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Abstract 
While there is a growing body of literature published by academics and practitioners 

regarding sustainability, international nonprofits, and value creation separately, there 

is an absence of literature identifying their interconnections and interrelations. Recent 

research on the relationship between international nonprofit organizations and 

funding institutions demonstrates a need for these two actors to co-create value. By 

addressing sustainability and values through the lens of regenerative principles, a new 

paradigm and a new framework are established. While the conclusion of this research 

can be synthesized into new ideas for several established fields, its initial purpose is 

to provide a regenerative business framework for the international third sector to 

develop, grow, and thrive from and for the planet, and to synthesize that growth with 

the common good  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

 

“It is our choices, Harry, that show what we truly are, far more than our abilities.”  

~J.K. Rowling,  

Harry Potter and the Chamber of 

Secrets 

 

 

“Reality is made up of circles, but we see straight lines.” 

~Peter M. Senge,  

The Fifth Discipline: The Art of Practice 

of the Learning Organization 

 

The social injustices of our world are more prevalent today than perhaps ever before. 

And while they may plague some societies with more hardship than others, these 

pressing problems—impoverished housing, lack of access to water, lack of education 

and workforce skills, food scarcity, poor air quality, sex trafficking, and 

environmental issues, to name a few—have a presence in every section of our world.   

 

Although awareness of these problems across business sectors has grown, these 

problems are primarily addressed by the nonprofit sector, known as the third sector. 

Seeking organizations, such as international non-profit organizations (INPOs) and 

international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), and the institutions that fund 

them envision a world without malice and social injustice, and together they set out to 

tackle them. Doing so, however, is not an easy feat. Even without the complexity of 

maintaining balance within their organizations—maintaining stakeholders, balancing 

budgets, writing reports of their progress, maintaining community relations, and 
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more—many international organizations, when working at full capacity, are lacking 

the infrastructures to thrive. This third sector is what keeps humanity alive, poverty at 

bay, the environment honest, and businesses viable. 

 

In the third sector as a whole, the relationship between organizations and funders is 

thin. Each has grown leery of the other, their motives, and their business and ethical 

practices. In the international setting, this is intensified. The seeking organizations are 

of the mindset that foundations are whimsical and capricious, and they can oscillate in 

their funding practices because the metrics and evaluations they seek are unrealistic, 

laborious, exhaustive of an employee’s time, and often redundant reports that are not 

transferable between funding institutions. And, more often than not, there is no 

follow-up about the reporting to create the feedback loops and continuous 

improvements, which are sought by most funders. After the reporting process, 

organizations claim that funding institutions end their funding cycles prematurely, 

with no explanations, which contributes to the causes of distrust and the appearance 

of whimsical funding practices.  

 

While the non-profit organizations claim the foundations are whimsical, the 

foundations claim the same of non-governmental organizations, as well. They 

experience a lack of best business practices, unethical decision making, and falsified 

reporting. Foundations believe that organizations that tend to have mission drift, 

which ultimately leads to a lack of contractual fulfillment and appears as a lack of 
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accountability. While funders view the solution to the majority of our social ills as 

being left to the nonprofit sector, as well as non-governmental and philanthropic 

endeavors, the same funders also often press against those same efforts with 

evaluations based on their own beliefs, values, and ethical systems.   

 

As a practitioner who has existed in both worlds—first as a founder of an 

organization seeking funds and also as the executive director of an international 

grant-making foundation—these disjointed relationships resonate with my own 

experiences. Intentionally or unintentionally, unfair practices on both sides are what 

drove me to research and write this dissertation. 

 

One would expect that, with aligned visions, both entities could be prosperous with a 

harmonious business relationship collaborating to dissolve the malice and these social 

injustices. Unfortunately, this is not always the case. Often, the relationship brews 

discontent and strained relations, which cause distrust and animosity and destroy the 

positive endeavors that the funding relationship created.  

 

The original question at the forefront of this research, based upon what appeared to be 

whimsical funding practices of funding institutions, was, “Is there anything that could 

be done differently in the funding and metrics and evaluation process in order to set 

organizations up for success?” 
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In October, 2016, I attended the Opportunity Collaboration in Cancun, Mexico, to 

begin collecting data by gathering answers to that question and others. The 

Opportunity Collaboration is a global network of leaders whose mission is convening, 

conveying, and collaborating to solve world poverty (Opportunity Collaboration, 

n.d.). Approximately four hundred attendees connected with INGOs and INPOs from 

around the world attend each year, with one-third of those on a scholarship from 

developing countries. It was a perfect location to conduct interviews with INPOs, 

INGOs, and foundations that experience ambiguity and oscillation practices, as well 

with funders who demonstrate organization-centric practices. During the conference, 

I conducted nine interviews, one focus group with 15 participants, and one interactive 

class with 20 participants, all of which were centered on universal values and the 

accountability of funders and foundations. The interviews generated an enormous 

amount of data. 

 

The topics of ethics and values appeared prominently throughout the interviews. 

Supporting the empirical knowledge, the interviews with the nonprofits raised 

frustration and concerns about foundations’ accountability, or their lack thereof. 

There was a consensus on the notion of universal values. 

 

The research began to expose that values, while contextually based, transcend 

cultures. However, issues occur when values are injected into evaluations. Axiology, 

the study of value, claims that there are only two ways to hold value. First, value is 
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established in the rigor of mathematics—when there is a quantitative component or 

exponent presented, then a value can be held. Second, value exists in the form of 

measuring art—in the media and in the properties of color, light, and darkness. 

Otherwise, it is subjective as to its worth. 

 

The questions then became, “How can collaboration between organizations and 

funding institutions effectively co-create significant economic, social, and 

environmental value/solutions/systems for society and the world? How can we move 

from a sustainable mindset of maintaining status quo to a thriving, regenerative 

mindset?”   

 

The deontological responsibility that is present when providing funding can be the 

antecedent to an equitable, prosperous, and healthy relationship. Instead, we treat an 

organization as a means to an end when we use them as the tool to achieve something 

else. Our assessment of programs and organizations often include this perspective. 

Rather than assessing the organizations based solely on a piece of the pie, such as one 

program, we should base the evaluation as a whole system with feedback loops. 

 

Removing the complexity and taking a higher level/theoretical view, the data 

gathered from the interviews quickly began to reveal fundamental discrepancies 

across the board between the foundations and the organizations. 

As business has become trapped in the old conventions and mechanics 

of business, the future is changing. No longer is it acceptable for 
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companies to operate with these old standards. New organizations and 

the public are demanding change. The NGOs and foundations are 

beginning to create new partnerships that are beneficial for their 

constituents and the world. It is the NGOs that are moving the needle 

regarding collaborating. Governments are now turning to new 

relationships and are finding success within this innovative model. The 

willingness between the sectors to collaborate and generate new 

relationships and new modes of business has created the need for a 

new paradigm of business. Break the divide that has so long siloed 

business, social and environmental issues. (Porter, 2013) 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 

 

“If you don't know history, then you don't know anything. 

You are a leaf that doesn't know it is part of a tree.”  

~Michael Crichton 

 

 

This literature review begins with a history of the development of western nonprofits 

and philanthropic endeavors in the context of ethics and values, as well as their 

principles and practices, including an examination of their modes of measuring 

performance and capacity building. 

 

A following section focuses on ethics theory and values with the intent of developing 

an understanding of exactly what a value is (and what it is not) and is based on the 

recognition that values have no weight unless they can be quantified. Ethics and 

values are also considered in the context of duty theories, consequentialism, and 

axiology. 

 

This review concludes with a thorough introduction to the history, principles, and 

practices of regenerative development, as well as a detailed theoretical examination of 

sustainability and regenerative development by known theorists in the fields of 

sociology, geography, and ethics, among others. 
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Nonprofit Organizations 

History 

From a pragmatic perspective, history has always been one of the most powerful 

research tools. It has provided powerful insights to empower us forward with the 

knowledge to alter and shape the future. Eloquently, Lord Acton explained it in this 

way:  

[T]he science of politics is the one science that is deposited by the 

streams of history, like the grains of gold in the sand of a river; and the 

knowledge of the past, the record of truths revealed by experience, is 

eminently practical, as an instrument of action and a power that goes 

into making the future. (Acton, 1949, p. 4) 

 

To understand the history and relationship of funders and foundations, as well as what 

has driven their efforts, practices, and behaviors, it was essential to gain insight into 

the history of philanthropy, charity, and the development of the third sector. Friedman 

and McGarvie (2004), in their book, Charity, Philanthropy, and Civility in American 

History, discussed the rich and complex history of philanthropy in America, claiming 

that philanthropic practices have always been ingrained in United States history. The 

development of the nonprofit sector is linked to the history and development of this 

country. There is no other sector in business that “limits religious and other cultural 

conflicts and promotes diversity while increasing quality” (Hammack, 2002, p. 1638). 

The third sector is vital to our world and our people and is essential to our future. 

People would die if the third sector ceased operations for even one day.  
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Puritans in the New World  

Many of those who originally came to the New World were known as Puritans. They 

had grown discontent with the Church of England and desired to purify themselves 

from the practices of the Catholic Church. They strove toward religious, moral, and 

societal reforms through strict Bible adhesion in their lives. They believed in 

educating their children, in strong political systems, in community, and in hard work, 

which led to many owning their own businesses (Foner & Garraty, 1991). They were 

capitalists and a pious people. 

 

The Puritans were also Calvinists. Calvinists believed that all humanity is depraved 

and that “people’s natural actions and affections, whether viewed by man as bad or 

good, are never pleasing to God” (Calvinism, n.d.). In layman’s terms, they were 

taught to hate themselves and that anything one does is inherently wrong, including 

the pursuit of money. As the religious establishment developed in the New World, 

new systems were also being created. According to Hammack (2002), “Historians 

have paid little attention to the implication of religious establishment for the provision 

not only of religious services but for education and social care” (p. 1642), and that it 

was these same religious organizations, as well as “their ministers, their ministers’ 

wives, their colleges, and their missionary efforts [that] also provided services” (p. 

1642), therefore, creating the “realities of religious establishment shaped many of 

these early associations” (Hammack, 2002, p. 1642) upon which our framework is 

still dependent. For example, Pallotta (2008) explained that the Puritan-Calvinists 

were taught to repent by giving away $0.05 per dollar to the needy. It is these same 
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four-hundred-year old Puritan ethics—built on repentance, guilt, and power—which 

created our system of philanthropy today. According to Hammack (2002), “Those 

who controlled the churches, colleges, schools, and charities all held important 

positions in the colonial structure power” (p. 1646). In many cases, they still do.  

The beginning of nonprofit organizations 

In 1775, colonists had accomplished the task of establishing committees that 

corresponded with their governing bodies with tentacles of influential evangelicalism. 

Hammack (2002) suggested this phenomenon was due to colonists having the ability 

to live separately from the state in ways characteristically associated with civil 

society. While attacking the problems in society, these powerful governing bodies 

and their influential evangelism injected their religious beliefs upon their constituents.  

 

The separation of church and state was not promoted because of changing religious or 

other philanthropic motives; instead, it was promoted to increase individual rights for 

white males who were United States citizens, to allow state constitutional 

arrangements that made it difficult to raise taxes, and to allow court protections of 

property rights for nonprofit corporations (Hammack, 2002, p. 1647). Ultimately, it 

was the imposition of a constitutional separation of church and state at the federal 

level that “removed the possibility of imposing ‘God’s will’ on the nation as a whole; 

increasing pressure for states to follow suit surely encouraged the New England 

evangelicals to refocus their efforts” (Hammack, 2002, p. 1647).  
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Current nonprofit organizations 

The current framework of the third sector was adapted from “British legal traditions, 

the Constitution and state regulation [that] continue to shape non-profit activity 

today” (Hammack, 2002, p.1639), despite its evolution. Today in the United States, 

the third sector has expanded into twenty-nine different classifications of IRS Section 

501(c) tax-exempt organizations, each of which has purposes, assignments, and 

regulations. 

