capacity to evolve. The Field
of Questions is where participants posted the questions they were holding about regenerative finance.
After an opportunity for open conversation the group reflected on their individual learnings and questions to take
back to their practice and posted them in the chat:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

What I have learned: enabling space to think and talk together helps provide deliberated paths / ways forwards.
I liked the challenging of the term ”portfolio”, I gained new insights thank you. Building a new taxonomy together
is I guess also at the centre of our work!
A question for me is how far to compromise with current power relationships and how to at least create a
dynamic in the right direction.
Continue to question/make visible mental models event when asking questions
For me it might be about asking deeper (?) and difficult questions that may lead to questioning the initial
assumptions
It comes back to what and who is in my landscape, what level of inspiration can be aroused, how much agency
can be conferred, how willing big organisations are to work with communities, how engaging the narrative, how
compelling the language.
I think learning about how much emphasis there is on risk for decision-making

The group expressed a desire to reconvene for a second round.
5.3.7. Analysis
In our research we were able to find only one example of financing for Nature and economic restoration at landscape
scale (and wider) in which the investors were local and the intention was to unfold as yet unmanifest potential. The
Deshkan Ziibi Conservation Impact Bond approach seemed to engage and mobilise a large, diverse and committed
local stakeholder group. Other examples, including those overseen or initiated by our inquiry group members, were
either engaging in skilful restructuring of existing funding regimes with existing actors, or channelling finance from
conventional sources. In other words there was no intention to move beyond the more transactional paradigms of
value creation into relational and regenerative thinking.
The framing by Ashoka and Commonland of ‘potential’ in a landscape is largely seen through the lens of ‘building
natural capital’. This misses the framing of nested systems, and the wider role that projects have within landscapes
(for instance tourism or affordable housing). Value-adding processes were honoured in the Deshkan Ziibi case by
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impact measures, not one of which was financial. Financial return was entirely dependent upon a social process that
planned to grow human, social and natural capitals.
An important dimension which we used the iceberg to address was social justice. In the Deshkan Ziibi case this is a
foundational principle, with its aim of honouring and sharing indigenous knowledge. There is a broader and global
issue too around facilitating a ‘just transition’ to a net-zero carbon economy. It was clear that our inquiry partners
have done little analytical thinking at the level of mental models, and had not made the link between normative
thinking (for example around sources of finance) and the consequent reinforcement of existing power relations and
therefore control over money. (This supports the pattern Question Existing Power Structures).
Published reports that we have quoted in our blogs are already sounding the warning that current trends in land
investment are likely to restrict new entrants to farming, make land inaccessible to local communities, and concentrate
land ownership in fewer and fewer hands.

Conclusion
We are homing in on a project to create a framework or a lens through which to see how a bioregion could operate
when at its best. This framework would need to be both a tool and a process. We are designing a credible pathway for
people to walk down:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

A frame for seeing regenerative wealth at landscape scale
A frame that asks ‘where is the potential of this land, what could it become?’
A frame that dissolves barriers between landowners in a catchment, between business and the context and the landscape,
between civil society and policy makers
A frame that builds capacity to evolve by looking at future potential and end states
A frame that gives people and organisations a meaningful role that creates value

Proposed Principles for investing in landscape-scale regeneration
1.

None of this work is possible without a regeneration mediator who acts as a trusted neutral player, a convenor,
meaning-maker and facilitator.
2. Because climate change is already changing landscapes, investing in bioregion-scale processes that enable us to
keep pace with change and learn for adaptation is as important as investing in projects
3. An investable project amplifies its value if it is designed to include the surrounding places it is nested within and
with which it has reciprocal exchanges of value.
4. Regenerative investment builds relationships between people, projects and places and their capacity to evolve
and adapt.
5. We assume unintended consequences over time and will therefore evolve and adapt metrics and actions
6. A regenerative project requires reflection on norms of ownership and inclusion, including the physical, mental,
legal and organisational operating infrastructures that we have in place.
7. Stakeholders together establish indicators of positive impact across multiple capitals using end state thinking
(how that place would be if it were operating at its best) as the benchmark against which to measure return on
investment.
8. Investments are invited from the local community; benefit substantially stays within the community. Building a
shared sense of belonging and local resilience is considered a key return.
9. Decision-making over community investment is a social process, agreed upon by the community and led by a
trusted convenor who is embedded in the community
10. Quantifying risk can tie us up in knots. There is both certainty and uncertainty in the world, and in order to realise
our potential as human beings we embrace that.
Ends
___________________________________________________________________________
Isabel Carlisle and Paul Pivcevic
30 June 2022
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5.4 Mapping the Field and Ecosystems for Financing Regeneration
By Ben Roberts
A team formed to consider creating a new “social system map” designed to make the wider field of funding governance
innovation visible, and to catalyse connecting and collaborating. The data would come directly from individuals and
organisations, via surveys. The proposed tech stack was the same one being used for mapping internal Blueprint
processes, i.e. the sumApp and Kumu software platforms.1 In addition to profiles and connections, these tools can
collect and display data on people, organisations, and projects, as well as relational information, such as requests and
offers, and funding flows.
Out of that initial invitation, a group formed to design and implement a prototype map. What emerged is a “minimum
viable map” that shares information about initiatives seeking funding that wish to do so in a collaborative way, and
about “domains” that might be used to cluster those initiatives, supporting the emergence of ecosystems for financing
regeneration within them. This Initiative will be among those seeking support as part of the post-Blueprint activation
process.
The work of this team validates the idea that a map can be a valuable tool for the field as a whole and for supporting
the emergence of funding ecosystems. The technology available to do this, and requisite level of maturity for the
regenerative funding governance field, may not yet be at hand. However, moving ahead with this work may prove to
be a way of “making the path by walking it,” attracting the attention, resources, and innovation needed to address the
challenges involved in a complex endeavour of this kind.

Description of Action-learning Activities
Ben Roberts convened a group that included Bill Aal, Dorn Cox, Lenka Moore, Paula Veselovschi, and Liesbeth
Willemsen (with input from Steve Waddell). Their purpose was to launch a participatory mapping project for
visualising the field of initiatives practising some form of regenerative funding governance. The group gathered based
on the following invitation:
Create a new social system map2 designed to make the wider field of initiatives visible, and perhaps to
catalyse some connecting and collaborating. The data would come from individuals and organisations
directly, via surveys. The tech stack would be the one we are using for internal Blueprint processes, i.e.
the sumApp and Kumu software platforms. In addition to profiles and connections, it could include things
like funding flows among entities so we could see who is funding whom, and how much money is flowing.
During the Blueprint, we would only be likely to capture a small slice of the field. The project could continue
beyond that, especially if it got some funding.
Weekly meetings (more or less) took place from mid-April through the end of June. A Miro board3 was used to collect
ideas and to make plans for the implementation of an initial iteration of mapping. Ultimately, an “MVP” map was
designed,4 and Ben Roberts invited a few colleagues to try their hand at adding elements and connections to it.5

See https://greaterthanthesum.com/sumapp/ and https://kumu.io/
“Social system mapping” is a term coined by Greater than the Sum, the creators of the sumApp platform. They describe this approach as “an online, interactive, visual language… designed to help build critical mass and momentum behind tipping points; help
people within social eco-systems see and navigate complexity; amplify and accelerate the system-change efforts of people who
are engaged in movements and transformation networks; help network members collaborate more effectively across differences;
surface and leverage the dynamic creative tensions inherent within multi-perspective networks, and navigate wisely within selforganizing human systems; increase adaptivity, resilience and (re)generativity in social eco-systems.” https://greaterthanthesum.
com/what-is-social-system-mapping/
3
https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVPeICqAM=/
4
Here is a link to the map (which may or may not have evolved significantly since the publication of this document) on the Kumu
platform: https://kumu.io/ben-roberts/regen-funding-gov#regenerative-funding-governance
5
This document was used as a mapping invitation:https://bit.ly/BP8link5-4-2
1
2
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However the team ran out of time and energy, and shifted its focus to other activities related to the completion of
the Blueprint. It was clear all along that this was a likely outcome, and that it would be enough if this work seeded a
more robust mapping initiative as part of the set of activities being identified for possible “post-Blueprint activation.”
Having declared an overall intention to create a framework for “mapping the field,” the group wrestled with questions
about who the map would be for, and what its core purpose and value proposition would be. Here are some of the
possibilities that were named:
• Making visible what‘s already out there.
• Seeing the developmental arc of the field.
• Expanding the knowledge of the regenerative field for everyone.
• Creating inspiration, examples and lessons learned.
• Creating a space where regenerative funding initiatives can find each other.
• Attracting more funding by making clear what‘s going on in this field.
• Identifying connectors (people / orgs/ initiatives that interconnect) + fostering potential collaborations.
• Activating the field by discovering (sensemaking, inspiring...) new types of relationships that are emerging, that
may create a different type of ecosystem.
• Catalysing funding collaborations and “ecosystems“ - potentially collaborations that pop-up and move money in
rapid and agile ways.
• Being of service internally to many initiatives, either by showing them how they might map their work, or by
giving them their own domains within this map.
• Creating a pathway for under-represented groups--especially non-Western-- to influence and “re-indigenize“
the field.
• Creating the “Google Earth” of this theme.
The group then began developing plans for a framework that could be used to “map the field.” Here is part of a
taxonomy that was later drafted for a possible mapping survey, reflecting this broad intention:
What type of entity is this?
Individual
Non-profit organisation
For-profit organisation
Cooperative
B-Corp
Government agency
Private foundation
Network
Team or working group
Project / Initiative
Funding pool
DAO
What funding roles does this entity play?
Aggregator of funding
Aggregator of deals/projects
Source of funding
Recipient of funding
Collaboration support for suppliers of funding
Collaboration support for recipients of funding
Funding governance
Evaluation of impact
Communications and information sharing
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As work on this vision for the map was contemplated, the group focused on the question of who the audience would
be for its initial efforts. Possibilities include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Policymakers
Researchers into regenerative finance
Funders and communities looking for models to work with
Academics/students
Media/information organisations that share transformative stories
Initiatives of all kinds looking to collaborate
Individuals looking for hope and inspiration

The ideas that emerged with the most resonance were:
• People with initiatives looking to collaborate and learn from one another
• People who are interested in new funding governance models
• People who steward the allocation of money, and seek a systemic and collaborative approach in lieu of top-down
decision-making
This focus prompted outreach to Working Group member Steve Waddell, of Catalyst 2030 and Bounce Beyond,6
to learn more about his ideas for “ecosystems for financing transformation,” which had shown up in other Blueprint
work around identifying patterns of regenerative funding governance. Part of the motivation for exploring the
“ecosystems” approach was the growing sense that the Blueprint itself might serve as an anchor for prototyping
one. A number of the case studies being reported on, and action learning activities that were taking place (including
“mapping the field” itself) presented opportunities for further explorations that might require financial support once
the blueprint was complete. What if the map could serve as a catalyst for that funding, on behalf of the set of initiatives
tied to the Blueprint that could benefit from it, as well as others that might align with our domain of inquiry into regenerative
funding governance?
Below is a graphic produced by Steve Waddell and the team he is working with at Catalyst 2030, showing one version
of what an ecosystemic approach to funding, as opposed to current transactionally oriented approaches between a
single “financier” and a single “implementer,” might look like.7

See https://catalyst2030.net/ and https://www.bouncebeyond.global/
This image was added to the mapping team’s Miro board by Steve Waddell. A version also appears in the 2021 paper for which he
was the lead author, An Investigation into Financing Transformation (https://bit.ly/BP8link5-4-1)

6
7
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The conversation with Waddell proved fruitful, and it was proposed that the focus of the group‘s mapping work be
centred on the support of emerging “ecosystems for financing regeneration,” rather than on mapping the field as a
whole. While the group was interested in this idea, there was also a desire not to let go of the possibility of issuing a
more open-ended mapping invitation. In the end, a both/and strategy was agreed upon.
Time was getting short however, and so the group turned its attention to the question of what a “minimum viable”
(MVP) map might look like--one that could serve as a starting point for moving in the directions that had been
identified. Ben proposed that it could consist of two types of elements: initiatives seeking funding, and “domains” that
might be used to cluster those initiatives into ecosystems. The Blueprint itself could be one of those domains, and
people who were seeking funding and were involved with (or inspired by) it could place their initiatives onto the map.
Not only could they link them to the Blueprint as a domain, but they could also add additional domains, potentially
leading to the emergence of other ecosystems. This flexibility and open-ended approach was also meant to bring in an
element of “mapping the whole field” to the MVP-level initiative.
The group consented to this proposal, and Ben created the necessary frameworks using the sumApp and Kumu
platforms. He also drafted a mapping invitation for 1) people stewarding initiatives that were (or were soon likely to
be) seeking funding and were open to doing so in a collaborative way, and 2) people who were interested in developing
ecosystems for financing regeneration in one or more specific domains. He shared this invitation with a few colleagues,
leading to a modest amount of mapping taking place through August 2022, when the Blueprint content was finalised.
Here is a screenshot of the map at that time:
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Ben remains inspired by the prospect of further developing this map. He will be “putting it in the hopper” for
consideration during the post-Blueprint activation process, and inviting the people who worked on the map with him
to date, along with others who are interested in the project, to join him in taking it forward. One possibility for doing
so might be to host a process to build out the map during the Bioregional Regeneration Summit being convened by the
Regenerative Communities Network in October/November 2022, which Ben is also helping to organise.

Action-learning Outcomes
The work that this group undertook offers some insights into many of the questions that were identified by Blueprint
participants as focal points for action-learning. Perhaps more importantly, the creation of a map along the lines of
that envisioned by this group could provide a powerful tool for answering these questions at a much deeper and more
actionable level.
There are two questions related to general approaches that are relevant here:
•
•

What key enablers / conditions are emerging as the most practical starting points for doing funding governance
differently / regeneratively?
How does funding governance ensure that value generated from all forms of funding circulates throughout a
targeted community? (robust circulation)

Visualising the field of funding governance innovation is a good starting point and can be a key enabler of learning.
If a comprehensive survey of initiatives was undertaken, patterns, themes, case studies, and connections could
emerge that would be useful to people getting started with regenerative funding governance practices. And “robust
circulation” is a key element of the “ecosystems for funding regeneration” concept that was the other possibility this
kind of mapping might support.
Another pair of questions concerns some of the specific details that the maps this team imagined might make visible:
•
•

How is funding governance applied differently across multiple contexts? (honours place and community)
What kind of flows / connections would you (funder / fundee) like to see and/or make and do they exist yet?

And a third pair of questions is addressed by the desire to engage in post-Blueprint activation work to further develop
this mapping vision:
•
•

What has the work you have done to develop this element of the Blueprint made possible that is inspiring you
and that you would like to pursue with others?
What seed might we plant (or tend) via this Blueprint that could make the most difference to the future of
regenerative funding governance?

Beyond learnings related to the questions above, the experience of this group provides some insight regarding the
challenges of social system mapping. The software stack that was chosen, while highly useful and exciting in its
potential, requires some “hacking” when there is a desire to map both entities such as projects and organisations
on the one hand, and conceptual elements such as domains, processes and methodologies on the other. Another
challenge relates to the burden involved with asking people to make contributions to a map, and then to use that map
in service to their work. For now, a “mapping concierge” service is needed in order to address both of these challenges.
Additionally, achieving a critical mass of participation is crucial in order to generate value. Without that, it is hard to
imagine the content of a map generating much learning, nevermind catalysing the emergence of a funding ecosystem.
The iterative approach imagined by this group, starting with an MVP map and growing via cycles of feedback, additions
to the map structure, additions to the data on the map, and then sense-making with that data, appears to be hold the
potential for eliciting critical mass. However that remains untested, at least in this instance.
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Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance
The following patterns from the 1.0 set identified for the Blueprint8 stand out as particularly relevant to the work of
this group:
•

•

•

•

Work with existing relational fields and Appropriately redefines the notions of “we.” These relate to the core
purpose of “social system mapping,” which was developed in order to make data about relationships visible, by
giving everyone within a relational field the capacity to share information about their relationships with others.
This visibility, as well as the capacity to send signals about a desire for new relationships or changes to existing
ones, also supports a redefined notion of “we.”
Co-learning between Funders and Fundees. Regenerative funding ecosystems will also be ecosystems for
learning together the complexities of regenerative funding governance. The ecosystems will not only circulate
flows of money, but also knowledge, insights, and reflections--a key advantage of working at the level of
ecosystems rather than individual initiatives.
Emergence. The map envisioned by this group would support the emergence of multiple ecosystems for financing
regeneration by creating the capacity for the field to see itself and to send signals from one entity/domain to
another. This was also modelled by the evolution of this group‘s work, particularly in the development of the
idea of using mapping to support future financing of “ecosystems” in general, and an ecosystem related to the
Blueprint in particular (which is not what the group set out to map).
Community capital stewardship. This represents a prime example of the “ecosystems for financing regeneration”
concept. The ecosystem is defined by its geographic scope, and possibly by other dimensions that are determined
by community capital stewards (e.g. a focus on green, affordable housing and community-owned solar power
generation). The stewards also manage the gathering of funding and the solicitation of projects that fit within the
domain(s) it has identified.

Conclusion
As was common with work related to the Blueprint, the element of time was something this group wrestled with.
There was hesitation about even beginning to undertake such a major endeavour as “mapping the field.” The group
was further challenged by the sporadic pace of meetings, not to mention the fact its members’ plates were quite full
with other work, Blueprint-related and beyond. Yet, there were sufficient flashes of energy and inspiration to carry
the group through to a point where learning took place, relationships were deepened, a prototype was developed,
and the next stage of work was seeded. Regardless of the ultimate outcome, the experience was a valuable one at
both individual and Collective levels--part of the non-linear dance of emergence and regeneration.
It may be that a robust manifestation of the kind of mapping that has been envisioned here must await the development
of 1) new technology that is easier to use, and 2) the maturation of the field of regenerative funding governance, such
that a critical mass of players is eager to engage in the process. It also seems entirely possible that we will not have
long to wait before both of those conditions are in place. And that moving ahead now with this work may be a way of
“making the path by walking it,” attracting the attention and resources needed to address the challenges involved in
a complex endeavour of this kind.

8

See this Miro board: https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVPeICqAM=/
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5.5 Connecting Interviews from the Field (So Far) with the Work of Our Colleagues (Also So
Far) in Blueprint 8
Submitted by Trae Ashlie-Garen and the Host Team of Winfinity Framework
a Deliberately Developmental Collective (DDC)
https://www.winfinityframework.com/our-story
The other half of the equation
In a world that talks valuing plans of action for impact, and scaling up… We’ve been missing an “other half” to the
equation.
Flickers of positive change are happening in pockets all over the world. And that positive change is asking us to
entertain that “other half” of the impact / scaling equation.This is why we embarked on a process of “interviewing the
field”, in order to identify what key patterns, trends, mindsets and thinking are emerging for doing funding governance
regeneratively.
To speak colloquially, our focus for 100’s of years has been on “the laying of eggs”… Laying them, incubating them,
hatching them, teaching the fledgelings to fly, and keeping those fledgelings alive at all costs.
The thing is, the “other half” of the equation looks different.
And that difference (so far) feels like the equivalent of “weaving a nest” or “nests” plural. The curating and conducting
of convening environments : to encourage the interactions and the finding of common ground across values, that
ultimately undergirds any processes by which any further “eggs” may come into being.

Our active research process
During April and May 2022, we conducted 10 interviews with 11 representatives of different organizations and
initiatives. One interview had two attendees. The interview style was semi-structured. We followed a standard set of
questions, but encouraged storytelling, natural conversation and probed where we felt there was something worth
exploring in more depth.
Each organization that we interviewed was identified as one that appeared to be operating by an intuitive ethos or
preliminary definition of being “regenerative”.
The Bucket.io analysis method was then conducted on the interview transcripts by one set of the team, and was then
complemented by the Affinity Theming / grouping of thoughts and ideas conducted by another set of the team, and
then compared.
Finally, during the Narrative Building stage, direct quotes that had stood out during analysis were combined, bundled
and grouped together when similar, to see what kind of narrative was revealing itself.
One possible narrative as interpreted by the WINfinity Host Team and based in the Six Layer (Strata) Framework of
Graham Boyd was then woven. It also goes a step further, and proposes a deeper level hypothesis for further active
research.

How funding governance can be regenerative
What is funding governance?
Our initial inquiry into funding governance related to the governance of funding. That is, how to maximize the impact
of resources allocated to social impact work. We also inquired about the funding of governance, which we refer to as
the resources, experience and effort expended for the process of governing (i.e. stewarding a set of activities in a way
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that’s consistent with a defined purpose) investments or expenditures.
What is meant by regenerative?
If we choose to use the Capital Institute’s 8 Principles of regenerative economies to define/frame the term
“regenerative”. In simplest terms, a practice that is regenerative should demonstrate one or more of the following
attributes: interdependence, holism, adaptation, inclusivity & empowerment, place-centrism, network effects,
maximum circulation of value, as well as strike a balance between diversity & efficiency.

Definition of Regenerative Principles: (adapted from the Capital Institute)
As a starting point, the following, generally speaking, are being presented based on the research to date, and are food
for thought for further exploration and discussion…
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

In Right Relationship
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should enable collaboration from a part / whole perspective.
That is, governance of funding must occur across wholes comprising multiple purposes, contexts, projects,
entities, organizations, and places.
Views Wealth Holistically
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should include all forms of funding (experience, knowledge,
relationships in addition to money).
Innovative, Adaptive & Resilient
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should constantly adapt to changing environments and
contexts.
Empowered Participation
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should include, empower, and incent agency of those
impacted (participation in governance).
Honors Community & Place
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should be embedded in, driven by, deployed, and enacted
within place.
Edge-effect Abundance
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should be distributed/decentralized to the front lines/edges
of networks where needs arise.
Robust Circulation
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should seek to maximize the flow (i.e. circulation and cycling)
of energy, resources, information, and assets within a system/network.
Seeks Balance
to embody this principle, the governance of funding should be balanced by a fractal mix of small, diverse decision
making entities (communities) and large, efficient, scaling entities (fund raising, and distribution; infrastructure
& platform marketplaces).

How might governance of funding be regenerative?
The means/process by which common, complementary efforts and resources are stewarded (i.e. governed
in service of a purpose could be considered regenerative if the process:
•
•
•
•
•
•

were shared and easily adaptable to various contexts,
were open to all,
were driven by local customs, norms and cultures,
became viral and highly accessible,
emerged out of rapidly circulating practices and learnings,
incorporated diverse practices while scaling efficiently across domains.
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How might the funding of governance be regenerative?
The effort/resources expended (i.e. funding) to govern a purpose (e.g. the process of allocating resources) could be
considered regenerative if they:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

were easily leveraged across initiatives and scales,
came in multiple monetary and non-monetary forms,
were adaptable for various contexts (particularly local contexts),
fostered widespread participation,
were heavily represented by local communities,
fostered synergy and innovation across boundaries,
were easily replicated and reused across initiatives,
balanced diversity with efficient hierarchies.

Emergence - What shows up that we didn`t ask for
What’s important about doing this kind of very open-ended interviewing with the above definitions as a starting
point, is that when we “expand to contract” and start to parse out the sentiments expressed, a phenomenon occurs.
And that is, we see predominant words and themes emerge even though we did not originally ask for or about
them.
These interviews were no exception with demonstrating the emergence of a similar, pleasant surprise - that being the
sentiment that “Facilitation is a capital of its own.” That it stands on its own as crucial to ensuring the feedback
loops and connected learning cycles of both Funding and Governance, and therefore, creates a bridge between the
two:
“Most of us are under-skilled in how to govern well. Facilitation is a capital of its own. It involves time, energy,
wisdom, and upfront (not backend) financial investment to facilitate learning across projects. We need to hire good
Facilitators at an ecosystem level, ahead of decision making, who can really facilitate deep democracy or at an
equivalent, really good governance processes. You do need to fund it.”
- Graham Boyd - Fair Shares Commons
It’s important to state outright that the Interview team admit that there may be a confirmation bias. In that WINfinity’s
Team members, due to our own preferences, are already listening for evidence of this kind of information.
However it is equally important to note, and begs to be stated, that we cannot report on something to r3.0 that
doesn’t show up in the transcripts.
Consequently, we as a team have been digging even deeper into this warm data we’ve been gathering, to ensure our
understanding.
So needless to say, we have made an extra effort to make sure that we are not just hearing what we want to hear but
instead, we have made the effort to pull out in detail, the explicit quotes required to verify that “yes”, something IS in
fact emerging.
Something that truly is attempting to “peek out” from under the information we are asking for, to additionally be seen
and considered.