 

In 2012, the nonprofit sector contributed $887.3 billion to our economy, representing 

5.4% of the GDP (“Nonprofits Worth $887.3 Billion to U.S. Economy,” 2014), and 

history demonstrates that this sector has never been one hundred percent reliant on 

private donations: “From the beginning of the republic, they have earned more 

income than they received in gifts (school tuition and fees, hospital fees, library 

memberships and so forth)” (Hammack, 2002, p. 1651). They are not only increasing 

in earnings, but they are increasing in volume as well. As shown in Table 1, 

nonprofits experienced an 8.6% growth rate in a ten-year span (from 2002 to 2012).  

Table 1. Number of Nonprofits 

 

Year # of Nonprofits 

2002 1.32 million 

2012 1.44 million 

Source: Adapted from “Nonprofits Worth $887.3 Billion to U.S. Economy,” 2014 
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Table 2. Nonprofit Donations and Volunteers 

 

Year Donations Volunteer 

2002 $331.11 Billion 28.8% of population 

2013 $335.17 Billion* 25.4% of population 

*$1.65 trillion from private funding, institutional 

Source: Adapted from “Nonprofits Worth $887.3 Billion to U.S. Economy,” 2014 

 

Throughout history, there has always existed inequality, poverty, and shameful 

behavior of humans mistreating others inhumanely. These social discrepancies are 

one reason the United States became a nation of democracy. To better understand the 

role of nonprofits in society and their complexity, we need to understand that the 

foundation of our philanthropic culture stems, in part, from a guilt-relieving religious 

process, which has evolved into foundations taking on the role of watchdog in the 

international non-governmental and nonprofit space.   

Capacity building 

Outside of the nonprofit sector, the term capacity building may be unknown. Is it a 

verb denoting the action of fundraising and the teaching of skills? Or is it a noun 

denoting the result of raising such funds and teaching such skills? In reality, it is both. 

Capacity building is whatever is needed to bring a nonprofit organization to the next 

level of operational, programmatic, financial, or organizational maturity so that it may 

more effectively and efficiently advance its mission into the future. Capacity building 

is not a one-time effort to improve short-term effectiveness, but it is a continuous 
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improvement strategy to create a more sustainable and effective organization 

(National Council of Nonprofits, 2017). 

 

Improving effectiveness at the organizational level is at the heart of the capacity 

building. Addressing the complexity of poverty in today’s world is critical to connect 

appropriate resources with the local populations who are on the front lines of tackling 

poverty. Capacity building provides the tools to make a nonprofit’s vision into a 

reality and is a key ingredient in nurturing an organization’s sustainability. 

 

In the nonprofit sector, funding organizations commonly requires a set of metrics by 

which to evaluate a nonprofit’s performance. Across the board, foundations have their 

own formatting, reporting, and other requirements imposed upon their grantees. This 

creates additional overhead for organizations as they struggle to compile the 

information necessary to meet each funder’s requirements. Often the nonprofits do 

not have sufficient resources or are not sophisticated enough to do so. According to 

Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (2011), successful organizations use their 

data as feedback to inform and better their work. Grantmakers for Effective 

Organizations (2011) explained that these evaluations can be used as beneficial tools 

for capacity-building organizations. However, when they surveyed funders in 2011, 

they found that (a) 87 percent conducted the evaluations for their internal use, (b) 

only 31 percent viewed grantee organizations as a primary beneficiary of results, and 
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(c) just 10 percent viewed other assessments as a primary intended audience 

(Grantmakers for Effective Organizations, 2011).  

 

In recent years, there has been a shift away from the older, traditional model of 

funding and capacity building, leading to what the Grantmakers for Effective 

Organizations (2011) called evaluation capacity building: “Evaluation capacity 

building is the process of improving an organization’s ability to use evolution to learn 

from its work and improve results (p. 4). On the contrary, “What funders seek to learn 

is often not what nonprofits seek to learn, or are equipped to measure” (Grantmakers 

for Effective Organizations, 2011, p. 1). 

 

Organizations are often too busy building themselves from the passions that sprouted 

them to realize that they can work smarter, not just harder. However, with buzz words 

circulating like scaling and strategic growth, it is sometimes difficult to know what 

an organization needs. But with the growth from evaluation capacity building, both 

the funders and the organizations can grow and learn. 

 

It is common for grant makers to hesitate to fund capacity building because they see it 

as paying for basic institutional infrastructure needs, which funders have typically 

ignored. This is analogous to how people understand the need for traffic lights and 

roads, but do not want to pay for them. Meanwhile, they happily continue to pay for 

their luxury car (Fine & Jacobs, 2014). 
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Ethics Theory 

 

 

“It’s not hard to make decisions when you know what your values are.” 

~Roy Disney 

 

 

Ethics and values 

The words ethics, values, responsibility, and principles are commonly used in our 

everyday language. However, going deeper into the meaning of those words unveils 

an understanding of why certain actions—in this case, the actions of a funding 

institution—may appear whimsical or why an organization may seem noncompliant.  

 
 

Figure 1. Ethical Theory 
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Moral philosophy 

Most philosophers today discuss moral philosophy as ethical theory. They divide 

ethical theory (as shown in 

 

 

Figure 1) into three categories: (a) metaethics, the foundation of our ethical principles 

and what they mean to us; (b) normative, describing how we arrive at moral standards 

and regulate right and wrong behaviors; and (c) applied, where the morality of 

specific issues in the world is discussed. 

Metaethics 

The term meta (n.d.) in metaethics means after or beyond, and it is the study of the 

origin of the ethical concepts. Whereas normative and applied ethics are concerned 

with what is moral, metaethics focuses on what is morality itself.   
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Metaphysical issues in metaethics 

In metaphysics, a thing is either spirit-like (other-world), also known as objectivist, or 

is of human invention (this-world), also known as relativist. Objectivism is “absolute, 

or eternal, in that they never change, and also that they are universal insofar as they 

apply to all rational creatures around the world and throughout time” (Fieser, n.d., 

Metaphysical Issues section, para. 2). Plato, in The Republic, provided the objectivist 

example of numbers and mathematical relations, such as 1+1=2. He argued that such 

examples are unchanging, universal and that humans did not invent mathematics; 

rather, it already existed, making it abstract and spirit-like, similar to his view on 

moral values (Fieser, n.d., Metaphysical Issues section, para. 2). 

 

In contrast, relativism denies objects any moral value. Thus, they are human 

inventions, which individuals or cultures have constructed. “[T]his-worldly 

approaches to the metaphysical status of morality deny the absolute and universal 

nature of morality and hold instead that moral values, in fact, change from society 

throughout time and throughout the world” (Fieser, n.d., Metaphysical Issues section, 

para 3). 

Moral psychology and metaethics 

This second area of metaethics centers on psychological issues relative to our own 

moral judgments and behaviors. In other words, why be moral? Within moral 

psychology, there are three polar categories: (a) egoism and altruism; (b) emotion and 

reason, and (c) male and female. 
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Egoism and altruism play a substantial role in the psychological issues of metaethics. 

As the name suggests, egoism is centered on the self-interest that philosophers argue 

is the motive for all human actions, whereas altruism holds that most of our efforts 

are motivated by instinctual benevolence and empathy. 

 

Emotion and reason dispute the reasoning for one’s motivation of moral action. In 

David Hume’s (1739/1896) A Treatise of Human Nature, the eighteenth-century 

British philosopher argued that moral assessment involves our emotions and not our 

reason. One cannot create a moral assessment until there is an emotional reaction and, 

further, Hume (1739/1896) argued that reason might give us the data, but that our 

emotions rule our passions. According to Fieser (n.d.), Hume’s foundational work of 

moral assessments provides us an example of why “it is good to donate to charity”: 

While on the surface this reads like an actual description about charity, 

it is not. Instead, a moral utterance like this involves two things. First, 

I (the speaker) am expressing my personal feeling of approval about 

charitable donations and I am in essence saying “Hooray for charity!” 

This is called the emotive element insofar as I am expressing my 

emotions about specific behaviors or a specific behavior. Second, I 

(the speaker) am trying to get you to donate to charity and am 

essentially giving the command, “Donate to charity!”  This is called 

the prescriptive [emphasis in original] element in the sense that I am 

prescribing some specific behavior. (Emotion and Reason section, para 

1)   

 

Male and female is a newer category of moral psychology and questions the lens 

through which we have viewed ethics. The argument is that males have traditionally 

been at the head of business and policy, requiring a direct and straightforward sense 
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of rulemaking, whereas females have traditionally been the caretakers, requiring a 

more creative and lucid approach of management. Therefore, in today’s world, using 

a female perspective about moral philosophy could potentially deliver a softer and 

more open approach to our moral systems. 

Normative ethics 

Normative ethics involve deciphering “right” from “wrong” moral standards in 

behavior. When we speak of the golden rule, we are referring to normative ethics. 

Theoretically, we are trying to determine if an action or behavior is morally right or 

wrong. Within normative ethics, there are three theories: (a) virtue, (b) duty, and (c) 

consequentialist theories.   

Virtue theory 

Virtue theory (or virtue ethics) holds the belief that morality is managed by a well-

defined set of rules and places greater significance on the development of good 

character than on rule-learning (Fieser, n.d., Virtue Theories section). From this 

perspective, Plato developed the cardinal virtues of wisdom, courage, temperance, 

and justice (Carr, 1988). Although other philosophers and theologians have 

contributed some other virtues to this list, Carr (1988) argued that the cardinal virtues 

do not appear to be mutually reducible, and that reference to each of them is 

indispensable for a full account of moral virtue (p. 200).  

 

Aristotle (350 B.C./1999) argued that most virtues lie in the middle of the spectrum of 

extreme character traits, and that it is not an easy task to determine the perfect middle 
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of extreme character traits. This is in contrast to Macintyre’s (2007) argument that 

virtues in moral theory play a central role and are grounded in and birthed from social 

traditions.  

Duty theory 

Deontology lives within duty theory in the normative ethics category. The philosophy 

of deontology stems from a moral sense of obligation, irrespective of the 

consequences that may follow from one’s actions. In other words, “Actions are 

considered good or bad per se, regardless of their consequence” (Kröner & Volk, 

2014, p. 139). These duties are championed by four acts of commitment: (a) duties to 

God, oneself, and others, (b) rights theory, (c) single principles, and (d) prima facie 

(fundamental nature of the universe).  

 

“Duties to God” expresses the importance of knowing the existence of God and the 

duty inwardly and outwardly of worshiping God. “Duties to oneself” refers to the 

obligation one has to their own soul (developing one’s own talents and skills) and to 

their body (by not inflicting harm on themselves.). “Duties to others” refers to 

avoiding the wronging of others, treating people as equals, and promoting the good of 

others (Fieser, n.d., Duty Theories section).   

 

The second of the duty theories is the rights theory, which states that we have natural 

rights that we can claim. The justification of these rights determines if a claim against 

another is harmful or not. Many of our laws, including contract laws, emerged and 
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were developed as protection of these natural rights. Thomas Jefferson, the author of 

the Declaration of Independence, which promised “life, liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness,” is directly linked to John Locke, a British philosopher who, a century 

earlier, argued that the laws of our natural rights are given to us by God (Dunn, 

1969). Furthermore, Peterson (2017) argued the following:   

[T]he constructs of natural rights, universal rights, equal rights for all, 

and inalienable rights are four features that are evident in our political 

system today and profoundly impact who we are in the international 

and public good. (p. 178)   

 

Moreover, Peterson (2017) further argued that the “‘principles of justice’ underlying 

the modern international legal system [are] not motivated by some vain hope of 

discovering the objective truth of the way towards utopia” (p. xvi). 