Emergence of a 4th Loop to Undergird Loop 3
There is another reason why we are giving focus to Facilitation, specifically in the Sample Narrative that WINfinity is
putting forward. (It’s not just because we would love to get an alternative narrative like this out there.)
And that is because we see this theme also showing up in the Systems Critique, and in the Connected Learning Cycles
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for Systems Stewardship, that are showing up in the Patterns of Regeneration work.
Most notably, there appears to be emerging more strongly the recommendation for a 4th Loop - what the Systems
Critique working group labels Reinforcing Services and we are calling Facilitation Services.
This 4th Loop is being suggested to assist most specifically Loop 3 - a Redistribution of Surpluses (Profits) by way
of / through Philanthropy, in order to amplify Philanthropy’s potential to engage in systemic transformation and to
redefine return on investment in a way that isn’t necessarily rooted in traditional or what might be seen as typical
returns.
Essentially the concept we are putting forward is that facilitation services are crucial, not just beneficial, to “setting
the rules of the game” when it comes to “orient(ing) to the periphery”, and to “pursuing regenerative outcomes
collectively, and equitably”.
In particular, WINfinity would like to stress the importance of including Facilitation services early-on, upstream /
ahead of ideation / pre-ideation.
Such a step has been credited…
•

For philanthropy to play a more transitional role that corporations and government are not covering:
• Championing a different definition of / for catalytic capital
• Reframing perspectives on ROI
• Curating opportunities for more effective cross sector conversations
• Convening opportunities for a range of voices to participate in decision-making
• Redistribution of priorities less toward charity and more toward justice

•

For investments themselves, to create conditions / opportunities for regeneration
• Accountability around the distribution and use of surpluses (Loop 1) collectively to “the people” over
an elite group
• Choosing investments and and even subsidies for / toward those efforts that demonstrate
regenerative principles
• Reaping the benefits collectively rather than privately

And it is from the awareness of these alignments we are perceiving across the Blueprint Working Groups that
the following rest of this Summary and the indepth documents detailing our analysis so far, are respectfully being
submitted.

Theory - Emergence of the 2nd order intermediary
Therefore, based on the information gathered so far, the WINfinity team is willing to put forward the following theory:
That a new industry of 2nd Order Intermediaries (as in Systems Dynamics) for the worlds of Funding and Governance
is emerging.
So named: “2nd-Order” because like Second-Order behaviour in Systems Dynamics, 2nd-Order Systems are naturally,
integrally, and therefore almost imperceptibly, a part of the behaviour of higher-order systems of understanding.
These are facilitators / convenors of environments who are encouraging all participants to learn what it takes to
be capable of receiving multiple perspectives and voices at the same time. They work with fiduciary financiers,
particularly in Loop 3, to collectively reset “the rules of the game” to “orient to the periphery”, to redefine return on
investment more regeneratively, and to amplify the redistribution of surpluses.
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Hypothesis - fot the most practical starting point
Our Hypothesis, ultimately to be confirmed or refuted by doing further interviews / active research, is itemized in more detail
inside the Soft Data Analysis and Narrative, and extrapolates on the Layers (Strata) work of Graham Boyd summarized below.
Because the key question that emerged from the Working Groups of Blueprint 8, is “What key enablers / conditions
are emerging as the most practical starting points for doing funding governance differently and regeneratively?”...
While we have yet to corroborate our initial findings with that of other working groups; in Summary, the proposed
Hypothesis is being put forward to be tested through further interviewing, sense-making and action learning out in
“the field”, as follows:

The key Layers of human interaction:
Inner-Person Layer #1 - Self-Governance - Where Handling Change Starts
• My internal ecosystem, all of the different voices in my head, how they interact with each other and how these
different aspects of me, lead to my behaviour.
Inter-Person Layer #2 - Making Relationships First Priority (not just a means to an end)
• INCLUDES #1
• Is the next layer of complexity, which is multiple people in relationship with each other. This is me, this is you, this
is us, and then looking at us as a separate entity to you and me.
• Truly living into the promise of our purpose of improving lives
Inter-Role Layer #3 - The Bottleneck of Opportunity Cost
• INCLUDES #1 and #2
• How we organise for work. And this is the layer that is absent from any human being.
Inter-Capital(s) Layer #4 – The Domain of Creating Coherence
• INCLUDES #1, #2, and #3
• This is the layer where the capitals and stakeholders that represent the capitals come together in a confluence.
Local Ecosystem(s) Layer #5 - Enabling Flow-Through Resourcing Models
• INCLUDES #1, #2, #3 & #4
• This is where you have local (business) ecosystems. A toroidal economy lives here.
Global Ecosystems Layer #6 - A Meta Initiative - All People, Thriving
• INCLUDES #1, #2, #3, #4 and #5
• This is the global economy, economics, the global ecosystems, the biosphere, all of that.
Governance and Funding, separate and together, both Governance for Funding, and Funding for Governance,
regardless of which way you lean in terms of definition, happens distinctly in these layers of interactions between
people.
Each layer:
•
•
•
•
•

is itself a whole, complex adaptive system / ORGANISM
that in turn, is fundamentally COMPOSED of organisms with AGENCY
who interact in a preferential way not only WITH each other INSIDE each layer,
but who also interact with each other BETWEEN ALL THE OTHER LAYERS,
with the use of STRATEGIES (consisting of / rooted in beliefs, behaviours, perspectives, preferences, structures,
frameworks, models or formulas)
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So far from our active research, it appears that the single most important tipping point at the centre of every one
of those strategies, that may actually assist those strategies to come into sync with each other and not always be at
cross-purposes with each other, is one thing: making explicit the unspoken criteria and conditions - the values and
intentions - by which we as organisms and agents weigh options for action.
Key enablers / conditions that appear to be emerging consistently, and almost imperceptibly / quietly, are as
follows:
a) a Facilitator or 2nd Order Intermediary for Funding and Governance,
b) curating and convening with an awareness and understanding of
c) the SEQUENCE by which we give attention
d) to the various capitals that work like GUIDING PRINCIPLES1
(the following capitals emerged from the Interviews; the flow of which is illustrated in detail in pages 34
through 36 of the subsequent, proposed Narrative:)
1. Investment of Time - Mindset and Healthy Agency
2. Investment of Financial Supports - for Well-Being (includes #1)
3. Investment of Opportunity Costs - for Weighing Decisions (includes #1 & #2)
4. Investment of Experience / Experiential Learning (includes #’s 1, 2 & 3)
5. Investment of Wisdom - Learning from History (includes #’s 1, 2, 3 & 4)
6. Investment of Energy - the Generation of / Use of (includes #’s 1, 2, 3, 4 & 5)
e) and CYCLE (much like geese flying in formation, with the next in line coming up to the front, and the
one in front dropping back)
f) AT EACH LAYER that humans interact with each other
This is an energy-saving strategy called “vortex surfing”. And it is crucial to the cycling of energy at the centre of
handling all forms of change that is Global, and Ecosystem-Centric.
By focusing on one particular Capital in / at each layer of interactions and decision-making processes:
•
•
•
•

we block the headwind against us,
we reduce the drag,
we create a slipstream effect of vortices, and
we give a little extra lift for the Capitals that follow in the sequence, and at each layer of interaction

… so that the next Capital that is close behind (one wing length, and in a “V” formation), can take its place at the top of
the “V” when its layer is the next place of attention and focus.
Much like the goose at the front of the “V” works harder than the others that follow, and eventually gets tired and
needs to be spelled off… These GUIDING PRINCIPLES are where we need to focus our supports and resources
that spell off at each level. This way, we may stand a chance of addressing the bottlenecks of time, energy, focus,
resources etc. to address the wicked problems of our time.
Essentially, we can’t be all things to all people, nor can we address all the Capitals equally as partners in a regenerative
approach at every level. It’s too complex. All of us only have 24 hours in a day, and our time and energy are precious,
finite resources which most of us still give to keeping a roof over our heads and food on the table. And we’re running
out of time.

It’s important to note here, that what appears to be emerging is a more Contextual version of what has been traditionally referred
to as a Capital. While further exploration needs to be pursued to either confirm or disprove, it appears from the interviews that
those individuals who are taking a more regenerative stance, are equally subscribing to terms like “learning”, “opportunity cost”,
“time”, “effort” etc. AS Capitals, vs. a list of fixed objects or assets. Indicating that human experience has a value of its own, whether
or not it surfaces as the typical assumption that the only funding of real value, is financial capital.

1
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So when we bring our awareness to the sequence of the various Capitals at play at each layer, as distinct from just
simply identifying each of the range of Capitals themselves that are present at each layer, what rises to the top is an
LCD - a lowest common denominator - a common / shared factor by which, if we give it our most full attention, will
cause the other Capitals participating in that cycle to create a ripple effect in all the other areas.

In Closing
This is how we get to re-shape our definitions of what we perceive of as “Results” the form of which is appearing to be
emerging (so far) more and more as:
• increasing our individual and collective abilities and capacities to hold space for, and incorporate multiple
perspectives and voices at once;
• expanding our perceptions by which we define and measure success of an initiative;
• monitoring ROI in terms of lessons learned by way of curated connected / collective learning cycles instead of in
fixed key performance indicators;
• codifying the early signs of success in rethinking / taking on a regenerative approach;
• ensuring that the value generated from all forms of funding robustly circulates throughout our communities and
our livelihoods.
• the more we amplify and accelerate our ability to engage in a way that is more inclusive and equitable (for
funding, for governance, for funding governance, and for regenerative funding governance)
• and the more we encourage more of us, even more to do so, exponentially.
See these links for more information:
•
•
•

WINfinity Framework
Hard Data from Interviews
Narrative and Quotes from Interviews

Submitted in Spirit and in Service,
Trae Ashlie-Garen		
Danielle Stanko		
David Kish		

Paula Veselovschi		
Wendy McLean		
Parmjit Nahil

Michael Shoeman
Carolann Itel
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5.6 Social Movement Investing Study Group
By Paula Veselovschi, with Ben Roberts
“Social Movement Investing. A guide to capital strategies for community power” is a paper published by the Center
for Economic Democracy (CED) in early 2022, with the aim of advocating for a transition from impact investing to
social movement investing.
Starting from the core belief that those “closest to the pain must be closest to the solutions,” and from the observation
that most capital stewards currently seeking social impact are disconnected from the grassroots leaders driving the
needed change, the paper proposes an investment practice in coordinated alignment with communities and with the
goal of building community power, as the most appropriate path to financing structural transformation.
The paper draws upon two lines of thought, marrying social movement concepts detailed in the Just Transition
framework1 with key financial frameworks that inform the practice of impact investing, such as Modern Portfolio
Theory and the Efficient Impact Frontier. The resulting concepts of Movement Finance, Social Movement Investing
(SMI) and Movement Portfolio Theory are then used to develop a strategy guide and a proposed toolkit that are
described in the five chapters of the paper.
The first chapter focuses on the differentiator that distinguishes SMI from other types of investments: “Movement
Alignment,” meaning that strategies are co-created and coordinated with grassroots movements. There are four
lenses through which to view Movement Alignment:
•
•
•
•

Building of relationships between the investors and the grassroots movements
Leveraging the different types of power the investors have in favour of the movement
The level of coordination (ranging from none to accountable) when it comes to personnel, financial goals,
Community Power Thesis and investments
Strategic alignment with the Just Transition’s tactics of Resisting (Stop the Bad) and Building (the New).

The second chapter introduces Community Power Building as the principal outcome of SMI. Examples are given of
investments for each of the three dimensions of Community Power: Community Governance, Community Ownership
and Community Action.
The third chapter inquires into the vehicles that can be used in service of Social Movement goals and offers a
Movement Finance Matrix as a tool for mapping financial instruments by Resist and Build tactics.
The fourth chapter discusses the staging and sequence needed for moving from impact investing to social movement
investing. A transitional portfolio is needed when moving from an extractive to a regenerative portfolio, as the initial
Resist-type financial actions are gradually replaced by more audacious Build-type investments that experiment
and innovate with the goal of creating new economic systems. The obstacles to this transition are both internal and
external to the Social Movements, and potential solutions are discussed.
The fifth and final chapter delves into the economic logic of SMI and offers a set of tools for building a portfolio
aligned with social movements. Investments are individually examined and assigned an Expected Power Rating, using
a formula that quantifies Movement Alignment and Community Power Building, according to the aspects described
in the first and second chapter of the paper. At portfolio level, an Efficient Power Frontier can be used to optimise for
risk, return and Community Power.

The Social Movement Investing Study Group
The SMI paper was an essential resource in the development of the Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance.
Its focus on supporting social movements as a pathway to regeneration and its explicit emphasis on rethinking power

1

https://movementgeneration.org/justtransition/
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relationships were key to advancing our thinking about regenerative systems transformation. The patterns relating
to Community Capital Stewardship and Questions Existing Power Structures emerged from the arguments advanced
by the document. Other relevant patterns that were specifically confirmed were Works with Existing Relational
Fields, Deepen and Develop Relationships, Margin-centered Design, Connected Learning Cycles and Beyond Money,
though no pattern was contradicted by the SMI paper.
Upon reading the report, various members of our team saw the necessity of raising awareness of it by way of a Study
Group open to wider audiences. The Study Group was convened by r3.0, the Connecticut River Valley Bioregional
Collaborative, the Thriving Resilient Communities Collaboratory, and the Now What?! gathering, with the blessing
of the Center for Economic Democracy. Co-author Ariel Brooks helped host the sessions, which consisted of five 90
minute-long online calls that took place between April 26th and May 24th 2022, that were intended to be a deep
dive into the paper through conversations that brought together investors, community capital stewards, grassroots/
grasstops activists, and people who simply wanted to learn more about SMI.

Key conclusions from the Study Group discussions about Regenerative Funding Governance
Most people who showed up were active within or familiar with various social movements and grassroots initiatives,
or with the impact investing sector. The conversations therefore were enriched by the nuance and variety of these
perspectives. Certain themes naturally resonated with everyone and coherence surfaced around several key themes.
The necessity of cultivating horizons of radical imagination
A theme that showed up constantly was the necessity of cultivating horizons of radical imagination in order to hold
the space for future possibilities. Current modes of thinking are much deeper than the visible level of behaviours
and structures, and a transition to SMI is not possible without dismantling old mental models (such as shifting our
thinking from “owning” wealth to “stewarding” wealth, which leads to a rethinking of accountability) and replacing
them with new ones yet to emerge. All the participants in the relational fields must be willing to change their implicit
assumptions about power, as this is at the core of SMI. These involve not only investors, but also regular citizens.
In the words of one of the Study Group participants: “A consciousness shift is needed or we will inhabit any system
from a violent, colonialist framework.”
The emotional work around changing our relationship with money as a precondition to SMI
Updating mental models with regards to people’s relationship with money specifically, and who can be an investor in
what conditions is also a key assumption that needs to be challenged.
During one of the design sessions, the question arose as to whether the focus of the group should be on the funders
or the fundees. Proposals were made to focus on fundees as key actors for SMI. In the end, the group was open, but
the discussion touches upon important points made in the paper, namely the necessity to expand the circle of who
can be considered an investor and empower ”non-accredited investors” to take an active role in supporting social
movements.
The relationship with money also needs to be changed in order to allow for lower financial returns flowing to investors.
“Build” investments are inherently riskier and offer below market returns: their very impacts include offering lower
interest rates, patient capital, and non-extractive terms to meet the needs of social enterprises and communityowned and governed projects.
The transformative potential of incremental change
It may seem that the SMI paper proposes “incremental” changes when compared with the radical innovation emerging
in spaces such as the web3 world, in that it uses conventional investing institutions and makes reference to instruments
used in mainstream finance. Nevertheless, the proposals brought about by SMI are deeply transformational in the
long run and can bring about completely new economic and social structures.
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It is important to also recognize this transformative potential of incremental change: ”all is incremental until it’s
transformed.”
Hostile cultures and legal constraints as the main barriers to SMI
“Internalised capitalism” and a culture hostile to reparations are among the strongest obstacles to SMI. Other
barriers highlighted in the sharing of various experiences by participants are the legal regulations around fiduciary
constraints and the difficulty of finding legal advice that would align with the purposes of the social movements.
The importance of blended/integrated capital
The SMI vision has community stewards working to integrate multiple types of capital, from grants to loans to equity,
as well as multiple risk/return profiles, from well-below market to market rates. “Build” investments in particular may
require a good deal of subsidisation in order to grow to a point where significant investor returns can be provided in
a non-extractive way.
Grants to develop the social movement infrastructure are needed to support greater capacity for interfacing with
investors to connect them with the communities whose power they seek to develop. These could be part of an
ecosystem of funding that also included investments, or they could be provided as a step towards building out the
capacity to develop integrated capital ecosystems.
Integrating “Resist” tactics with “Build” investments
The SMI paper distinguishes between two major types of strategies: “Resist” and “Build”. The former is about “stopping
the bad” and it includes tactics such as divestment and shareholder activism. The latter is about “building the new”
and can be done either through converting existing initiatives into regenerative ones, or seeding and sustaining new
types of organisations. Some players in the mainstream investing space limit themselves to “resist” tactics, but there
can be significant synergies generated if, rather than applied separately from one another, the two kinds of strategies
are thought of as a suite of activities to be developed as an integrated whole, as the resources freed by divestment are
reinvested in coordination with social movements.

Main areas for further action
Education and Storytelling
There is a key role for education and storytelling as a way to inspire, build relationships, connect and engage people
with SMI. Storytelling can build knowledge and empower. Sharing case studies of what worked and how it worked
motivates social movements and educates them into the internal coherence necessary to devise Movement Finance
strategies.
On the investors‘ side, educating investors about non extractive mindsets is an urgent necessity and a key enabler for
advances to happen in the field, and should be done not just by grassroots leaders, but also by fellow investors already
in the SMI space. A third type of actors – bridging institutions and facilitators that can act as intermediaries between
the financial space and the social movements – can play a crucial role there. They can speak the language of investors
and avoid overburdening grassroots leaders.
Cultivating trusted relationships in order to build investment ecosystems
SMI is deeply relational, and this is a major change from the transactional nature of most investing currently. ”It’s
about being in relationship with your community. The people with capital to do deep work. Those who want capital
need to think about how to use the power of capital and how to be in relationship with those who have it.”
The first steps are always to cultivate relationships, and build trust. This can be a long and arduous process, but change
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only happens at the speed of trust. However, as a participant said, ”once established, the speed of trust can be high.”
It’s also important to think strategically about relationships and cultivate them with the aim of forming SMI
ecosystems, not just individual actors. Joining forces can bring necessary synergies that can increase the chances of
success and diminish the length of time needed for meaningful change to occur.
Strategic role of individual wealth holders
Individual wealth holders who decide to break away from the conventional investing paradigm and align their
investing strategies with the movements can play a strategic role. They have the most flexibility for a full SMI
implementation, can provide significant amounts of capital and be long-term allies with whom relationships can be
cultivated. Resource Generation – a US-based network of young people who have inherited wealth – is a leader in this
area and was a thought partner in the development of the SMI paper.
Donor advised funds are another potential source of capital for movement finance. Billions of dollars are held in
these vehicles with no legal mandate for their distribution. Allocation decisions can generally be made by individuals
not subject to the kinds of bureaucratic requirements that foundations and government grants typically require.
However investment options are limited to those of the custodian bank, and thus this is a source of grant-making
rather than outright investing.

Conclusion
The SMI framework offers a robust answer to one of the core questions this Blueprint seeks to evaluate: how does
funding governance ensure that value generated from all forms of funding circulates throughout a targeted community? The
answer, in short, is that building community power should be defined as a primary outcome of investment, and that
investment power must be shared with social movement leaders embedded in communities. Funders must be willing
to be guided by community input and held accountable by community-led movements. In addition, any returns to
investors outside the community must be subordinated, flowing only once the community power goals are being met
in a sustainable way.
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5.7 Internal Funding Governance for the Blueprint
By Ben Roberts

The Governance Process Used
How and why it was developed
With previous Blueprints where r3.0 has recruited outside lead authors,1 a portion of the money raised was allocated
to paying those leads for their writing work, reserving the rest to cover r3.0’s labour and expenses related to organising
the working group and publishing the document. Working Group members volunteered their time and wisdom, and
in exchange they were listed in the document and on the r3.0 website.2 Given the subject matter of this Blueprint,
the BP8 Core Team felt that it was important that we use a different approach, as a means of exploring regenerative
funding governance, i.e. “walking our talk.” That meant that the lead authors were choosing to share the funding they
could have claimed for themselves.
Our first step was to form a circle to develop a process proposal. In addition to inviting Core Team members, a request
went out to everyone who at that time had indicated an interest in being part of the Working Group. The circle that
formed consisted of Renilde Becqué, Revathi Kollegala, Bronwen Morgan, Ted Rau, Ben Roberts, Ralph Thurm, and
Liesbeth Willemsen. A sociocratic process was employed, with facilitation by Ted Rau. The circle met five times in
November and December, 2021, and the proposal it produced3 was consented to by the Core Team in January. The
resulting process was used first to retroactively allocate a portion of available funds to members of the Core Team
and the Circle, and then prospectively to allocate the remainder over the seven month period from February-August,
2022, during which about thirty people collaborated to produce the Blueprint.
Here are some of the considerations that were reflected in our design:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A simple process that was not extractive of people’s time and energy
Avoiding concentrated authority and complex rules designed to control and manage outcomes
Allowing funding to flow with the collective energies that emerged over the seven months of collaborative work
that was to be supported, including people joining and leaving, or shifting the level of their commitment
Allowing people to know what they would be paid for a piece of work as they chose to begin it, rather than making
them wait until the completion of the project to determine their allocation
Testing “new paradigm” approaches, e.g. trust-based decision-making and relational/gift economy versus
transactional economy frames
Supporting shared ownership and collaboration to obtain and distribute funding, including engagement with
funders to generate ideas for action learning as our work evolved
Managing a scenario in which far more work would be done than there was funding available to pay for it on a
market-rate fee-for-service basis, in a way that was equitable and left no one feeling that their labour had been
exploited

How it worked
Funding was allocated in five rounds or “phases,” with a predetermined percentage of the total funding pool
allocated to each one. Originally, there were to be four phases, but the Core Team, which retained authority over
implementation and held the right to modify or scrap the process, decided to split the third phase into two separate

All r3.0 Blueprints were authored by r3.0 staff – Senior Director Bill Baue and Managing Director Ralph Thurm – with the exception of Blueprint 2 on Accounting, which was authored by Cornis van der Lugt of BSD Consulting, and Blueprint 9 on Educational
Transformation, authored by Anneloes Smitsman.
2
Working Group members could also request travel stipends (if their own organisation lacked budget) in the pre-Covid era, when
we hosted Working Group meetings in person.
3
Here is the final version of the Blueprint Internal Funding Governance Process, which was shared with all contributors as a guide
to requesting funding, if desired: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1m6AjjKKI6LW3M6JpxPZeaEPPu9Uh4jNEsyfdw5aE_Pk
1
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rounds to give people more time to work out their future commitments. One or two weeks before a phase was set to
begin, prospective contributors were invited to make funding requests. In the first two phases, this invitation went
out to working group members only (i.e. those willing to make a twenty-hour commitment to Blueprint work). After
that, it was opened up to anyone who wanted to contribute. The process was transparently managed by Ben Roberts,
although he would have happily shared that duty if others had asked to join him. A full record of the requests and
allocations are recorded on a spreadsheet that is open to review.4
Requests were made at two levels: Baseline and Desired. A maximum was set for each of these at the equivalent of
€40 and €120 per hour, respectively. Requests were collected using a Google form, and included an estimate of the
number of hours of work each person was committing to during the upcoming phase, along with a description of
that work. After the initial request deadline, everyone who was seeking funding was shown the results, along with
an analysis of the degree to which, if nothing changed, the Baseline and Desired requests could be met with a pro
rata distribution (i.e. everyone received the same percentages of their respective requests). Participants were then
invited to reduce their requests, if desired. After that, increases were invited. At the same time, objections to the
requests of others could be made, if it was judged that they were out of integrity with the contributions and/or needs
of the person making it, or that the proposed work did not contribute sufficient value to the Blueprint project. Once
any objections were resolved (notably, none were ever made) and all changes to the initial requests were compiled,
the final allocation was set on that basis.
After a phase was completed, people could receive a payout for the work they had done. However, those who intended
to request funding in subsequent phases were asked to present a single invoice at a later date, if their financial
situation made that acceptable. While the payout request required a brief statement as to the work that had been
performed, there was no overall process for tracking actual hours compared to the upfront estimate provided when
the funding allocation was made. However, the Core Team reserved the right to challenge a payout if it seemed that
the proposed work had not been done. This writing predates most of the invoicing that will occur, so it is possible, but
deemed unlikely, that such challenges will take place. The tables below summarise the allocations that were made:

*There was a surplus of €1260 left over after the Phase 1 allocation. This was returned to the pool, thus the total in
the Funding Available column is less than the sum of the amounts available in each phase.
**Totals in the Percent met columns represent averages of the percentages met by phase, weighted by the amounts
requested for each one.