 

Paquette, Sommerfeldt, and Kent’s (2014) qualitative research argues that “[u]sing 

genuine dialogue is a matter of differentiating deontological, means-based approaches 

to communication practice, from consequentialist, ends-based orientations” (p. 30). 

Their research “explores the parallels between dialogue and deontological ethics” 

(Paquette, Sommerfeldt & Kent, 2014, p. 30). Recognizing that dialogue is not a two-

way communication, but rather a “‘communicative give and take,’ wherein both 

parties relinquish control over the outcome of discussions” (p. 31), the content of the 

communication holds five interrelated principles: (a) mutuality (acknowledgment of 

the interdependence of organizations and public); (b) propinquity (consulting with the 

public on matters of concern to them); (c) empathy (sympathy for the position of the 
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others); (d) risk (the notion that real relationships are inherently risky); and (e) 

commitment (a dedication to achieving a mutual understanding of an issue). Often, a 

breakdown in communication between foundations and organizations comes from a 

top-down approach. “Examining the use of ‘dialogue’ in development practice would, 

therefore, enhance our understanding of the potentials and pitfalls of dialogue in the 

international setting, as well as strengthening the connection between the two 

disciplines” (p. 31). Paquette, Sommerfeldt and Kent (2014) concluded by stating the 

pressing need for further examination of dialogue, particularly in the international 

setting. 

 

All too often, however, cultural factors were not taken into consideration, creating 

problems in communication: 

[This] may render dialogue ineffective or an inappropriate means of 

communication. Moreover, deontology has been criticized for its focus 

on universal morality and paternalistic “West knows best” 

assumptions. What one culture considers immoral, another may not 

(Gower, 2008). Work is needed on the suitability of dialogue and 

deontology approaches outside Western contexts. (Paquette, 

Sommerfeldt, & Kent, 2014, p. 37) 

 

The third principle in duty theory is that which encompasses our particular duties. 

The philosopher Immanuel Kant argued that our moral requirements are based on a 

standard of rationality that he dubbed the categorical imperative (CI) (as cited in 

Johnson & Cureton, 2016). The idea of CI prescribes what one should do regardless 
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of their passions. Deontological thinking believes strongly that people should be 

treated as an end, not as the means to an end. 

 

Prima facie duties are the fourth and final of the duty theories. The British 

philosopher W. D. Ross (1930) emphasized—similar to many others in a long line of 

philosophers on this subject—that our duties are part of the fundamental nature of the 

universe. His belief in duties is concise and is morally attached to our convictions: 

fidelity, reparation, gratitude, justice, beneficence, self-improvement, and 

nonmaleficence. 

Consequentialist theory 

These theories within normative ethics deal directly with the weighing of the 

consequences of our actions, evaluating whether they are morally correct by 

analyzing the benefits of the action. Often, the first requirement is the tallying of both 

the good and bad consequences of an action, and the second requirement is 

determining whether the good consequence outweighs the bad consequence (D. 

Swanson, personal communication, 2016). These theories are often referred to as 

teleological theories in which the end results determine the factor of their morality (D. 

Swanson, personal communication, 2016). These ideas are attractive to the general 

public because they deliver an observable consequence (D. Swanson, personal 

communication, 2016). Three subdivisions of consequentialism have emerged: (a) 

ethical egoism, which refers to the moral right held by the acting agent if the 

consequence is more favorable than unfavorable; (b) ethical altruism, in which the 
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action is morally right if the consequence is more favorable than unfavorable to 

everyone except the acting agent; and (c) utilitarianism, in which an action is morally 

right if the consequences of that action are more favorable than unfavorable to 

everyone. In utilitarianism, the means justify the end and sacrifice the one for the 

many (D. Swanson, personal communication, 2016). 

 

Utilitarianism is foundational of consequentialist theory. Its theory has been deeply 

developed and is now quite complicated. The father of the development of this field 

of ethics, Jeremy Bentham, has identified two unique types: (a) act-utilitarianism, in 

which we tally the consequences of each action we perform and determine on a case-

by-case basis whether an action is right or wrong; and (b) hedonistic-utilitarianism, in 

which we tally pleasure and pain to determine if a behavior is morally appealing 

(Troyer, 2003). 

 

Another section of utilitarianism is that of ethical egoism and social contract theory. 

Both of these are linked directly back to the metaethics theory of psychological 

egoism, stating that everything one does is self-motivated. While egocentric, this 

theory also produces the notion that each agent will, due to self-motivation, adopt a 

basic set of rules which will allow for a civilized community (Friend, 2004). 

Applied ethics 

Applied ethics is where modern-day conversations occur and come alive. It is the area 

of controversy that our news brings to us every night. It is lived out daily. To be 
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considered applied ethics, a subject must have a pro and con side of an argument, and 

morality must be in question. Examples of topics within applied ethics include 

biomedicals, gene alterations, sexuality and gender, business ethics, and 

environmental issues. 

Ethics and nonprofits 

Strickland and Vaughn (2008) have demonstrated that organizational culture is an 

essential component in driving ethical behavior and decision-making. Therefore, it is 

accordingly needed in nonprofit and for-profit organizations. 

 

It is important to internalize an organizational culture that embraces vital ethical 

ideals and procedures and makes them central to the organization's everyday 

operations. The lack of an ethical compass inevitably damages their interests as well 

as donor interests and may indirectly harm all others in the third sector (Strickland & 

Vaughan, 2008, p. 235).  

 

In the International Non-Governmental Organizational (INGO) space, the demand is 

higher for legitimacy. All too often, there is a communication breakdown in the dual 

system of funders and organizations due to a lack of a common vernacular with clear 

expectations, and this is creating a significant strain on the legitimacy of each party 

involved. Pallas, Gethings, and Harris (2014) experimented with just that. They 

determined that INGOs are driven further into the pocketbooks of their donors due to 

the evaluations and pressures placed upon them by the foundations. Also, they 
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contributed to the INGO’s behavior toward developing relationships with the funders. 

In return, strong relationships create accountability to themselves, grantors, and 

stakeholders (Pallas, Gethings, & Harris, 2014, p. 1282).   

Philosophy 

Philosophy, in general, encompasses any body of knowledge (Philosophy, 2018). 

Wittgenstein (1953/2009) described it further in the following excerpt:  

[Philosophical problems] are…not empirical problems; but they are 

solved through an insight into the workings of our language, and that 

in such a way that these workings are recognized–despite an urge to 

misunderstand them. The problems are solved, not by coming up with 

new discoveries, but by assembling what we have long been familiar 

with. Philosophy is a struggle against the bewitchment of our 

understanding by the resources of our language. (109) 

 

Even within the discipline of philosophy itself, there are arguments as to the number 

of categories of philosophy, ranging anywhere from four to seven main categories. 

For the sake of this dissertation, five categories—metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, 

politics, and aesthetics—will be discussed. They are not mutually exclusive and often 

overlap in theory. 

Metaphysical 

The metaphysical contemplates the existence of everything, even of existence itself. 

By questioning the nature of reality, it seeks to understand its relationship to the 

nature of existence. Asking whether the world is real or an illusion, it begins 

developing views of the world around us, making reality an absolute. The physical 

world exists, but only to explain cause and effect of a specific nature of change. 
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Metaphysics delivers a mindset that all sums equal the whole part—reality is 

absolute, and our logic is deductive. 

Epistemology 

Epistemology is the philosophical approach to the acquisition and theory of 

knowledge (Epistemology, 2018). It seeks to discover how our mind constructs 

concepts, with specific attention to the validity of sense and logical reasoning related 

to reality. Epistemology explains how we think, and how we know what we know. It 

is based on one’s epistemology that one distinguishes the truth from falsehoods and 

errors. The essential elements of proper epistemology involve one’s senses and their 

ability to gain information about the world. Reasoning, then, is the method used to 

assimilate the acquired knowledge. Logic becomes the consistency of maintaining the 

knowledge set. Objectivity is the association process of determining validity 

(Landauer & Rowlands, 2001). Upon determining the validity, a comparison of 

criteria must be present. The concepts of true and false are dependent upon our 

standards of evaluations. Explicit criteria must be applied to confirm or disconfirm a 

truth. This is radically different from an opinion. A standard can include a specific set 

and combination of actors (Landauer & Rowlands, 2001).  

 

Moreover, an in-depth investigation into philosophy brings us to understand the 

following, according to Lindberg (2007): the Natural (physics), studying the physical 

world while encompassing astronomy, medicines, and physics; the Moral (ethics), 

birthing social sciences, including value theory, aesthetics, ethics, and political 
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philosophies; and the Metaphysical (logic), birthing formal sciences, mathematics, 

epistemology and cosmology. Philosophy holds the space for general and 

fundamental arguments regarding problems of metaphysics (existence); epistemology 

(knowledge); value theory (values); logic, science and math (reasoning); cognition 

(mind and perception); and linguistics (language) (Lindberg, 2007).  

 

Values live within ethics, which is ultimately a branch of philosophy discerning the 

difference between right and wrong conduct and a good and bad life. The essence of 

ethics is the conception of analyzing right versus wrong.   

Axiology 

Axiology is the philosophical study of value and is a term used in ethics and 

aesthetics, two fields of philosophical study that depend crucially on notions of worth. 

Value theory is the understanding of how, why, and to what degree persons value 

things and how we quantify an intrinsic value. 

Value collaboration 

Rousseau and Berrone (2017) indicated that a higher level of presence of 

environmental non-profits in a community equates to a better environmental 

performance of the same community. By investigating the institutional conditions that 

influence the achievement of social value creation by nonprofit organizations, 

McAdam and Scott (2005) concluded that the role of local institutions influence the 

value-creating capacity of collective action. 
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A second mechanism by which local environmental nonprofit organizations create 

value is by raising awareness and providing information about the particular 

consequences of uncontrolled industrial activity (Breckenridge, 1999). Awareness 

activities help develop favorable conditions for the identification and mobilization of 

the broader community through the establishment of a standard meaning system, thus 

enhancing collective action (Holm, 1995). “In short, LENOs [Local Environmental 

Nonprofit Organizations] deliver social value by building a local context that expects 

and promotes a better environmental behavior of firms through both direct (i.e., 

monitoring) and indirect (i.e., generating awareness) means” (Rousseau & Berrone, 

2017, p. 2). 

 

Cnaan and Milofsky (2010) discovered a firm relationship between the social and 

economic outcomes of collective action organizations. Regular collective interactions 

of nonprofits increase the effective deployment of resources. These resources yield 

more secured commitments to social causes and a shared sense of purpose (Zald, 

Morril, & Rao, 2005).  

 

Nonprofit capabilities are also enhanced by geographic co-location, which opens up 

possibilities for mutual learning (Baldassarri & Diani, 2007) and advances sector 

professionalization (Hwang & Powell, 2009). Greater nonprofit presence is also a 

necessary condition for the provision of a more diverse set of public services that are 
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better tailored to address local needs (Prewitt, 2006), thus enhancing LENOs’ value 

creation (Rousseau & Berrone, 2017). This supports the regenerative framework. 

 

Baldassarri and Diani (2007) explained that potential within a nonprofit organization 

for collaborative learning is enhanced when geographically co-located with other 

actors, advancing the sector professionalization (Hwang & Powell, 2009). Prewitt 

(2006) has claimed that the more influential a nonprofit is locally, then the better 

chance of success of reaching a diverse set of its public needs, ultimately enhancing a 

value creation network of local nonprofits and their environment (Rousseau & 

Berrone, 2017).  

 

Because nonprofit presence is community-based and locally-driven, there is little 

likelihood of yielding the same success from community to community. Significant 

influencers in determining success are institutional agreements (Davis & Zald, 2005). 

Therefore, the roles of local institutions influence the value creation of each actor and 

are driven by belief systems (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999). Powerful independent 

entities who focus on local concerns will likely support local nonprofits and their 

interests, whereas powerful government entities will likely focus on broader concerns 

for the sake of serving the greater public interests and far-reaching environmental 

issues (Kassinis & Vafeas, 2006). Since local nonprofits’ missions are perceived to be 

consistent with the public interest, they are expected to have a compatible logic with 

government and, therefore, to enhance public value creation through collaborations 
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such as cross-sector partnerships (Selsky & Parker, 2005). On environmental issues, 

governments are “expected to be aligned with LENOs’ interests given their efforts to 

adopt federal environmental laws and regulations to the local context while reducing 

regulatory cooperation” (Rousseau & Berrone, 2017, p. 3). 

 

Nonprofits naturally uphold healthy community relations and agreements that 

facilitate collective actions by increasing the effectiveness of other collective action 

organizations (McAdam, McCarthy, & Zald, 1996). “The existence of other 

nonprofits fighting for social change, although only indirectly related to the main 

social mission of improving the community's environment, can still facilitate social 

value creation” (Rousseau & Berrone, 2017, p. 4). Scholars have found that 

nonprofits have positive effects on community trust and solidarity (Vaccaro & 

Palazzo, 2015), which naturally establish norms that, at a later juncture in time, can 

be capitalized on to enhance the effectiveness of their collaborative efforts (Greve & 

Rao, 2012).  

 

In short, Rousseau and Berrone (2017) found that local environmental nonprofits that 

network with strong community-based organizations and regularly interact with a 

larger set of community stakeholders can provide equitable relationships that yield 

effective political support and are congruent with the values within the broader 

community (Wade-Benzoni et al., 2002).  
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Understanding social value creation at the community level provides a 

foundation of values and actions that will begin fusing upwards in a 

community.  The interconnectedness of everything is at the core of 

social value creation.  Either core or peripheral actors, their influences 

have a role in shaping social change and value creation. (Rousseau & 

Berrone, 2017, p. 6) 

 

Holbrook (1999) indicated that multiple disciplines and approaches are used when 

theorizing values. The economic-psychological perspective indicates that the 

acceptance of value is proposition-based and is dependent upon the evaluation of its 

intended (and unintended) results. Within psychology literature, Meynhardt (2009) 

distinguished between private and public value. A business perspective values the 

activities of customers and markets as central actors, in addition to a plethora of 

stakeholders, distributors, suppliers, governments, etc. In a social system, Mizik and 

Jacobson (2003) distinguished value as the perceived power relationship between the 

actors in the system. Peñaloza and Mish (2011) featured human and non-human 

entities, constructed to include social and ecological environments. Vargo, Maglio, 

and Akaka (2008) defined service-dominant (S-D) logic by characterizing the value 

creation as a collaborative social activity involving the exchange and integration of 

valuable resources and emphasizes the value determination of agents in particular 

domains and contexts (Domegan et al., 2011, p. 208). 

 

Building from the rich but sometimes separate developments between funding 

institutions and organizations, the idea of value is misinterpreted, which creates an 

opportunity to provide a value construct and framework for the actors to thrive. By 
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precisely “valuing activities of subjects, objects to be valued and how each is 

impacted by the various forms of value” (Domegan et al., 2011, p. 208), the actors 

can build successful, equitable, and healthy relationships.  

 

Other relevant works discuss theories that elaborate upon the ways that discursive 

patterns constitute valuing subjects (Davies & Harré, 1990) and practice theories 

(Warde, 2005) that demonstrate how “value is produced as a matter of ritual 

conventions….Language is a collective discursive practice that provides the symbolic 

and representational resources that make possible individual value determinations” 

(Domegan et al., 2011, pp. 209–210).   

 

Haase and Kleinaltenkamp (2011) explained that institutions affect the creation, 

exchange, or incorporation of resources toward value creation in both generative and 

constraining ways, even as organizational members interact with other agents in the 

markets in larger social systems. 

 

The growing magnitude and complexity of socioeconomic and environmental 

problems are rapidly transcending the world today. No longer can a business sector or 

organization, much less an individual, address the ills of our world adequately. 

“Being responsible also does not mean doing it all ourselves. Responsibility is a form 

of sharing, a way of recognizing that we are all in this together. ‘Sole responsibility’ 

is an oxymoron” (Visser, 2011, p. 5). Cross-sector collaboration with business, in 
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particular, has been fertile ground for academics and practitioners as the newest 

powerful vehicle for corporate social responsibility (CSR) and for achieving social 

and economic missions (Porter & Kramer, 2011).  

 

With a significant amount of literature and research over the last several decades, 

there is a healthy bank of the literature with a focus on the collaborative work 

between cross-sectors. According to Austin and Seitanidi (2012a), there are overall 

arching problematic aspects about value creation: 

• There is a lack of a common language and definitional precision about what value 

is and about the dynamics of how different underlying collaboration processes 

contribute differentially to value creation.  

• Different levels, types, and location of value are often under-specified, vague and 

unevenly assessed.  

• Key success factors are abundantly offered but often without substantiating 

specification of the causal linkages for value creation.  

• Furthermore, there is confusion or limited recognition of differences in value 

creation potential across different types of collaborative relationships. These 

impede shared understanding and the ability to co-create value. (Austin & 

Seitanidi, 2012a, p. 728) 

 

Austin and Seitanidi (2012b) also noted the following:  
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The compatibilities and differences across the partners allow for 

diverse combinations of tangible and intangible resources into unique 

resource amalgamations that can benefit not only the partners in new 

ways but also externalize the socioeconomic innovation value 

produced for society. In order to assess the complementarity of the 

resources and their value creation potential it is important to recognize 

the nature of the resources that each partner has the potential to 

contribute, including tangible (money, land, facilities, machinery, 

supplies, structures, natural resources) and intangible resources 

(knowledge, capabilities, management practices, and skills). The more 

the partners are willing to deploy their unique organization-specific 

resources, the greater will be the potential for value creation. This 

value potential is also dependent on the directionality and use of the 

resource flow across the partners, that is, the extent the exchange of 

resources is unilateral, or bilateral and reciprocal, or a conjoined 

intermingling of the organization-specific and complementary 

resources. Unilateral flows or parallel exchanges can create value, but 

combining resources can co-create greater value. (p. 933) 

 

The relationship is most optimal for both organizations when the missions of each 

actor are in alignment (Berger, Cunningham, & Drumwright, 2004; Gourville & 

Rangan, 2004).  

Systems thinking 

Systems thinking begins with an understanding that the world in which we live is 

always more than the sum of its parts. Paying attention to people’s interactions, the 

power of dynamics, our environment, and the behaviors of all species can provide 

insight into our unpredictable and surprising innovations and adaptations (Wahl, 

2016). As human beings, we often overlook this connectedness and diminish our 

human ability to overcome, limiting ourselves to a single perspective. The Greek root 

for “system”—synthistanai—literally means “to place together.” Although systems 

thinkers tend to consider systems thinking as a mapping, Gregory Bateson (1972) 
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reminded us we should not confuse territorial mapping with systems mapping, but 

rather should use systems thinking as an antidote to the unintended side effects and 

consequences that have arisen by focusing on a reductionist and quantitative analysis 

formed from a single perspective. “The flip side of reductionism and specialization is 

we run the danger of not paying enough attention to the fundamental 

interconnectedness and interrelatedness of all the fields we have categorized into 

separate ‘subjects’ or disciplines” (Wahl, 2016, p. 79). 

 

Wahl (2016) further explained systems thinking in the following excerpt:  

Instead of focusing on the increasing ability a probability of survival 

from the system as a whole, we tend to get lost in solving individual 

problems, one problem at a time. We tend to search out “manageable 

problems” and inadequacies in the system, and we tend to define this 

problem from the perspective of a single discipline rather than a 

whole-systems perspective. (p.88) 

  

As simple as it is to reduce the world to a whole, we can reduce it into its related 

parts. The point is that neither the whole nor the parts are primary, but rather “they 

come together through the dynamic processes that define their identity through 

relationships and networks of interactions” (Wahl, 2016, p. 80). One of the defining 

aspects of systems thinking is answering the question, “What is the system?” and in 

knowing what to define and that the boundaries are not in themselves. As Albert 

Einstein (2014) advised, “We cannot solve our problems with the same thinking we 

used when we created them.” 

 



37 

 

Systems thinking begins by shifting our perspective. Realizing the notion that there 

may be something else triggers collective thinking. This is where we begin to learn to 

ask more questions and begin to see interconnectedness. Advances in science—

biology, neurosciences, and complexity theories—are now offering us a “systems 

view” of life (Capra & Luisi, 2014). 

 

The innovators creating tomorrow’s regenerative economy have all, in their own 

ways, learned how to see the larger system in which they live and work. They look 

beyond events and superficial fixes to see deeper structures and forces at play. They 

do not allow boundaries (either organizational or culturally imposed) to limit their 

thinking. They make strategic choices that take into account natural and social limits. 

They work to create self-reinforcing cycles of innovation-change strategies that 

mimic how growth occurs in the natural world. They have learned to see a system by 

cultivating an intelligence that we all possess. Human beings are natural systems 

thinkers, but, like any innate capacity, this talent must be understood and cultivated 

(Senge, Smith, Kruschwitz, Laur, & Schley, 2008, p. 167). 

Sustainability and regenerative development 

Practitioners in fields such as architecture, design, and development have advocated a 

regenerative approach to development for decades. Backed by a small scholarly 

community, these disciplines have made some progress in articulating the theory, 

principles, and practices surrounding regeneration. This new paradigm has caught the 

notice of social scientists and is rapidly displacing sustainability. However, there is 
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limited content contributing to the theory and practice of this approach to 

development. 

 

The research of social scientists across a variety of disciplines has revealed that the 

principles, practices, and existing literature related to regenerative development have 

not made their way into many social science discussions. The research and literature 

exist mostly in the physical development category and, where it has appeared, it has 

been simplified and conflated with the concept of sustainable development.  

 

Regenerative development is a development paradigm designed to push beyond 

sustainability. Because sustainability focuses on development in the present that 

protects the ability of forthcoming generations’ pursuit of development in the future, 

it holds onto a scarcity-and-depletion mindset. The priority of regenerative 

development is to apply holistic processes to create feedback loops between physical, 

natural, economic, social/community, and human capital that are mutually supportive 

and contain the capacity to restore equitable, healthy, and prosperous relationships 

among these forms of capital. The underpinning systems approach advocated by 

regenerative development scholars and practitioners has been vetted in numerous 

ways by environmental sociologists, political ecologists, and the interdisciplinary 

practitioners of coupled human and natural systems (CHANS) approaches. These 

contributions have not been engaged within the regenerative development 

community, let alone within the business sectors.  
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Therefore, one goal is to engage social scientists across these fields to examine ways 

in which the regenerative paradigm can benefit from their theoretical and empirical 

work. There are many definitions of regenerative development, and the scholars and 

practitioners offer divergent definitions, applications, and expected outcomes. For 

introductory purposes, however, most scholars and practitioners generally agree that 

regenerative processes have two primary goals: (a) to catalyze increased prosperity 

and health of human and natural environments through holistic design and 

meaningful community participation, and (b) to foster positive feedback loops where 

excess human and natural resources are reabsorbed by the system to create mutually 

beneficial relationships that self-replicate to build inclusive resilience, respect, and 

deep consideration to local contexts, whether economic, cultural, or ecological, so 

that development is properly adapted to local ecosystem, cultural, and economic 

circumstances. 