How it went
On the whole, the process worked as intended. Our team held together (with a few exceptions, only one of which was
related to funding--see below), completed the work they committed to, and felt good about doing so. We successfully
allocated the funding pool available to us, and provided everyone who asked for funding with an acceptable, if
sometimes smaller than hoped for, level of compensation. As expected, we did not have enough money to fully pay out
requests at Desired levels, with the exception of the first phase. It is likely that some members of the Working Group
who did not request funding would also have done so, if they believed that that wouldn’t take needed funding away
from others. The process gave us a relatively straightforward way to navigate the challenges of that funding shortfall,

4

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1yEYh_s6nlmupWfWTsJIK2eeoAiDhplc7rfmdPkJRO2s

ACTION LEARNING - INTERNAL FUNDING GOVERNANCE 149

by placing authority into the hands of everyone who wanted to do work on the Blueprint.
We avoided extensive and repeated conversations about funding pool allocations. While we did receive feedback
from some participants that they would have liked to have engaged in such dialogue, it was also clear that people‘s
time was limited, and so devoting as much of it as possible to the production of the Blueprint (including plenty of
opportunities for dialogue on that score) was a choice everyone accepted.
Here are some additional notes about the way this process worked in practice:
•
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

At least twelve people who were eligible to make funding requests, based on their roles and the work they
performed, chose not to do so.
Thirty-five requests were submitted by individuals or teams over the five phases, and thirteen of those were
voluntarily adjusted downward in order to establish the final allocation for a given phase. No one increased their
requests.
Although no objections to any requests were made, feedback was given in some instances that a particular
request seemed too high (and, less often, too low) and the group engaged in email exchanges reflecting on that
input.
At times when the Baseline level requests could not be fully met, there were exchanges about the fact that a
given allocation felt inadequate to some of those who were proposing work, and they had to make a decision as to
whether or not they wished to go forward as a result. While no one pulled back their offer entirely based on a lack
of sufficient funding, some reduced their planned hours. In one case, the lack of sufficient funding was addressed
by bringing in additional volunteers to help with the workload.
Three people who made initial requests later dropped off the Blueprint team altogether for reasons other than
a lack of funding, and relinquished their claims on the funding pool. In one case, this was due to concerns about
the group culture, stemming from the way the funding allocation process was unfolding (see Julien Leyre’s
reflections below).
The work period covered by each phase, as well as the deadline for making requests, was often pushed back by
the Core team, in response to the pace at which the Working Group was moving.
There was some confusion about the way the process worked, particularly for people using it the first time (many
made requests in multiple phases). In particular, the distinction between requesting an amount of money versus
an effective hourly rate was not made clear. The latter seemed more intuitive to many, but the former was how
the Google form was set up. Despite their frequency, email notifications about the request deadline were not
always seen, and late requests were taken, which sometimes created tensions.
While we hoped to incentivise Working Group members to become involved in raising money, and the process
was designed to accommodate a growing pool if those efforts were successful, new money was not raised, nor did
it appear that much effort went into a search for it.
As of this writing, most of the allocations have not been invoiced for, as participants were requested to wait until
all their funded work was complete before doing so, if that was acceptable to them. It is therefore possible that, in
the end, not all the funding received will be allocated by this process. If this does occur, the Blueprint Core Team
will propose contributing any unclaimed funds to the “Post-Blueprint Activation Circle” that is being formed.

Participant Reflections
Participants in the funding allocation process were invited to share reflections they felt would be valuable as part of this report.
These questions were offered as a prompt:
•
•
•

What has been your major learning or insight regarding regenerative funding governance as a result of this process?
What challenged you?
What surprised you?

Below are the reflections that were offered, in the words of each participant. It should be noted that these were requested with
a short timeline for responding, since it was close to the deadline for the final Blueprint copy to be submitted for production.
As a result, it is possible that some participants who might have wished to contribute their thoughts were not given sufficient
time to do so.
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Kate Dyer
I have to say, I found the funding mechanism really challenging, having previously only worked in a context where
hourly/daily fee rate was a measure of the value others put on my contribution to a project. I didn’t know how to work
out what to ask for in this project, because the way of working was different and I wasn’t sure I had anything useful to
contribute. I didn’t want to seem greedy in the eyes of others, I didn’t want to ask for so little that I would be doing the
work with a background feeling of resentment that I could be doing something more rewarding elsewhere.
Dita helped me see a way through the challenge with this little triangle (I may be paraphrasing a bit):

… and for me it’s worked. Not only in this project but helping me re-evaluate my contribution and what I receive in
return for other work that I do.

Trae Ashlie-Garen and the WINfinity team
•

What has been your major learning or insight regarding regenerative funding governance as a result of this process?
The major learning of the WINfinity Team came in the form of increased morale. We have volunteers who have
put in excess of 8000 hours since 2009. This hasn’t been without trying to get funding for our work. It’s been
discouraging to say the least. But to witness the shift in our already motivated group, to receive at the very least
stipends for their efforts, and to have active research seen as something worthwhile to put funds towards, was
a breath of fresh air.

•

What challenged us? The biggest challenge was understanding the proposal phase, and putting forward requests
for amounts. There’s no doubt that the amounts available were far from enough to cover costs. That was less our
problem than actually understanding the increments being used, and even more important, to start to understand
how adjusting those increments up or down, impacted the group. More learning needed there, for sure.

•

What surprised us? The pleasant surprise, as always, is what comes up between us as team members… Less and
less is there any dissention, and now more than ever there is harmony. And what did come up was much deeper
listening and honesty among us, the ripple effect of which was felt in the resonance that happened inside the
interviews that followed. All in all an encouraging experiment.
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Julien Leyre
Because I operate in so much uncertainty, across so many backgrounds, I have found that creating maximal space for
feedback loops is what works - including on money matters. It’s also what most suits my character and temperament.
Effectively, what I have seen work well is to get in very gently and softly, with what I call strong buffers - deliberate
vagueness to allow for later precision - and trust in collective wisdom to find the right point of balance. I have
observed this approach to work way better than individual assertiveness in emerging / uncertain contexts. It may
well be that it works partly because I work so much with people of Chinese background? Anyway, I did this again here
- concretely, I deliberately gave a very broad range between baseline and desired funding, with an added note that I
wanted other people who had participated in building collective tissue, or did the ‘invisible work’ of emotional labour
and coordination to be properly rewarded for it.
What I observed (and possibly misinterpreted - time being limited, I rely on limited signs to gain understanding) - was
that people pushing for the highest baseline got what they asked for - that standing firm was financially rewarded.
People with low baselines pushed themselves even further down to create leeway for others. Whatever money
remained was allocated across all, instead of being directed to the people whose figures or work was most ‘adaptable’
(including me).
Money is still no issue, but on account of fairness, this raised a massive red flag for me. In any project or domain
that is uncertain and emergent, I have always found that adaptability, flexibility, a measure of reserve, whatever I call
‘buffers’, is extremely important and valuable - people with that approach reduce hits and bumps, and reduce the toll
of direct confrontation for everyone. Effectively, they’re (often unrewarded) risk-reduction agents. The same often
also bear the effort of bringing together the emotional and intellectual tissue that holds together a group of people
working together towards something not altogether clear, or fully shaped, as it takes shape. Again, based on signs I
saw, it seemed like the funding model structurally benefited whoever came with a clear-cut plan and strong personal
assertiveness (‚this is what I will do and what I want for it‘). In a context of relatively scarce resources, this would be
to the detriment of whoever came with a buffer (‚this is roughly what I will do but it might adapt, and my baseline
is somewhat flexible, my main focus is figure out what the group needs and adapt‘). And I could see no balancing
mechanism. The manifestation was a feeling of emotional upset - and thinking ‘I don’t want to work in a setting I don’t
experience as fair’.
On a distinct note - and this may be purely misperception on my end - I did not have the experience of being thanked
for being flexible, or otherwise experiencing gratitude for being more accommodating - if anything, I got the sense
that I was blamed or belittled for being weak and unassertive. Ben - quite rightly and generously - kept testing if things
worked for me, and I ended up replying that they didn’t - that I felt a sense of upset, and fear that this would continue
not just in funding allocation, but through the process. Editing or synthetic work is difficult, in my experience, it takes
a lot of gentle touch to bring people together on a joint understanding. This was going to be where the bulk of my work
went - and based on signs I could gather, it seemed like I would be less rewarded financially than other more directly
assertive people - may not even get emotional reward, expressions of gratitude or other - and would be working in a
space where the most assertive are rewarded (and I could therefore expect people to push and confront). In short, no
reward for adaptability, because hey ’this was your choice all along’.
Since it seemed the culture was deeply set towards assertiveness instead of mutual buffering, or whatever I would
call ‘collective holding’, I eventually adapted - and in that model, the most reasonable option was for me to leave and
centre on projects that nurture me, with less perceived risk. It’s probably a loss overall that I don’t participate. I would
have learned a lot and possibly enjoyed it, and I believe I would have contributed value to the result and process.
Beyond this, I work across projects and could have carried some of the learnings elsewhere - also contributing stuff
I learned elsewhere. But the risk to my balance is too high, or the cost of adapting to an assertive culture too high.

Ted Rau
What has been your major learning or insight regarding regenerative funding governance as a result of this process? It‘s hard
to make decisions about money in a new group when there‘s little shared context/history.
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What challenged you? Knowing that my organization had to subsidize the work because the hourly pay was less than
my organization needs to sustain itself. This sent me into a very torn situation, also given the irony of that. Another
double-bind is the time it takes to review what other people are doing in order to have a sense of comparison between
the budget requests, yet that‘s again extra, unpaid time.
What surprised you? Nothing.

Ben Roberts
I have been using processes similar to this one for a number of years, having prototyped them via the Now What?!
global gathering5 and the Thriving Resilient Communities Collaboratory. I was pleased that our design circle was
willing to give something like this a try. As with my earlier experiments, I felt that we validated the basic concept as
a viable option for accomplishing this challenging allocation task. In my role as the process facilitator, I found myself
engaging in more extended communications than I had with other groups, in order to work towards an outcome that
would be seen as fair. My best guess is that this had to do with the fact that the group was coming together for a single
project, rather than emerging out of a pre-existing community, as was the case in prior iterations.
The idea of maximum hourly rates for the Baseline and Desired requests may also have created challenges. At
a technical level, this became a source of confusion, because people sometimes submitted their requests in the
form of an hourly rate rather than an amount of money (which was mathematically equivalent and simply required
communications to clarify that the request was not for €40 but for six hours at that rate!). More fundamentally, it‘s
not clear to me that these maximum rates were necessary or that they accomplished their purpose of keeping people
from being too “greedy.” There ended up being a good deal of focus on them (especially the €40 per hour maximum
for the Baseline) and this sometimes had a divisive edge. Paradoxically, it may be the case that not setting a maximum,
or even presenting the idea of an hourly rate at all, might be a better way to deal with the potential for “greediness.”
The focus would then be much more on the total amount of money being asked for, in proportion to the total amount
available, with the amount of work each participant is proposing to do also being factored in, but in a more intuitive
way rather than a mathematical one. It‘s clear that people want to have everyone‘s Baseline met if possible, and so
the simple process of inviting them to lower or raise their requests is probably sufficient to achieve that, to the extent
that it is going to happen at all (which was indeed the case in three out of the five rounds).
The use of multiple rounds was an innovation for me in applying this approach. I like the way that allowed people to
come into the process once it was under way, and also to have the time to figure out how they wanted to contribute
and then have the opportunity to make a funding request based on that. Some challenges resulted when people
needed more time than they had estimated in order to complete the work of a given phase. We asked them not to
reflect this in requests during subsequent phases, as the idea was that the allocation for each phase was for work
taking place during that phase. This meant that often people put in more hours than they were paid for. But because
we deemed it essential that people could know in advance what they would receive, so they could decide whether
or not that was sufficient for them to do the work, that meant we also lost flexibility at the end of each phase. It‘s
interesting to imagine whether or not there could be an adjustment process that followed similar principles to those
used to make the initial allocation, without simply adding more work and complexity to the whole process, or making
the final allocation so uncertain that it would be hard for people to commit to the work up front if the funding was
essential to them.
There were people at the outset, when we were designing this process, who were concerned about a “request based”
approach. They noted that the assertiveness required to participate in this way might not come naturally to people in
many cultures. So while I feel that the process worked quite well, I am left wondering how we might address this issue,
while preserving a lightweight structure and distributing authority out to all participants. Based on the reflections
being received from other participants, it seems that it might help to offer some upfront coaching around the process.

The funding governance process we employed is a variant of the one that has been prototyped for the Now What?! Collective
over seven iterations from 2019-2022. https://www.nowwhatgathering.com/collective
5
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This could be used to encourage people to make requests, despite some of the concerns they might have about how
they will appear or whether or not the work they want to do will be seen by others as valuable. Still, I don‘t know if it
will matter to someone from a culture where assertiveness is frowned upon if they are told that we trust them and
that this money is there to support them in offering something that they see as valuable. An even trickier situation is
where someone wishes to spend time trying to figure out how they might contribute in a substance of way. I see that
as being perfectly valid work for which to request funding, but I can well imagine that others would be quite reluctant
to make such a claim.

Paula Veselovschi
•

•

•

•
•

•

•

First of all, this was the first time I was involved in this type of process and I found value in the newness of it.
I‘m coming, as many people do, from a conventional paradigm, so I approached this with a mix of curiosity and
caution (fear?).
I read through the procedures, but the actual experience of participating proved to be enriching and insightful
for the writings I did as well. Having an embodied experience of a regenerative funding governance experiment
influenced how I showed up in my work.
I looked first at the other participants‘ requests and motivations, to understand their logic. I‘m not sure if this is
good or bad. On the one hand, comparison with others strikes me as old paradigm thinking. On the other hand,
it‘s part of the dance, we cannot simply discard it, it‘s about context. The challenge is how not to turn comparison
into competition.
I had some emotional blockages at points, as the process prompted me to ask myself some uncomfortable but
necessary questions about my relationship to money and how it influences my other types of relationships.
One thing I thought was a bit strange was the fact that the process assumed trust between the participants, but
I didn‘t have that level of trust at the beginning, so I didn‘t fill in any funding requests in the first rounds. Then my
trust deepened with the interactions.
I‘m still intrigued by the whole Julien Leyre episode. The fact that he stepped back *because* of the funding
process seems important, and I partly resonate with his reasons. Yes, some people do have a discomfort with
being assertive, as assertiveness is not a universal cultural value. Moreover, it requires openness and openness
requires trust, so it may have been that he - like me - didn‘t have an initial level of trust at the beginning.
On the other hand, no process is perfect. Maybe there should have been live conversations in the group to create
and deepen trust, and exchange perspectives, but there are constraints on everybody‘s time and availability.
Given these constraints, I feel gratitude for how you held the process with generosity and integrity, and how you
gracefully accommodated different perspectives.

Dita Vizoso
I‘ve experienced a similar process of funding governance in Now What?!6 and, from the forms of collective resource
allocation that I have experienced, find it the one that best adapts to my view of how economy can function. I believe
that a needs-driven economy has great regenerative potential, moving towards the ideal of allocating resources to the
places and to the extent they are needed. The transparency of the process can help the participants to connect with
their inner moral compass, inviting the possibility of self-inquiry and honesty (something that I don‘t see happening
in allocation processes with per-hour standard rates). Personally, it has helped me ease my discomfort with funding.
This particular process has brought a deeper understanding of the loci of action and how they interact, mostly through
discussions and the iterative nature of the different phases. The disparity in the requests was at times challenging,
and it acted as a call to bring spaciousness and openness to the diversity of individual circumstances. At times feeling
that the process may be subject to misuse—not through malice but perhaps disinterest— also helped sense into its
resilience, a bit of a proof of principle. Personally, the biggest challenge was to discern the amounts to ask for my own
contribution in advance. It got easier with each phase, though. The willingness of people with such diverse and often
corporate backgrounds to participate and how it all worked out was a beautiful surprise that speaks to the power of
this process. I remain curious as to what the differences would be if the average individual wealth of the participants
would be much lower.

6

See note 5, above.
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Reflecting on the points raised above by Julien Leyre, one of the things that arises for me is the interplay between this
type of process and individual responsibility/agency (see e.g. the triangle of action loci from Kate Dyer‘s comment).
Being a person who is often told that I lack assertiveness when asking for resources, and having gone through this
process a few times, I can attest to the big learning it has brought me. Not necessarily in bringing me assertiveness in
the form of asking for more, but about being clearer as to why I ask for the amounts I do. The challenge remains to be
able to do so without my comments landing as a judgement of others.
For this funding process to work fairly (and we can spend a long time discussing what “fair“ would be), I think that we
require from those overly preoccupied with External Considering (what do others need, or think about my request?),
and thus asking for less than what they need or feel they deserve, that they trust that others are asking for enough,
and likewise that they are honest about what they need. I think this is a requisite for the process to work, and it‘s
not about increasing one‘s assertiveness or selfishness, but about bringing a healthy balance to the decision-making
framework. See again the triangle in Kate‘s comment, re moving from an excess of External Considering (what others
need / think) towards Internal Considering (what I need / how I feel). Likewise, and equally important, we require
from those indifferent towards what others need, or simply asking for more than actually needed (that‘s another long
discussion—what do we actually need?), that they develop collective sensitivity. And, crucially, not just towards the
group where this process is happening, but in general towards the resources we each need, their overall availability,
and how the rather common and simple act of getting more than what we need (what some may label as greed, but
most often is simply running the bus that needs the wheels changed), can create an imbalance in the flow of resources
that spills out as an ecological, and social imbalance.
In sum, a big teaching from this process that I‘ve seen in myself and others is to question one‘s assumptions about the
amounts others are asking. Someone being modest in their requests may not lack assertiveness. Rather, they may
be signalling that they have enough resources. Someone asking for more than the average may not be greedy, but
passing through a big need. I try to not assume things—a practice that I only started a few years ago—and I‘ve become
more aware that information gaps are a strong invitation for assumptions and, if I find one, I still find it difficult not
to fill it with the product of an assumption. Perhaps a more “assertive“ invitation to discuss one‘s requests, or even a
paragraph to that effect on the request form would help?

Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance
Here are some of the patterns developed for this Blueprint 7 that show up in the internal funding allocation process:
•

•

•

•

•

7

Beyond Money. People chose to work on the Blueprint for reasons other than financial ones. The pool of money
which we had to allocate made a difference to many of them, however they did not engage with this work on a
transactional basis. That distinction is core to the Beyond Money pattern.
Questions Existing Power Structures. This process involved a complete shift in funding power structures
compared with previous Blueprints, where only the lead authors received any compensation. In addition, r3.0
agreed to reduce its share of total funding if the pool exceeded a certain threshold.
Redefines Notions of “We.” As noted above, funding authority was shared with all members of the Working
Group. Similarly, working group members were allowed to choose for themselves what roles they wanted to play,
including what the subject of a case study they explored, or an action learning activity they engaged in, might be.
The result was a far more collaborative effort than those with previous Blueprints, redefining and dramatically
expanding the experience of shared ownership in this project.
Emergence. The funding allocation that took place was highly emergent--there would have been no way to
predict how it went in advance. Indeed, no effort was made to plan how the money ought to be distributed in
advance. Additionally, the process was adjusted on the fly to accommodate challenges, such as more time being
required for a given phase or for people to determine what work they wanted to do, as well as extensions on
various deadlines for making requests.
Community Capital Stewardship. While this pattern as it is framed in its description is oriented towards physical

Here is the Miro board with the full pattern set and descriptions of each one: https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVPeICqAM=/
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•

communities, we were applying its core principles with this process. The community (i.e. the Working Group)
was invited to design the process, everyone in it had the opportunity to participate, and those who did were
given authority over their requests both in terms of the work they proposed to do and how much they wished to
receive as a result, within the agreed upon limits on maximum hourly compensation. They also had the authority
to object to the requests of others.
Connected Learning Cycles. As with the pattern above, this one is oriented towards processes that are different
from the one in question here. However many of the principles in it did show up. The use of five phases for funding
allocation allowed for learning to take place iteratively. This pattern also calls for those cycles to be “rapid,” and
in the context of the Blueprint, the phases were fairly short periods of time relative to the overall work required
for production, so many people requested funding in more than one phase. “Bottom-up self discovery,” another
aspect of this pattern, took place for many of the participants, as noted in the Reflections section above. Email
communications supported “shared learning in real time,” although the lack of live conversations to process what
was taking place meant that the bandwidth for these exchanges was limited.

One of the most notable criticisms of the process (see Julien Leyre’s reflections, above) stems from our choice not to
emphasise the Develops and Deepens Relationships pattern. Participants often felt disconnected from one another,
and were forced to make assumptions about their requests. A lack of pre-existing relationships made it difficult for
participants to choose to trust one another, or to expect that they would be trusted by others. And at the most basic
level, because we missed an additional opportunity to become more connected,8 some of the emergent, regenerative
potential a collective allocation process offers was never tapped into.

Conclusion
We faced a challenging context in which to allocate this funding--one that may be fairly common with collaborative
projects that take place in self-organised spaces emerging out of networks and communities--including the following
dimensions:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A pool of funds that is not sufficient to cover market-rate compensation for all the work being done
Participants with widely varying financial needs
Many participants who are only investing fairly modest amounts of time, which must therefore be focused as
much as possible on the work and not on a funding allocation process
Many participants who do not know one another well, if at all
Shifting group composition, with some people leaving, and some new people coming in over the course of the
project
Lack of upfront clarity about what one‘s work might ultimately be

Given these challenges, the process worked extraordinarily well. Essentially, we were managing a “commons” on
behalf of the entire group, and the process organised us to view it in that way, with many people choosing to make
downward adjustments in order to generate a more satisfactory allocation, while others were able to stand fast in
order to meet their needs. The fact that no objections were made signals that we operated from a place of respect
and trust re the choices of others, even when they were not always aligned with individual preferences based on our
assumptions about what might be the “most fair” allocation. The fact that more energy did not go into challenging (or
even inquiring about) the requests being made by others also suggests that the choice not to open spaces to solicit
that input aligned with the limited amount of time people actually wanted to spend on this allocation process, as
opposed to on the work for which they were seeking funding. It also indicates an level of “trust in the process” – warts
and all.

There were abundant opportunities for connecting throughout the Blueprint process, most notably the twice-weekly “Community Hour” calls that ran from February through mid-August. However these were focused on the work of the Blueprint overall, as
opposed to being specific to internal funding allocation. People could have brought that topic up, and we did provide regular updates about what was taking place, but this was not the same as having calls that were specifically for those making (or considering
making) funding requests to connect with one another about that process.

8
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Several participants have made suggestions for ways to modify the approach we took, going forward. Given that there
is no “right way” to do this, and that we have not come together as a group to make a collective recommendation, it
is not clear to what extent these reflect personal preferences or some consensus around improvements. It is hard to
imagine any process that can handle all the various considerations that were at play without leaving someone feeling
that a different result (or way of doing things) would have been better. While the Happy Money case study presented
in this Blueprint suggests that it is indeed possible for a group to regularly achieve outcomes everyone likes, that
method appears to require a far more dialogically intensive process and/or a group that is experienced at working
together, plus a context where they are devoting a large percentage of their time to shared work, the scope of which
they all understand well. That was not the context under which we were operating.
Even the person who left as a result of “red flags” the process raised for them came to the conclusion that the core
issue lay in a fundamental mismatch in cultures between them and the group, rather than with the process itself. In
fact, the process guided them to a decision that avoided what might have been a far more unsatisfactory experience,
were they to have engaged in the work they had been planning on. Still, it does seem that opportunities for learning
and for connecting, and perhaps even for shifting the culture, were missed because no effort was made to bring people
together in dialogue regarding the sharing of this funding pool. It’s a pattern that is common when time is seen as a
scarce resource, and a sign that treating it as abundant may be essential to regenerative work. As Bayo Akomolafe
puts it, “the times are urgent; let us slow down.”9

Akomolafe has made this somewhat famous statement in many places, including the Green Dreamer podcast, where he elaborates at the end: “Slowing down is not a function of speed. It‘s not, ‘let‘s take a break’, ‘let‘s go on vacation’, ‘let‘s leave it all behind.’
It‘s none of that. Slowing down is a function of deepening awareness, noticing the others in the room.” https://greendreamer.com/
podcast/dr-bayo-akomolafe-the-emergence-network#

9
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6. CONCLUSION
Our purpose and process. We live at a time when there are calls from many quarters for vast and rapid increases in
funding to support “regenerative” work. There is also growing awareness that the processes we use to decide where
funding goes must be transformed. At the outset of this Blueprint project in late 2021, we invited people to gather at
the intersection of these two domains, based on the following theory of change: if we want funding systems to support
work with regenerative outcomes, the processes those systems use to allocate funding need to reflect regenerative
principles. We labelled such processes “regenerative funding governance.”
Our goal was to learn more about what regenerative funding governance looks like in principle and in practice, and
to make the case for why it is needed as an alternative to (and ideally a replacement for) the approaches towards
funding governance that are currently dominant in philanthropy, government grantmaking and subsidies, and private
investing. We did this by:
•
•
•

Articulating a set of patterns that show up across the emerging domain of regenerative funding governance.
Highlighting case studies of funding governance innovation and failure.
Engaging in action-learning of various kinds, including interviews, dialogue, mapping, study groups, and the
allocation of a pool of funding for the production of the Blueprint itself.