 

These goals correspond nicely to the three primary principles adopted at the United 

Nations (2017) Habitat III meeting held in Quito, Ecuador, in September, 2016, as 

part of the New Urban Agenda document. Those principles read as follows: 

To achieve our vision, we resolve to adopt a New Urban Agenda 

guided by the following interlinked principles: 

(a) Leave no one behind, by ending poverty in all its forms and 

dimensions, including the eradication of extreme poverty, by ensuring 

equal rights and opportunities, socio-economic and cultural diversity, 

integration in the urban space, enhancing livability, education, food 

security and nutrition, health and well-being; including by ending the 
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epidemics of AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, promoting safety and 

eliminating discrimination and all forms of violence; ensuring public 

participation providing safe and equal access for all; and providing 

equal access for all to physical and social infrastructure and basic 

services as well as adequate and affordable housing.  

(b) Sustainable and inclusive urban economies, by leveraging the 

agglomeration benefits of well-planned urbanization, high 

productivity, competitiveness, and innovation; promoting full and 

productive employment and decent work for all, ensuring decent job 

creation and equal access for all to economic and productive resources 

and opportunities; preventing land speculation; and promoting secure 

land tenure and managing urban shrinking where appropriate.  

(c) Environmental sustainability, by promoting clean energy, 

sustainable use of land and resources in urban development as well as 

protecting ecosystems and biodiversity, including adopting healthy 

lifestyles in harmony with nature; promoting sustainable consumption 

and production patterns; building urban resilience; reducing disaster 

risks; and mitigating and adapting to climate change. (United Nations, 

2017, pp. 7–8) 

 

Regeneration is an extension of sustainability. Though sustainability conserves 

resources, it also forces us to view the world from a scarcity point of view, leaving us 

in a state of depletion. Sustainability does not take a holistic and systematic approach 

to our world and humanity. As a result, we often use the term sustainability in the 

wrong context. In contrast, regeneration takes all of the capitals of business 

(economic, physical, natural, social) into consideration while creating holistic 

feedback loops.  

 

The term sustainability also has a long and complex environmental history. George P. 

Marsh (1864), one of America’s first environmentalists, stated that “Sustainability is 

based on a simple and long-recognized factual premise: Everything that humans 
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require for their survival and well-being depends, directly or indirectly, on the natural 

environment.” It would take over one hundred years before the world began to take 

action to address a devolving environment. Edwards (2005) suggested that 

sustainability became a prominent world issue as a result of the 1972 United Nations 

Conference on the Human Environment. Others asserted that the first significant use 

of the term appeared in the 1980 World Conservation Strategy (International Union 

for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, 1980). Despite the consternation 

as to its beginning, the Brundtland Commission (1987) provided a working definition 

that has stood the test of time: “Sustainable development is a development that meets 

the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs.” (p. 43). This definition allowed for a gradual movement away 

from the exclusive focus on the environment and toward a tripartite view of 

sustainability as a concept that addresses the connection between the environment, 

social concerns and the economic issues (Hopwood, Mellor, & O'Brien, 2005; Littig 

& Griessler, 2005). 

 

In the foreground of this sustainability movement, the regenerative design paradigm 

has been moving forward with a whole system perspective, with dedicated attention 

to closing the feedback loops. The priority of regenerative design is to apply holistic 

processes in a bioregional context to create feedback loops between physical, natural, 

economic, and social capital that are mutually supportive and contain the capacity to 

restore equitable, healthy, and prosperous relationships among these forms of capital.  



42 

 

Much of the regenerative literature focuses on the built environment (Brandon, 

Lombardi, & Shen, 2017; Hes & du Plessis, 2015; Mang, Haggard, & Regenesis, 

2016) or economics concepts related to business and entrepreneurship (Sanford, 2011, 

2014). The work of these scholars demonstrates the evolution of sustainable 

development to regenerative development within two areas of the traditional tripartite 

model. The literature surrounding sustainable development continues to struggle to 

define the social dimension (Boström, 2012; Cuthill, 2010; Dempsey, Bramley, 

Power, & Brown, 2009) and even less is known about the social aspects of 

regenerative development and the factors that influence its development. 

Regenerative approaches view “development and design as two distinct yet 

synergistic processes, both of which play an essential role in ensuring that higher 

scope, neither of which is sufficient without each other” (Mang & Reed, 2012, p. 15). 

 

In 1968, biologist and systems theoretician Ludwig von Bertalanffy (1968) 

introduced general systems theory (GST), emphasizing the importance of being 

cognizant of the physical and biological systems. His book General System Theory: 

Foundations, Development, Applications (1968) was revolutionary thinking and 

began the intimate relationship and mindset of growth and development.  

 

Because many social scientists, quite literally, have never heard of regenerative 

development, I have begun developing a scholarly base within each capital. The 

accomplished scholars whose work dovetails directly with overlapping dimensions of 
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regenerative development are significant contributors to the emergent regenerative 

development paradigm. These social science voices directly impact the introduction 

of what will be called the Regenerative Business Leadership Framework. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
 

 

“Reality is made up of circles, but we see straight lines.” 

~Peter M. Senge  

The Fifth Discipline: The Art of Practice 

of the Learning Organization 

 

 

The methodological process used for this dissertation is illustrated in a flow chart 

shown in Figure 2. As indicated in the chart, each box defines a discrete step that 

occurred in the process to bring this study to fruition. Like all methodology chapters, 

the intent is to create a “how-to” manual for future researchers, should they want to 

recreate or expand on the current study. Each of the steps is briefly described in the 

following sections of this chapter, after a brief introduction to the key methodology 

used. 
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Figure 2. Methodology Flow Chart 

 

Grounded Theory and Generative Theory 

I chose grounded theory as my key methodology for multiple reasons. The first and 

most important reason I chose it is that I consider it to be the best methodology to 

answer my question. The second reason I chose it because of my experiences—

personally as a researcher on both sides of the research inquiry, and philosophically 

as a sociologist and a humanist. After all, I believe in people, I am unapologetically 

empathetic, and I have an innate ability to hear the unintended story of what is being 

told. I believe that life is circular, deeply connected, and meant to be thriving. 
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Since the research question was one of an esoteric nature and given 

that I was not going into this study with any predetermined hypotheses 

that I was attempting to prove or disprove, but rather with an 

investigative perspective, grounded theory seemed like an obvious 

choice for methodological consideration. (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) 

 

Grounded theory was also appealing because it is concerned with the discovery of 

fresh perspectives and new ways of looking at things. Much like a treasure seeker on 

a treasure hunt without knowledge of what the treasure is or how to find it, the 

researcher does not begin with a preconceived hypothesis. Rather, the research begins 

with an area of study and allows the theory to blossom from the data, as (by 

definition) it must be grounded in the data. The researcher follows the data wherever 

it goes. And because the theory emerges from the data, data collection, analysis, and 

theory building all happen simultaneously and are guided by the methodology. The 

method is circular, allowing the researcher to change focus and pursue leads revealed 

by the ongoing data analysis. Grounded theories are likely to offer insight, enhance 

understanding, and provide a meaningful guide to action (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).  

Generative theory building 

While the primary intent of grounded theory is to explain (in a new and innovative 

way) a phenomenon that exists, generative theory refers to theories that are judged on 

their generative capacity, rather than their predictive ability (Gergen, 1982). Rather 

than asking, “Does this theory correspond with the observable facts?” generative 

theory’s emphasis for evaluation asks, “To what extent does this theory present 

provocative new possibilities for collective action?” (Ludema, 1996) 
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Generative theory is an approach to organizational study that seeks to contradict or 

reframe commonly-held theoretical assumptions about a prevailing system and, in 

turn, spawn new possibilities for action (Gergen, 1994). Generative theory challenges 

the dominantly held assumptions and unseats conventional language by provoking 

new forms of dialogue and expression to help create new constructions and generate 

knowledge.  

 

In short, instead of just looking for common themes to emerge from the data, 

generative theory gives voice to any piece of data that answers the following 

question: “What are the themes, ideas, or concepts that are the most exciting, most 

impactful, most intriguing, and hold the greatest potential for humanity?” The data is 

significant even as a lone voice, whether a seemingly random piece of independent 

data or an offhand reference by a single subject in a single interview. 

 

The purpose of creating a generative theory is to discover—and create—new “stuff.” 

And, like building a new sculpture from a lump of clay, I intend to construct a new, 

emerging theory of Regenerative Business Leadership and Business Development. 

Generative/Grounded theory building methodology 

Therefore, I combined the best of both qualitative-theory-building worlds for this 

dissertation. The conventions of grounded theory were utilized as a methodological 

foundation for my data analysis. That data, in turn, was used to build a regenerative 
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theory in which the operative question was, “How can we create prosperous, healthy, 

and equitable businesses that are thriving for the social good of the world?” 

 

Selecting generative and grounded theories as the basis for my methodology allows 

the empirical evidence itself to discover the phenomenon of these ambiguous funding 

practices and the appearance of whimsical behavior. This research method also 

naturally aligned with the Opportunity Collaboration conference, as well as the topic 

in which I was interested. Like conversations often do, they create unanticipated 

threads, and I did not want to lose a single opportunity to follow any one of them.   

 

Similarly, I decided not to do research prior to beginning the interviews. Specifically, 

I did not want to be biased in my reactions. My work experience, as well as many of 

the anecdotal stories of which I was aware, led me to believe this would be an 

important decision. 

 

The Opportunity Collaboration conference works very hard to shed all power 

dynamics at their conference through various techniques. For example, they 

discourage the use of electronics and cell phones and focus instead on human-to-

human communication. They eliminate PowerPoint presentations but encourage 

flipcharts and interactive discussion. The reasons they do this are the same reasons I 

believe the funding relationships are most damaged—and are also the reason that it 

was the perfect location for my interviews. 
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Work Experience/Identify Issues 

Although I had traveled to Mexico many times, one particular trip forever altered my 

life. I was sitting in a taqueria when a little girl captured my attention. I began 

chatting with her in Spanish about her shoes. Shortly thereafter, her mother 

approached and asked if I would take a moment to help her son with his homework. It 

was simple fourth-grade math, but she and her husband had not received an education 

beyond the third grade. As she explained, the family was often nomadic and migrated 

to find and keep work. Although they knew the importance of education for their 

children’s future, they were not sure how much longer they could afford to keep them 

in school. At that moment, my vacation ended and my life was changed forever. I felt 

as if all of my life experiences—as a teacher, a mother, and a business owner—had 

brought me to that precise moment. And, as a teacher in San Diego County, 

California, I was familiar with this situation. 

 

Upon returning home, I immediately began developing plans to return and begin 

working in Mexico. My initial vision was very simple—to provide the tools to keep 

children in school. I learned, however, after several trips and community assessments, 

that Mexico’s school system was itself doing a fine job of providing those tools. The 

problem of keeping kids in school was due instead to the same circumstances as the 

parents I met—a lack of stability to be able to provide for the family and to provide 

adequate housing. I realized that even though children may have resources to set them 

in a direction towards success, the success of those resources diminishes drastically if 
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they return to same impoverished situation every day. My vision then developed a 

twist—instead of providing tools to educate the children, we would develop and 

provide tools to educate their mothers. I assembled a team of people and created 

Learning Connections International (Aprendizaje Conexiones Internacionales) to 

develop a program based on “our” theories, which we then put into practice. Very 

quickly I learned that just because something works in the United States does not 

mean it will work anywhere else. We began modifying, adjusting, and adopting new 

practices along the way, eventually learning the biggest lesson of all—that cultures 

have their own standards, values, social rules, and norms, and that to be successful, 

one cannot impress their own values and cultural norms. 

 

On my personal quest to be successful for the women in Mexico, I entered into a 

master’s program of nonprofit management. Having the resources to be able to obtain 

a master’s degree is a privilege that many others in the nonprofit sector do not have, 

and I wanted my education to provide the skills and expertise to operate successfully.   