We were inspired by the principles of a regenerative paradigm outlined in the Case chapter, which were part of the
invitation we used to gather the Working Group. We endeavoured to model these principles in various ways:
•

•

•

•

Life, not money, is sacred. Our desire to contribute to the commons, in service to Life, motivated the many hours
of work which led to this document’s publication (under a Creative Commons licence). We had some funding for
this work, and we designed a process for sharing it broadly, more in the manner of a gift economy than a fee-forservice contracting process, though we retained some elements of the latter based on concerns about fairness.
Relationships, not things, are primary. Though we came together around the goal of producing a “thing” (i.e. this
document), growing relationships, both existing and new, was what energised our work, based on an invitation to
share stories (case studies) and engage in activities (action-learning) that called to us personally. It also became
clear to us that much of the value of this “thing” will depend upon what we choose to do with it, once it is out in
the world.
Function like an ecosystem, not a machine. We self-organised around what resonated for each of us, accepting
people stepping back and welcoming new contributors as we went along. Over a period of ten months, we
collaborated in a flexible and emergent fashion with everyone who chose to show up, in order to bring our work
to fruition.
Be guided by love, not fear. We trusted one another, operated based on consent and mutual respect, tended to
disruptions, sought to be generous and cooperative, and cultivated a sense of belonging. At the same time, we
minimised controls and rules, and shared rather than concentrated authority.

We eschewed systematic approaches such as the formulation of a detailed theory of change as a starting point, or
an effort to conduct a comprehensive survey of the entire field of funding governance innovation. Rather, we simply
made our invitation and worked with the energy it generated. While this worked well in many respects, we could have
been bolder in our efforts to gather more of “the whole system” into our space of inquiry. As a result, there are many
initiatives, communities of practice, funding governance approaches, and geographic areas that are not represented
well (or at all) in this document.
These include:
•

Case studies and action-learning anchored in the Global South or led by BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, and people of
color) groups in the Global North. These include some of the most innovative initiatives we are aware of, such as
those mentioned in the Social Movement Investing report we studied (e.g. Resource Generation, the Buen Vivir
Fund, Kataly Foundation, Full Spectrum Capital Partners).1

https://resourcegeneration.org/, https://thousandcurrents.org/buen-vivir-fund/, https://www.katalyfoundation.org/, https://
fullspectrumcapitalpartners.us/. See also the “thought partners” list in the acknowledgments section at the end of the Center for
Economic Democracy’s Social Movement Investing paper, which does include the Chorus Foundation, which we included as one of
our case studies: https://www.economicdemocracy.us/mvpt
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•
•

Input from “mainstream” funders in philanthropy, government grantmaking and subsidies, and investing, who are
working to change their practices and those of their peers.
Innovative practices that are adjacent to but not explicitly part of the regenerative movement, such as trustbased philanthropy, participatory grantmaking, participatory budgeting, community-centric fundraising, mutual
aid, local currencies, local exchange trading systems, worker-owned cooperatives, gift circles, time banking,
offers and needs markets, and more.

We plan to fill in some of these gaps in our “post-Blueprint activation work,” as described at the end of this Conclusion.
At the same time, we feel that, despite these limitations, we connected well enough to the field of funding governance
innovation through our organic, non-systematic approach that our conclusions are well-grounded and valuable
to others. We have been energised by this experience. We look forward to using the ideas expressed here as a
springboard for dialogue, and to using the relationships we have nurtured, as well as new ones that might develop
with those who read our work, as a resource for further collaboration.
What are the core results of this work? Our case study and action-learning reports highlight a variety of learnings,
as well as areas in which this learning might continue. We also learned from the process we employed to gather, selforganise, and collaboratively produce this Blueprint. Here are some messages that showed up across many elements
of our work:
•

•

•

•

•

Funding governance authority needs to be shared more broadly. Those who control funding allocation must
grant more authority to, and choose to be held accountable by, those who are most impacted by the projects
being funded, including those who steward the communities and the land being affected by those projects.
This requires cultivating trust, and moving at the speed that trust supports. Because trusted relationships have
already been developed over time within communities, networks, and social movements, the fastest way to
move at the speed of trust is to give those entities governance roles.
Deconcentration of wealth, political leverage, and land ownership must be a core purpose of regenerative
funding governance. Business-as-usual practices continue to extract wealth from the people and from the
commons upon which all beings rely. Regeneration requires that the harms from this extraction (which goes back
centuries) be repaired, and that the goals of justice and equity be centred in the work we do going forward.
Investing in learning is strategic. Adaptation depends on the rate of learning being at least as fast as the pace of
change. Faced with rapid systemic transformation, investing in learning should have at least as high a priority as
investing in desired outcomes. Investing in learning also mitigates risk, since adaptation requires the capacity to
change and evolve. And since our systems are complex, continuous learning is often necessary to gain a sense of
how to move towards the regenerative outcomes we seek.
“Scale-linking” provides a pathway for global change while supporting the shifting of power from global and
national levels to bioregional and local ones. This can include large-scale institutions becoming downwardly
accountable, as well as network structures with the capacity for trans-local and trans-regional governance
taking over some of the functions these large-scale institutions now perform.
The human heart and soul are front-lines in the battle for a regenerative future. All those who embrace
“modernity” are to one degree or another “colonised” by the ways of thinking and being on which our current
systems are based.1 This includes our personal relationships to money, and especially the notion that security
and status derive from its accumulation. It also affects our relationships to those who view funding governance
differently. “Us versus them” thinking is a natural, fear-based reaction to a world that is visibly breaking apart
so quickly and in so many different ways. When combined with the business-as-usual story that “there is no
alternative” to many of these same failing systems, we are faced with a soul-killing double bind. In the funding
governance domain, such trapped thinking shows up, on the one hand, as a lack of trust on the part of many who
currently hold funding allocation authority along with a desire to hold onto that authority, and on the other,
as the vilification of the people holding those purse strings by many who recognize that regeneration requires
money to flow in new directions and in much larger quantities. Regenerative design thinking challenges us to

See, for example, the work of Gesturing Towards Decolonial Futures at https://decolonialfutures.net/ and Vanessa Machado de
Oliveira, Hospicing Modernity: Facing Humanity’s Wrongs and the Implications for Social Activism (North Atlantic Books, 2021)
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seek a higher-order path forward by reconciling these restraining and activating forces, rather than settling for
weak compromises or declaring all-out war against our brethren. We are all on the same side of this “battle.”
The Three Horizons framework has proved useful in our search for a reconciling pathway. We presented this model
for systemic transformation in the Introduction, and the Critique chapter identified many features of the current
business-as-usual funding governance paradigm (i.e. Horizon 1 or H1) that need to be hospiced, as well as some that
can continue to play a role in a future where funding governance better serves the need for regeneration. In the Case
for Regenerative Funding Governance chapter, we talked about the need for a fundamental paradigm shift (i.e. Horizon
3 or H3) in the way money is allocated in multiple contexts, as well as the importance of transitional (i.e. Horizon 2
or H2) approaches and the distinction between H2+ and H2- within that domain (i.e. transitional approaches that
support or work against the shift to H3). The patterns of regenerative funding governance we offered in the next
chapter provide (the beginnings of) a tool for evaluating and/or designing approaches intended to flow funding into
initiatives serving the H2+ and H3 Horizons. And our positive case studies and action-learning inquiries offer insights
into the H2 and H3 domains.
We also felt challenged by the notion that the sole focus of regenerative funding governance is the goal of a bright H3
future where we are able to tend to the wellbeing of all. If H1 collapses too suddenly without H2 and H3 structures in
place to support a positive transition – a scenario that is all-too-likely given current trends – the funding governance
challenges will be very different indeed. And yet approaches such as those identified in our positive case studies,
as well as practices such as mutual aid and other forms of gift economy, may offer crucial tools for countering the
dystopian, every-person-for-themselves dynamics that are likely to ensue in such a scenario.
In the end, despite our scepticism, we found ourselves drawn to the possibilities for a positive future. We are not
alone in thinking that it isn’t too late, of course. For example, among many prominent organisations bringing positive
transformational thinking into the mainstream, the Club of Rome, which issued some of the earliest and most highprofile warnings about collapse, is launching a global campaign entitled Earth4All2 that offers an H3 vision for
global funding. It is predicated on analysis that “an investment of roughly US$2-4 trillion per year, similar to the
amount the world spends on new cars and a little more than we spend on alcoholic drinks,” will be sufficient to drive
transformational change that can “improve the happiness and wellbeing of every human, and protect our precious
natural environment.”3 If funding of that magnitude begins to flow, governance will become crucial, and there will be
a strong pull from purveyors of H2- approaches, many no doubt well-intentioned, to dominate the funding allocation
process. The graphic below4 illustrates a pattern where such “capture and extension” delays the emergence of H3.
However, in the case of the global transition to a regenerative future, delaying H3 is likely to mean collapsing before
we can get there.

https://www.earth4all.life/
Nigel Lake and Jorgen Randers, Eco-infrastructure – A transformational opportunity for investors,
https://www.clubofrome.org/blog-post/lake-randers-investors-opportunity/
4
Source: https://h3uni.org/tutorial/three-horizons/
2
3
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How do we amplify the transition from H1 to H2? One pathway, building on the analysis in the Critique chapter, is
to reverse the flows and the exertion of power from above, in order to shift the system into being more downwardly
accountable and inclusive. This is illustrated in the graphic below, which builds on the Four Loops model outlined in
the Critique. In this revised scenario, Earth and living things are now part of the loops, and the function of the loops is
shifted to regenerating rather than extracting from “the Commons,” i.e. Earth, its ecosystems, and human society. The
role of Loop 4 “service providers” shifts from re-enforcing the governance structures of H1 (and extracting “rent” in
the process) to supporting governments and partner organisations in engagement with those on the ground, and in
fulfilling their stated missions of giving voice to, and serving the needs of, those whose voices are not currently being
heard in the halls of power or reflected in corporate agendas. Many of the arrows are double-headed, reflecting that
this is a transitional space where people working on the boundaries of the loops are driving the change in orientation.

Figure 5: Possible Transition from Horizon 1 to Horizon 2

What might H3 look like? As our case studies and action-learning make clear, those who seek to shift funding
governance paradigms (the H3 mindset) are “making the path by walking it.” And they are also taking an ecosystemic
approach that leads to many diverse paths; there is no single “map” of this territory. Nor is it clear to us just how
radically we must transform H1 funding governance practices for this new H3 paradigm to fully embody regenerative
principles, such as the ones we outlined in our Case for Regenerative Funding Governance chapter. In short, we are
not able to point to the existence at scale of H3 innovations that represent the actual form of the paradigm shift we
believe to be emerging.
Some have argued that an H3 paradigm requires the partial or complete replacement of debt-based and governmentcreated fiat currency.5 We did not conduct a comprehensive exploration of concepts for reimagining money, which
limits our assessment. We did look at cryptocurrencies, and our case studies and action-learning suggests that they
will be part of the regenerative mix. Yet, even before their recent market collapse, it seemed premature to presume
that these are “the answer.” For example, the digital divide was shown to be a significant barrier to inclusivity that has
yet to be addressed.

For detailed analyses of the history of money, critiques of our current forms, and possibilities for replacing/reimagining it, see for
example, Thomas H. Greco, The End of Money and the Future of Civilization (Chelsea Green Publishing, 2009) and Charles Eisenstein,
Sacred Economics: Money, Gift & Society in the Age of Transition (IndieBound, 2011 and available to read online at https://sacred-economics.com/read-online/)
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In general, we felt validated in our choice to focus on the patterns that can help us navigate on our collective journey
in an H3 Direction, rather than on predicting a precise set of standards or practices that will define H3 funding
governance. This reflects the core ecosystemic pattern that innovations are emergent, diverse, and contextual.
All that being said, the patterns and principles we have named do prompt us to offer an H3 vision in broad strokes, as
represented in the graphic below.