 

While my vision of change was romantic, it was difficult to seduce others to join me 

in that vision and obtain funding. First, teaching English to Mexican women is not 

sexy. Second, funding institutions are often not interested in funding nonprofits at the 

beginning of a life cycle. More often than not, funders do not view their capital as 

patient capital and want metrics and data before there is any chance to engage with 

constituents. As a result, we began to modify our business model to be less reliant on 
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grants, similar to what is known today as a B corporation. After all, nonprofits are 

often started from passion, and not because their missions make good business sense. 

 

After several years as the executive director of Learning Connections, I transitioned 

into an executive director role at a funding institution whose focus was Mexico and 

Latin America. Because of my previous experience as a seeker of funding, I 

intentionally set out to redesign the relationship between the funding institution and 

the organizations seeking funding. With a lack of accountability and transparency, 

and with each actor always accusing the other of wrongdoings, something had to 

change. We needed a new perspective on the reporting delivered by the seeking 

organizations. 

 

Ultimately, perspective has the power to change the course direction. Figure 3 

illustrates this very well. The white pickup truck was traveling about 75 mph from 

right to left when it crashed through the guardrail, flipped end-over-end, bounced off 

and across the culvert outlet, and landed right-side-up on the left side of the culvert, 

facing the opposite direction. The 22-year-old driver and his 18-year-old passenger 

were unhurt, which is incredible. But to gain a true perspective of just how lucky they 

were, one must examine the second photograph. 
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Source: Adapted from Cameron, personal communication, 2016 

Figure 3. The Importance of Perspective  
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To gain that same wide-angle perspective with regard to the relationship between 

funders and nonprofit organizations, I had several ideas and implemented them within 

the organization. First, I began with overhauling the entire grant application process, 

the funding process, and, most importantly, the metrics and evaluations process. 

Adapted from Kim Cameron’s (2012) Personal Management Interview program, I 

created a new evaluation system—called Institutional and Organizational 

Communications—which I believed to be vital in understanding an organization 

which was hundreds or even thousands of miles away. The new system created 

exactly the new perspective we were looking for.  

 

Concurrently, I implemented a capacity building program. In the third sector, capacity 

building is the term used to describe whatever is needed to bring a nonprofit 

organization to the next level of operational, programmatic, financial, or 

organizational maturity so that it may more effectively and efficiently advance its 

mission into the future. Our initial empirical research began demonstrating that our 

capacity building program was delivering precisely the progress for our organization 

that was required. The metrics continued to deliver a higher level of demonstrated 

success and improved effectiveness at the organizational level—exactly that which is 

at the heart of capacity building. Because of my first-hand experience of living the 

challenges of both sides of this issue, I was able to create a successful, thriving, 

equitable, healthy, and prosperous relationship with our grantors.   
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Twelve years later, having lived on both sides of this funding relationship, my desire 

to better understand the discrepancies between funders and grantees was stronger than 

ever. Was money the issue, with the constraints that it places on the funding 

relationship? Was the lack of organizational education the problem? Or was it 

something I had not yet considered? 

Identify Issues 

In the third sector, as a whole, the relationship between organizations and funders is 

thin. They have grown leery of each other, as well as their motives and their business 

and ethical practices. In the international setting, this is intensified. Supported by 

anecdotal evidence, non-governmental organizations distrust funders and foundations 

for their ambiguous, unfair, controlling, and oscillating funding practices. These 

ambiguous practices appear to be whimsical with no direction or feedback post-

reporting. Foundations require rigorous and time-consuming reporting, but 

organizations often do not have a dedicated staff member to prepare such reports, 

requiring employees to abandon their job to fulfill this reporting requirement and 

reducing their effectiveness at their original job. 

  

But while the non-profit organizations claim the foundations are whimsical, the 

foundations claim the same of non-governmental organizations as well. They 

experience a lack of best business practices, unethical decision making, and falsified 

reporting. Foundations discover that organizations tend to have mission drift, which 
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ultimately leads to a lack of contractual fulfillment, and appears as a lack of 

accountability. 

 

As a practitioner who has existed in both worlds—first as a founder of an 

organization seeking funds and also as the executive director of an international 

grant-making foundation—these disjointed relationships are experiences that resonate 

with me. Intentionally or unintentionally, unfair practices on both sides are what 

drove me to research and write this dissertation. It is more profound than 

communication or a lack thereof.  

 

In the international nonprofit sector, it is empirically known that funding institutions 

not only make the process of applying and being awarded funding overwhelming, but 

they also impose expectations of their funding that are neither deliverable nor 

sustainable for international non-profit organizations (INGOs) and international non-

profit organizations (INPOs). 

 

Through the demanding, time-consuming, and often rigorous reporting that they are 

expected to meet, organizations can be deemed as “insufficient,” yielding a false 

failure. Ultimately, this contributes to the cycle of poverty these INGO/INPOs are 

combating every day at the grassroots level. The organizations are, in essence, being 

measured as kindergarteners with college-level standardized tests. 
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I needed to know the following: Could a model or framework be developed that could 

end the whimsical nature of the funders? 

Develop Interview Protocol/Attend Opportunity Collaboration 

In October, 2016, I attended the Opportunity Collaboration in Cancun, Mexico. The 

Opportunity Collaboration conference is a global network of leaders whose mission is 

“Convening, Conveying and Collaborating” to solve world poverty. Approximately 

four hundred attendees connected with INGOs and INPOs from around the world 

attend each year at either of their two summits, with one-third of those on a 

scholarship from developing countries. It was the perfect location to conduct 

interviews with INPOs, INGOs, and foundations that experience ambiguity and 

oscillation practices, as well with funders who demonstrate “organization-centric” 

practices. During the conference, I conducted 15 interviews, one focus group with 15 

participants, and one interactive class with 20 participants, focusing on universal 

values, the accountability of funders and foundations, and the generation of a new 

metrics and evaluation system based upon Institutional and Organizational 

Communications, which I designed while at the foundation. 

Interviews 

Each interview began with a brief organizational history and transitioned into a 

conversation about values (cultural and organizational), leadership, accountability, 

and funding. Each interview lasted approximately 90 minutes and were recorded with 

either audio or both audio and video. In each interview, as well as in the focus group 

and capacity building class, I posed the following questions:  
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• “Please tell me about your metrics and evaluation process and your experience 

with it?” 

• “Are values universal? And if so, which values transcend borders?”   

From these two questions alone, an enormous amount of data was collected, which, 

upon review, has revealed several recurring themes.  

Focus group 

I led a focus group as part of the conference’s Conversations for Change. Entitled 

“Shifting an Industry to Share Power,” it included 26 participants and focused on the 

questions “What is/is not working?” and “How do we change it?” After posing the 

questions, the participants were asked to write thoughts or words onto slips of paper. 

The slips of papers were then collected and randomly pulled from the pile to create 

discussion among the group. Although no miraculous solutions were discovered, a 

great conversation began among many topics that are key to organizations. 

Predominant was a discussion about funders and fund-seeking organizations. 

 

One participant noted that an organization’s inability to move funds around within the 

organization could hurt its effectiveness:  

Sometimes “stuff” happens unexpectedly and the only way to achieve 

the original program goal is to clear the immediate issue. Funders lock 

the money into their objectives, creating power and control that 

ultimately can derail programs and the organization because you 

cannot move past the “stuff.” (Focus Group Participant 1, personal 

communication, 2016) 
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Another participant noted the lack of diversity of those within the foundations who 

specifically understand the region in which an INGO operates. For example, the 

language between INGOs, the financial world, and cultural perceptions may not have 

a full continuum of understanding: “The perception of money changes as the 

possession of money changes from one culture to another, raising the question, ‘Who 

has the power over it?’” (Focus Group Participant 3, personal communication, 2016). 

This ultimately creates a power dynamic of western versus local. “Because the 

foundations have the money, they squeeze us into a different direction” (Focus Group 

Participant 4, personal communication, 2016). A consensus was noticeable when 

another focus group participant stated, “As an INGO sector as a whole, we need to 

learn to say ‘no’ to funders” (personal communication, 2016). 

 

With the “power perception upside down” (Focus Group Participant 4, personal 

communication, 2016), the most common suggestion for achieving a more equitable 

sharing of power was to change the way in which organizations are valued by funding 

institutions. Below is input about funding institutions gathered from focus group 

participants: 

• From the application process to the evaluation itself, they hold us to “standards of 

which they are not held to” (Focus Group Participant 4, personal communication, 

2016).  
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• There is a lack of accountability, and there are cases of “mission drift and getting 

away from the cause” (Focus Group Participant 5, personal communication, 

2016). 

• There are unrealistic expectations by funders, including “pressure to scale” (Focus 

Group Participant 5, personal communication, 2016).  

• There is also “pressure to replicate” (Focus Group Participant 6, personal 

communication, 2016)—in other words, “following the usual way of doing 

business means their [funder’s] model of business” (Focus Group Participant 7, 

personal communication, 2016). 

• They need to shift from a scarcity mindset to “collaborating and defining success 

together” (Focus Group Participant 8, personal communication, 2016). 

  

After my coding process was complete, I then began assessing these slips of paper. I 

realized that a triangulation emerged. Triangulation is typically associated with 

methods and design and the combination of results from multiple approaches, which 

provides a better understanding of the results than a single approach could do alone 

(Creswell, 2014; Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007). While Tashakkori and Creswell 

(2007) were correct in that triangulation provides a better understanding of results 

from multiple approaches (e.g., mixed methods), qualitative method “studies that use 

triangulation may include two or more sets of data collection using the same 

methodology” (Heale & Forbes, 2013, para 3). Bryman also pointed out that 

“Triangulation may be the use of multiple theories, data sources, methods or 
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investigators within the study of a single phenomenon” (as cited in Heale & Forbes, 

2013, para 4). 

 

The triangulation in my research findings thus far was clear, as Figure 4 shows. From 

all angles, the data reiterated the need for a framework to better manage the 

relationship between funders and grantees. 

 

Figure 4. Triangulation of Consistent Data  

 

Capacity building clinic 

I also led and taught a capacity building clinic, titled “Metrics & Evaluations is More 

Than Accountability,” which included 15 participants, of which 13 were associated 

with organizations and two were funders. This is important to note, as the collected 

data comes predominantly from organizations. However, with the limited data that is 

present, you can see the discrepancy on the perspectives of metrics and evaluations. 
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All of the participants were given sticky notes and were asked to write their responses 

to the questions on the appropriate flip chart paper (i.e., organizations or funding 

institution). Examples are shown in Figure 5. The results, as shown in Table 3, were 

another form of triangulation.  

 

Figure 5. Capacity Building Clinic—Discussion Examples  
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Table 3. Important Codes and Ideas Generated in Capacity Building Clinic 

 

Question Reaction by Funders Reaction by Orgs 

How is the overall 

M&E process 

viewed by your 

institution? 

-Required 

-Required for renewal 

-Required for 

confidence 

-Doesn’t show impact 

-Nuisance 

-Time consuming, inaccurate, 

expensive 

What does your 

institution LIKE 

about the M&E 

process? 

-Consistency in 

questions 

-Combo of qualitative 

and quantitative 

 

-Shared learning 

-Partner-centered 

-Combo of qualitative and 

quantitative 

-Keeps projects agile 

What does your 

institution NOT 

LIKE about the 

M&E process? 

-Reports aren’t 

meaningful 

-Reports are hard to 

get 

-Resource-intensive 

-Driven only by numbers 

-Doesn’t measure holistic impact 

-Reports are often not 

contextualized 

What VALUES are 

important for an 

organization to 

have? 

-Transparency 

-Collaboration 

-Integrity 

-Curiosity 

-Innovation 

-Efficiency 

-Aligned values 

-Stated intentions on 

accountability, 

transparency 

-Transparency 

-Communication 

-Integrity 

-Willingness to adapt 

-Commitment 

-Inclusivity 

-Collaborative mindset 

-Qualitative over quantitative 

-Empowerment 

Source: Capacity Building Clinic, Personal Communications, 2016. 

Level I Coding 

To begin to develop any generative theory—using the conventions of grounded 

theory—the data must be evaluated using the coding process. This study followed the 

level I, level II, and level III conventions as recommended by Hutchinson (1998), 
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which are analogous to open coding, axial coding, and selective coding as set forth by 

Strauss and Corbin (1998). 

 

Level I coding, as Hutchinson (1998) explained, “begins with words that describe the 

action in the setting. Such codes are in vivo or substantive codes and may use the 

exact words that the actors use” (p. 133). Substantive codes tend to be “catchy and 

meaningful” (Hutchinson, 1998, p. 133) and, since they are based exclusively on the 

data, help to prevent the researcher from imposing his or her own preconceived ideas 

or hypotheses. In short, level I codes break down the data into very small pieces. 

Later, level II and level III codes elevate the data to more abstract levels, which 

become the building blocks for the developing theory. 

 

I intended to begin coding of my gathered data looking for substantive, selective, and 

theoretical implications of the interviews. To that end, I used the qualitative data 

analysis software MAXQDA, which is an online qualitative data program with the 

ability to work with large amounts of data with sophistication. With MAXQDA, I 

was able to track the connections that began to emerge from the data. 

 

First, the interviews were transcribed with RevTrak, a professional service. I 

compared each transcript to the original digital recordings to ensure they were 

transcribed correctly and found that it was a great exercise to re-familiarize me with 

each interview. With a few minor corrections, I was able to finalize the transcripts 
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and begin to code the data. My first level of coding revealed the codes shown in 

 

Figure 6. 

 

 

Figure 6. Level I Codes 
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First Literature Review 

I then began a literature review based upon the codes from the data.  However, I 

clustered them together like this and began with what I would call a “cluster word 

literature review.” The reason for this is that when looking at the codes, it became 

evident that some of them were interrelated, making it beneficial to cluster them and 

review a larger segment of literature before scaling down. 

The clusters 

History of NPO 

The system stakeholders understand the development of our funding model and 

donation system. To understand a current-day situation, we need to understand how 

we got here. The history of nonprofits and their development is quintessential for 

understanding our system today.   

Values & ethics 

Values and ethics are always in question. An understanding of the underpinnings of 

their theories sets the stage for behaviors of organizations and the foundations. 

Capacity building 

Capacity building refers to the actions in creating effectiveness and efficiencies in 

nonprofit financial stability, organizational stability, and overall health. The codes 

researched were metrics and evaluations, stakeholder engagement, passion/mission, 

and relationships. 
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Level II Coding 

In the process of moving from level I to level II coding, some of the data is discarded 

(as it proves to be irrelevant) as the codes are condensed and new categories are 

constructed. The researchers then compare each of their emerging categories with one 

another to ensure that they are mutually exclusive and that they take into account all 

of the relevant stories and ideas that were heard. 

 

From the level I codes (shown in green), my level II coding revealed more detailed 

codes (shown in light blue beneath each level I code), as illustrated in Figure 7. 

  

 

Figure 7. Level II Codes  
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Second Literature Review 

After completing the level II coding, another review of the literature was necessary. 

As I began examining these codes, I felt I was getting closer to an answer by 

discovering collective value creation, ethics, and change, yet I was still missing 

something. Unlike level I, I did not cluster these codes and do a general search. 

Rather, I researched the actual codes themselves. With each topic, I felt closer to 

articulating the essence of what the interviewees revealed. The first literature review, 

although reasonably encompassing, was not comprehensive enough to include themes 

that continued to emerge from the coding. A more in-depth analysis was needed. 

Therefore, I researched the following sets of words: collective value creation, 

Western thinking (in the context of the history of NPO), ethics, sustainability, and 

change. 

Fellowship at Regis University 

Concurrent with beginning my level II coding, I began a fellowship with Dr. Eugene 

Wilkerson in the Workforce Ethics and Lifelong Learning (WELL) Center at Regis 

University in Denver, Colorado, which included research and writing a chapter in a 

book about regenerative development. Dr. Wilkerson, who was my master’s program 

advisor, convinced me to pursue this Ph.D. program to further my research. 

Sustainability & Regenerative Development 

To me, regenerative development and sustainability are paired concepts. 
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Sustainability 

Regenerative development is birthed from the sustainability movement, and so it 

seemed like a perfect foundation point. Inasmuch, I reviewed a full field of 

sustainability literature.   

Regenerative development 

Researching regenerative development included reviewing literature (books, 

academic articles, and practitioner articles), mainly in the fields or architecture and 

design; conversations and lectures with editor and expert, Beth Caniglia; and 

continuing conversations with my adviser, Dr. Wilkerson. Toward the end of this 

literature review and associated conversations, I interviewed John Hollander, the 

Chief People Officer of GeoStabilization International, with the intent of creating, in 

practice, a vignette of regenerative development in the workforce. 

 

The regenerative development paradigm was birthed from sustainability in the 1960s. 

However, unlike sustainability (its counterpart/cousin), regenerative development is a 

development paradigm designed to push beyond sustainability, creating a feedback-

looped system and co-creating ongoing success in each of the capitals. While 

sustainability focuses on development today that protects the ability of future 

generations to develop, it holds onto a scarcity and depletion mindset. The priority of 

regenerative development is to apply holistic processes to create feedback loops 

between physical, natural, economic, social/community, and human capital that are 

mutually supportive and contain the capacity to restore equitable, healthy, and 

prosperous relationships among these forms of capital. The underpinning systems 
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approach advocated by regenerative development scholars and practitioners has been 

vetted in numerous ways by environmental sociologists, political ecologists, and the 

interdisciplinary practitioners of coupled human and natural systems (CHANS) 

approach. Architects have also been using this approach since the 1960s. While this 

paradigm is emerging, its contributions are scarce in many respected fields and are 

almost wholly absent in business. 

Workforce Development 

It does not take a strong HR background to know that people are the pulse within any 

organization. And while researching workforce development for the fellowship at 

Regis University, this became even more evident. Current research demonstrates the 

importance and worth of an individual or a population developing skills, knowledge, 

and experiences. The importance of human capital was put on the radar for me, and I 

intended to learn more. 

Value Creation 

As a cornerstone of regenerative development, the creation of value was a natural step 

in this progression. Simultaneously, as I finished my level II coding, a thread of value 

creation also appeared. Although it appeared as a desire of INGOs to co-create value 

with foundations, it is nonetheless in line with value creation. This was the first point 

at which I began to visualize an intersection of my dissertation research and my 

fellowship work at Regis. 
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Reevaluation/Questioning of Values 

At this point in the process, I began questioning the entire idea of values. What did 

“contributing value” even mean? How do evaluations have weight or meaning, if the 

value does not have an exponent factor? Wouldn’t such an evaluation be subjective? 

If so, how could it hold value? How does one make a judgment using values as a 

foundation for the argument?  

 

The word value is used in various contexts today, and I began to hear it used (and 

overused) everywhere. Here are just a few examples: “Get a great value if you act 

today”; “We value your opinion”; “Refinance and discover the value of your house”; 

“Let’s create value together”; “Our company values honesty.”   

 

As I coded the interview conversations, this made me realize the difference in which 

the interviewees referred to value. Value either has a quantifiable number attached to 

it or it is intrinsic. When speaking from an intrinsic value perspective, the word value 

can be replaced with a different word. For example, what does “I value your opinion” 

mean? That I love your opinion? That I respect your opinion? That I cherish your 

opinion? How does the receiver of the statement interpret exactly what is being said? 

However, when there is a numeric digit attached to the value, such as x equals 3, it is 

much easier to interrupt the meaning of what is being implied. For example, in the 

statements “The car is worth $3,000” or “The cost of the exercise machine is $500,” 
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the word value was not used, but it is understood and is clear as to what is being 

implied.  

 

For this reason, basing evaluations on intrinsic values is confusing. This confusion 

opens the door for vagueness and creates the appearance of funding institutions 

having whimsical and oscillating practices. As I moved forward in the research, I 

became cognizant of this dilemma. It is not, I believe, only a syntax issue, but it is 

instead related to power and privileges. As one of the interviewers said, “Values are a 

luxury” (Interview Subject 7, personal communication, 2016). 

Visualize and Develop Initial Framework 

I sat down to draw out the definition of regenerative development. The definition I 

was given was so long and complex; I had to visualize it, to see it.   

 

As I began drawing this definition of regenerative development, shown in Figure 8, I 

found myself beginning to think about the relationship of the funding institutions and 

INPOs/INGOs. The INPOs/INGOs and the more organization-centric funding 

institutions would obviously love the model I was looking at. After all, it creates the 

systems they want, with co-creation of funding and programs and a feeling of being 

valued. It moves them beyond a simple sustainability mindset and sets them on a 

course to thrive. 
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Figure 8. First Visualized Regenerative Development Model 

  

Level III Coding 

Level III codes come out of a third pass through all of the data collected thus far and 

become theoretical constructs that are derived from a combination of the data 

gathered, academic knowledge, and experience. These constructs, or ideas, contribute 

theoretical meaning and scope to the budding theory. Theoretical constructs integrate 

and conceptualize the relationship among the three levels of codes, “weaving the 

fractured data back together again” (Glaser, 1978, p. 116). 
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In grounded and generative theory building, the term saturation refers to the 

completeness of all coding levels (I, II, and III) and when no new conceptual 

information is available to indicate new codes or the expansion of existing ones 

(Hutchinson, 1988). In other words, the researcher, by repeatedly checking, 

reviewing, and studying all aspects of the data collected and analyzed, ultimately gets 

to the point where she achieves a sense of closure. 

 

Following this protocol of analysis listed above, I worked through the next level of 

coding. Throughout the interviews and the fellowship, the question of values had 

been developing and I felt as though I was beginning to hone into the essence of the 

causes of deterioration in the relationships.  
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Figure 9 shows the level I coding (shown in italics) and reveals those level I codes’ 

relationships with the level III codes (shown in bold). 
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Figure 9. Level III Coding  
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Because everything is interconnected, I began to visualize the codes as interconnected 

when I looked at a diagram of the coding. Therefore, I dug deeper into the codes that 

still felt as though they were not specific enough or still had a depth to be explored. 

For example, the level II code of funding sustainability eventually led to the 

discovery of patient capital. Similarly, the term led to the mindset of regeneration, 

which in turn helped to create my framework. 

 

The framework I was envisioning was beginning to come alive from the codes.  

Third Literature Review 

For me, the point of saturation happened when I was removed from my data for eight 

weeks while recovering from a severe concussion. On the advice of medical 

providers, I was unable to use electronic means to read and review data. Feeling 

stressed over the unfortunate timing of this event, and unable to remove myself from 

the goal of going forward with my research, I decided to listen to my interviews again 

and review the entirety of my handwritten notes. Toward the beginning of my 

recovery, I was advised not to read, so instead I listened and re-listened to the 

interviews. In them, I was able to hear the claims that the research warranted. Weeks 

later, when I could begin reading again, my review of my notes highlighted many 

crucial issues that appeared within the interviews. In my notes, several words and 

phrases jumped out at me: values, thriving, generation work, and patient capital. 
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At this point, it was evident that it was time for a deep dive into values, the study of 

values, axiology, human capital, and systems thinking. 

Add Human Capital to Framework 

Investing in employees is as important as investing in the material capitals. Human 

capital, after all, is the pulse of any organization. Humans hold the knowledge, the 

habits, and the social understanding for continuing education and productive and 

meaningful work. Employees’ engagement with stakeholders in meaningful ways is 

vital to the success of any organization’s work, and that human-to-human connection 

is as important as our connection to the world and the environment. 

Reframed Question Based on Research 

Those of us who have worked in the international non-governmental sector have seen 

the empirical evidence and are well-acquainted with the disjointed relationship 

between the funding institutions and the grantee organizations. Even before beginning 

my research, it appeared that the application process and funding practices of the 

funding institutes often imposed additional expectations of their funding, which 

expectations may be unreasonable, undeliverable and unsustainable for an 

INPO/INGO. 