Figure 6: An H3 Vision -- Ecosystems for Funding Regeneration
This vision centres funding governance on the needs of communities and bioregions, suggesting that “scaling out”6 a
diversity of initiatives at these levels will most effectively drive the regeneration of the commons globally, i.e. Earth’s
ecosystems, including individual humans, their families, and society as a whole, as well as the more-than-human
world. The loops of the former diagrams have been reframed as overlapping and mutually supportive spirals that
foster regeneration across all scales. Mediating these spirals and the core are “governance ecosystems for funding
regeneration.”7 Via the “Deep Democracy” spiral, the People now claim a co-equal funding governance role with
Governments and Markets. Loop 4 consultants have completed their transitional role of bringing marginalised
voices into the mainstream, such that they are no longer needed as intermediary facilitators. Instead, a diversity of
social movement and indigenous leaders, peoples’ assemblies, citizen deliberative councils, and many other entities

Daniel Christian Wahl has been a leading proponent of “scaling out” bioregional approaches to regeneration, e.g. in his 2015
piece What if? -- Scaling-out regenerative development glocally, in which he muses about what might be possible, and necessary from
a funding governance capacity perspective (though he does not use that term), if large amounts of funding were to flow into this
domain. https://medium.com/re-generation/what-if-scaling-out-regenerative-development-glocally-9ee4464af681
7
We began to explore this concept towards the end of our work, and although we have not attempted to define it precisely, it has
emerged as one of the domains for further inquiry where we have significant energy. We were inspired around the concept of such
ecosystems by our conversations with Working Group member Steve Waddell, the work being done by the team he co-leads for
Catalyst 2030, and the Investigation into Financing Transformation report for which he was the lead author (https://drive.google.
com/file/d/10TLm-0_YgOiV7Sxp9XpeAw7CNQSZWUd7/view)
6

CONCLUSION 162

collaborate to produce “deep” and “living” democracy.8 Movement Generation describes this approach to governance
in their seminal 2016 “zine” on the Just Transition framework:
“Deep democracy” will be diverse in forms across place, but at the core, people are in control of the decisions that
affect their daily lives; from where they work to how they collectively manage shared resources across scales.
Another feature of “deep democracy” is that primary decision-making happens at the smallest scale appropriate
to the arena we are trying to govern… The rigid, arbitrary borders that fragment ecosystems and communities
must give way to ecological boundaries: permeable, flexible, socially and ecologically defined. Reimagining and
realigning the very shape of governance with living systems is a key feature of a Just Transition toward the “deep
democracy” needed for a Regenerative Economy.9
Philanthropy (Loop 3 in former diagrams) is no longer needed and all major funds have sunsetted, having surged their
resources into H2+ initiatives to boost the transition to H3. This funding flowed mostly to those on the front lines of
resistance to the extractive economy, who have been leading the way to new alternatives. As a result, it also served
as a form of reparations, based on the admission that this was a return of wealth that had been systematically stolen
over hundreds of years through exploitation, enclosures, enslavement, and genocide. Tax codes have been amended
to eliminate philanthropy‘s primary function as a means for wealthy individuals and corporations to avoid paying
taxes and to claim status as donors. Giving remains a time-honoured practice, but is no longer institutionalised. 10
The Markets and Government remain as key funding governance players, employing a combination of H1 and H2
activities that are compatible with an H3 world. Government provides large-scale financial support for regenerative
activities. But just as clouds rely on the forest to call for and distribute their rain, people-driven, bottom-up processes
(“deep democracy”), centred on communities and bioregions, drive the allocation of regenerative funding.11
Governments also provide universal basic income (or services), freeing huge numbers of citizens to focus on the
regenerative work that calls to their hearts.
Markets are far more locally-based, such that they nurture rather than disintermediate human relationships.
Financial profit is subordinated to the regeneration of all other capitals.12 This is partly due to a combination of
subsidies, regulations, and tax incentives. But the main driver is a change of heart on the part of most investors, who
now accept much longer-term paybacks, lower rates of return, and greater risk. Why? Because they no longer see
the accumulation of financial wealth as the source of status and security, they refuse to profit from exploitation and
ecocide, and they find joy, meaning, and an experience of connection to others and to the more-than-human world in
funding the regeneration of Mother Earth.

Frances Moore Lappé has made “Living Democracy,” which she defines as “wide dispersion of power, transparency in public
affairs, and a culture of mutual accountability,” the focus of the Small Planet Institute, arguing that it enables “each of us to act
effectively on emerging solutions from electoral politics and economic life to the environment, hunger, agriculture, and beyond”
(https://www.smallplanet.org/living-democracy). For an an excellent resource on structures such as citizen deliberative councils,
see the work of Tom Atlee’s Co-intelligence Institute at https://www.co-intelligence.org/
9
Movement Generation Justice and Ecology Project, From Banks and Tanks to Cooperation and Caring: A Strategic Framework for a
Just Transition, https://movementgeneration.org/justtransition/.
10
In a 2021 blog post, Mario Lugay of Justice Funders imagines “An End to Philanthropy, for the Love of Humanity,” in this case driven by social movements, who decide in 2031 “to convert the 20 to 40 percent of our time currently spent fundraising with a solely
financial metric back to power-building.” They declare that “there simply is no longer a need… for philanthropy to draw ever more
time, talent, and attention away from the demanding but regenerative work of transforming ourselves and our relationships with
one another and the planet.” https://medium.com/justice-funders/an-end-to-philanthropy-for-the-love-of-humanity-296733ba7e3f
11
For a brief (and hopeful) funding governance discourse based on this analogy, see Ben Roberts, The Story of the Clouds and the
Forest, https://thrivingresilience.org/clouds-and-forest/
z
For explanations of a multipcapital model, see Martin Thomas and Mark McElroy, The Multicapital Scorecard https://www.google.
com/books/edition/The_MultiCapital_Scorecard/osB2DQAAQBAJ?hl=en and Bill Baue, From Monocapitalism to Multicapitism
https://www.r3-0.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/r3-0-White-Paper-1-2020-From-Monocapitalism-to-Multicapitalism.pdf
8
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Next Steps. Although this Blueprint may come across as a polemic, and some of us do indeed love a good argument,
our primary goal is not to persuade anyone to change their minds. Rather, we seek to catalyse productive conversation
about the concept of regenerative funding governance, and to amplify the work of those who support it. In direct
service to that intention, we are organising a “post-Blueprint activation” initiative, through which we intend to
convene a number of constituencies:
•
•
•
•
•

Those who are engaged in regenerative work
Those with authority over the allocation of financial capital of all kinds
Those seeking to deploy financial capital in service to regenerative work
Those seeking to create structures that gather and move money in a regenerative way (“ecosystems for funding
regeneration”)
Others who wish to contribute to the field of regenerative funding governance.

We invite you to consider connecting with us around any of the following possibilities, as well as others you are drawn
to that support those overall goals:
•

•
•
•
•

Convening dialogue on key questions emerging from this work. This includes outreach to both “mainstream”
players who may see themselves as operating solely in the H1-->H2 domains,13 as well as a greater diversity of
people working at the margins of funding governance innovation whose voices we wish to help lift up.
Articulating and sharing more case studies to fill in the many gaps left by the non-systematic approach we
employed for selecting the ones we have offered.
Developing a 2.0 version of the Patterns of Regenerative Funding Governance and experimenting with it in our
work, with the eventual goal of a 3.0 version that is a comprehensive “pattern language.”
Continuing and expanding upon the action-learning activities we have engaged in, all of which are ongoing
works-in-progress (see the respective reports in that section for details).
Providing financial support for all of the above, as well as for innovative governance work being done by other
initiatives, via the creation of one or more “funding ecosystems” as an action-learning experiment in new ways to
gather and allocate money.

If any of these possibilities resonate with you, or you wish to learn more about them, please contact blueprintactivation@
r3-0.org.
The “Mindsets and Perspectives” section of H3Uni’s Three Horizons Tutorial outlines one approach to dialogue among people who
identify with different Horizons that we are inspired to try. It is summarised as follows: “in managing transformational change,
where we want to avoid the costs of conflict or collapse, it is necessary to develop a perspective that understands all three mindsets and takes them into account. The challenge for transformational leadership is to be able to stand back from an overall position
to be able to see the interplay between them, and work with them all constructively – we call this the step into future consciousness.”
https://h3uni.org/tutorial/three-horizons/
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7.2 Acknowledgements
A Collaborative Effort
As noted in the Preface, this Blueprint resulted from a collaborative effort over a ten month period. It was important
to us, in producing a paper about regenerative governance, that we “walk our talk” by sharing authority broadly
and inviting “the field” to engage with us in mutually supportive ways. Our work began at the Core Team level in
October 2021, expanded from November-January to include the design circle which developed our internal funding
governance process, and then opened up in the beginning of February 2022 into a seven-month collaboration,
involving about thirty people. As a result, many heads, hands, and hearts contributed to the final outcome, and no one
person can take primary credit for what emerged.
The case study and action-learning reports were authored by specific individuals or teams, each of whom receives a
byline at the beginning of their respective chapters. The “main sections” of Blueprint were the product of input from
many people, and represent our best efforts at a collective statement. Additionally, specific people played lead or colead roles in (or made key contributions to) the drafting of those pieces, as noted below.
Lead Author and Project Steward: Ben Roberts
Ben Roberts played a lead role in guiding the Blueprint collaboration, including much of the overall process design,
and always brought energy and perspective to the group. He facilitated the weekly meetings of the Core Team,
of which he was a member, as well as those of the Production Circle it merged into. He also hosted the bi-weekly
“community hour” calls that began in February 2022. In addition to having bylines on one case study and two actionlearning reports, he drafted the Executive Summary, Introduction, Case for Regenerative Funding Governance, and
Conclusion sections (based on substantial input from many others, including “zero drafts” from Kate Dyer and content
suggestions from Paul Pivcevic). He also reviewed and made editorial suggestions on the drafts of every other section
of the document. Without him, this Blueprint wouldn’t have reached its current shape.
Project Co-steward: Liesbeth Willemsen
As a Core Team member and communications lead, Liesbeth Willemsen played a key role in facilitating the collaborative
capacity of the group. Her weekly email updates were an essential resource for connection, especially given that
many people were only engaged in one or two aspects of the Blueprint. Liesbeth also participated on the internal
funding governance process design circle, and was a member of the circle that provided guidance and support for the
various case study and action-learning reports, in addition to co-authoring one of the case studies.
Contributing Authors: Kate Dyer and Paula Veselovschi
Like Paula, Kate played a central role in the Blueprint‘s development, most notably in the formulation of the main
Critique chapter (2.1), which she co-drafted with Bill Baue. Both also were active members of the production circle
that worked hard during July and August 2022 to bring all the various Blueprint elements together into a coherent
whole, and to ready it for publishing. They conducted a comprehensive editorial review and tended to numerous
details that might otherwise have fallen through the cracks. Paula was also a lead in the development of the “patterns
of regenerative funding governance” that informed the entire Blueprint. She drafted the section of the Blueprint that
reports on that work, and she authored three-quarters of the individual patterns. Paula also journeyed to Barichara
during the Colombian elections to research the case study she authored on the global-to-local funding innovations
work taking place in service to the community there.
Like Paula, Kate played a central role in the Blueprint‘s development, most notably in the formulation of the Critique,
which she co-drafted with Bill Baue. She conceived the six graphics that frame our H1, H2, and H3 analyses. She
played a key role in drafting the Executive Summary, Introduction, Case for Regenerative Funding Governance, and
Conclusion sections, synthesising “zero drafts” that she handed off to lead author Ben Roberts. And she also drafted
the summaries of the Case Studies and Action-learning sections.
Project Catalysts: Bill Baue, Ralph Thurm
The duo from r3.0 rounded out the Core Team and provided project management support from start to finish. Their
initiative set the course for the Blueprint, and they gathered the majority of the initial Working Group members,
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secured the project’s funding, and connected personally with all the participants. They also carried the history and
culture of the Blueprint initiative, providing an inspiring legacy on which to build. At the same time, they showed great
trust and flexibility, allowing this group to find its own way and to break new ground with the approach that emerged.
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