 

It is through the demanding, time-consuming, and often rigorous reporting known as 

metrics and evaluations (M&E) that often deems an organization as insufficient and 

yields a fake failure. These international grassroots organizations are failing before 

they even have been awarded the funds. Expectations set everyone up for failure. If 
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you will, the organizations are being measured like kindergarteners being measured 

with an SAT standardized test. Therefore, the grounded and generative research being 

researched began with discovering the “truths” behind the empirical knowledge of 

funding international non-government organization (INGO)/international nonprofit 

organization (INPO). Is there anything that could be different in the funding and 

metrics and evaluations process to set organizations up for success?   

Finalized Framework 

At the conclusion of collecting and analyzing my data, the coding of my interviews, 

and my three literature reviews, the framework I sought was still unclear. However, 

with the addition of human capital to the equation, the question I was asking began to 

shift and transition and slowly came into focus. Equal to the goal of creating success 

for INGOs/INPOs, I realized that the goal also included the success of the funding 

institutions themselves. The question became, “How can collaboration between 

organizations and funding institutions effectively co-create significant solutions, 

systems, and economic, social, human and environmental value for a thriving 

society?” Co-creation was the key. 

 

I was finally able to crystallize the idea of a theoretical framework that is depicted 

and described in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 
 

“If I had an hour to solve a problem and my life depended on the solution, I would 

spend the first fifty-five minutes determining the proper question to ask. For once I 

know the proper question, I can solve the problem in less than five minutes.” 

~Albert Einstein 

 

Introduction 

In Uganda, honesty is aligned with love and protection. For instance, if asked whether 

your daughter had had any children, you would answer “No,” even if in reality, she 

had birthed two children who had passed away. To a Ugandan, this is an honest 

response because your first commitment would be to protect the pain of your child. 

To a funder, this same honest response may be called a lie or a misleading statement. 

That funder, returning home from a site visit, might even deny funding due to the 

“dishonesty” that was experienced (Interview Subject 7, personal communication, 

2016). 

  

This illustration occurs all too often in the international setting. Foundations are 

weary and suspicious of INGOs. Meanwhile, the INGOs feel as though the 

foundations are finicky and whimsical in their funding practices. For example, an 

organization which served mothers and children infected by the AIDS virus hired 

surviving mothers to serve as mentors to new mothers entering the program. That 

organization was given funding to double their program of hiring mentoring mothers 
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to make a greater impact in the community. Though the organization was able to 

demonstrate that a greater impact in the community had occurred, funding was 

terminated halfway through the funding cycle because the INGO had received funds 

from the United States Agency for International Development (USAID). The exiting 

funding institution claimed that the USAID funds were more than doubling the 

organization’s budget and that the funding institution was in direct competition with 

USAID’s funding, despite the fact that the USAID funding was reported in the 

application and throughout the vetting cycle with the exiting funder. “At the very 

outset, [funders] are not honest about the impact or what they’re looking for, 

changing their mind on a whim” (Interview Subject 4, personal communication, 

2016). The final impact for the organization was in the removal of the newly-hired 

mentor mothers due to the lack of funding. This unfortunate series of events caused a 

backlash of distrust for the INGO within its own community that it serves. And, 

unfortunately, it is those who need the services of the INGO that suffer most from 

these kinds of broken relationships. 

 

In the international nonprofit sector, it is known that funders (foundations, donors, 

social impact investors, grant-making organizations, and the like) not only make the 

process of applying and being awarded funding (grants) overwhelming, but they often 

also impose expectations of their funding that are neither deliverable nor sustainable 

for international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) and international non-

profit organizations (INPOs). 
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It is through the demanding, time consuming, and often rigorous reporting (known as 

metrics and evaluations, or M&E) that organizations are labeled as “insufficient,” 

yielding a fake failure, similar to the Ugandan story, ultimately contributing to the 

cycle of poverty these INGOs and INPOs are combating every day at the grassroots 

level. This method of evaluating organizations is, in essence, like evaluating 

kindergarteners with college standardized tests like the SAT. 

Research and Findings  

As a practitioner who has lived on both sides of these similar scenarios—first as a 

founder of an INGO and then as the Executive Director of an international grant-

making organization—I can relate to both of these stories.   

 

When I founded an INGO, I applied to seek funding from funding institutions. 

Similar to other INGOs, I was denied time and time again because of a lack of 

metrics. A Ugandan organization that had been operating for almost seven years 

found itself in a similar position and “applied for half a dozen grants. I haven’t gotten 

one yet [….] It seems a bit inaccessible” (Interview Subject 7, personal 

communications, 2016). One interviewed funder recognized the situation as 

problematic yet added that “anecdotal stories don’t […] cut it” (Interview Subject 2, 

personal communication, 2016). However, in many cases, these anecdotal stories are 

where much of the data lives and where the change is happening. 
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As time went on, I gained the required metrics and obtained a grant, but in the middle 

of the funding cycle, the funder exited and pulled funding, claiming that we were no 

longer a fit for their mission. However, nothing had changed—our metrics showed 

the growth that the funder was seeking. The abrupt change seemed capricious and 

was anything but transparent. Another funding institution offered a replacement grant 

but requested us to build a new program into the organization that did not align with 

our mission. “It’s hard to turn down funding when you can use money for your 

[mission]. But there is always a requirement” (Interview Subject 2, personal 

communication, 2016). 

 

I grew more and more curious about the disconnect in this relationship between 

funders and the INGOs/INPOs. To seek the cause of the disconnect, I held interviews 

with executives at both funding institutions and INGOs/INPOs. 

 

These interviews highlighted discrepancies everywhere. Foundations and INGOs just 

aren’t on the same page, even when they claim to have the same goals. For example, 

foundations prefer a linear systems approach, while grantee organizations prefer a 

circular, holistic systems approach. Foundations see their processes as transparent and 

with built-in accountability, while organizations see quite the opposite—often a 

complete lack of transparency and accountability. Organizations can see foundations 

as whimsical and dishonest, while those foundations feel their practices are fully-
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aligned and straightforward. And, perhaps most significantly, there is a great 

discrepancy in how grantors and grantees view metrics and evaluations. 

Metrics & evaluations 

The research showed that, among the many discrepancies, metrics and evaluations are 

the most heated topic. While INGOs recognize metrics and evaluations as important 

tools for funders to evaluate their successes, they also feel as though the processes 

can be redundant, labor intensive, and a waste of their time, especially when not 

given feedback on the reporting. And when funders focus on specific requirements, 

INGOs feel that the reporting does not tell the whole picture.   

 

Funders, in turn, can become dissatisfied with the allocation of their resources, not 

understanding its contextual use and need. As a result, they often treat organizations 

as a means to an end, using them only as the tool to achieve their goals, and the 

assessment of programs and organizations often include this perspective. This is often 

demonstrated in the oscillation of funding decisions and the lack of transparency 

about those decisions. One funding institution executive who appears to understand 

this need for contextuality described, “‘Yeah. There are people there. They’ve done 

this, that, and the other. Here’s some money.’ [But] then you have this whole list of 

what you expect them to deliver. This is why we’ve shifted” (Interview Subject 2, 

personal communication, 2016). “If it’s a one-way street, then we really have to 

question how serious we are about the objectives and what are we setting ourselves 
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up for. There has to be more transparency, and most [funding institutions] don’t get 

that” (Interview Subject 6, personal communication, 2016). 

 

Some INGOs/INPOs found themselves collecting data for funders without even 

understanding what they were collecting. “Let’s be honest. I was collecting things 

because I heard that’s what you were supposed to do. We came up with some 

questions, and we had some papers. We didn’t know what to do with the papers” 

(Interview Subject 7, personal communication, 2016). 

Sustainability and values 

The research revealed a direct correlation between M&E research with sustainability 

and values. However, shifting to this thinking requires two understandings. 

  

The first understanding is that sustainability means maintaining a certain level, not 

about generating or regenerating. It is merely a goal of status quo and holds onto a 

scarcity-and-depletion mindset. 

We define sustainability kind of how we define “responsible.” If we 

are talking about the organization’s sustainability and funding, that’s a 

different story, but regarding what we do in the communities, it is a 

long-term relationship. We have maybe ten communities-ish that we 

work with at any given time.[…] If we try to do 100, that is not 

sustainable. Our relationship with the communities is sustainable 

because we are not trying to scale up but rather scale down into the 

communities. Now if you talk about sustainability regarding funding, 

then we have a problem. Funders are not patient. They have demands 

that need to be met in a timeline that is usually unrealistic for the 

culture or community. Maybe if they looked at the whole picture, they 

would be more patient. However, they do not. They only want to know 

what their funds did.[…] I think it would give us more motivation […] 

if they realized that we could really benefit from being collaborative 
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and grow together into the future together. (Interview Subject 1, 

personal communication, 2016) 

 

Second, it is important to understand values. Without a number attached to a value, 

such as x equals 3, the value of x is only subjective and intrinsic. Determining how a 

value holds a quantifiable factor can be challenging.  

I think this and you think that. It was saying these are the tenets of 

faith that drive our values, and we both submit to this. We both agree 

that it is overarching both of our cultures, so it is not just, “one is a 

Western and one’s Ugandan.” It is that we both believe that people 

should be treated a certain way and that we should behave a certain 

way. Values are universal and we have the same values to make things 

work well, regardless of context. Now, how they interpret [those 

values], how they get incarnated [is different], but the essence should 

be recognizable. But, the problem then is how do you put something 

intangible into a scale or an evaluation? How do you weigh one over 

another? (Interview Subject 7, personal communication, 2016) 

  

Funders want to see value in their investment: “Our values are that ‘change’ is 

community-driven. Change is slow, there’s a pace to it, and it’s not the pace that is 

usually funded. It’s not the timeline” (Interview Subject 1, personal communication, 

2016). How do you value the growth of a program at a pace that is conducive to a 

community? 

 

The research revealed a direct correlation of values simply by how they were 

presented by each actor. Removing contextual differences to get to the point of 

agreement as to what each value means is easier than attaching a quantifiable factor to 

a value. For example, one interview subject eloquently said, “I think the weight of 
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values are different between what we’re doing and [what funding institutions] are 

doing, and this causes a problem when we you deliver the report” (Interview Subject 

1, personal communication, 2016). Another interview subject supported this concept 

with the following comment: “Funders are anxious to get into an organization that no 

one has funded even if it means they bend. But only at first to get you, then they 

expect you to change” (Interview Subject 6, personal communication, 2016).  

 

The philosopher David Hume (1896) claimed that we act on our emotions and not our 

faculties of reason. While all the data in the world might give us the reason, our 

emotions still rule our passions. Therefore, we react to our emotions, and our passion 

moves us to react, similar to when we are moved to donate to a charity. However, the 

opposite holds true as well, like with the funder in our earlier example who visited 

Uganda and experienced an emotion which influenced them negatively, causing them 

to then react by discontinuing funding. Without a long-term solution and systems, the 

INGOs are left with temporary fixes. This is what INGOs mean when they talk about 

values and sustainability.   

The problem with sustainability 

Sustainability is simply not solving the problem. While communities are usually 

adept at solving their own problems, they often also usually lack the resources to 

accomplish the task. Often, funders fail to see this and claim the community 

experienced a lack of ownership. One funder commented, “Sense of ownership does 

not help anybody. It is just a sense. Everyone has to be a part of the system: funders, 
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organizations, government and other local agencies” (Interview Subject 5, personal 

communication, line 27, 2016).  

 

Often it is the funders whose requests are not in alignment with those they are 

funding, “but that’s [another] conversation. It’s not something that their funding is 

going to be dependent upon if they change the way they do things” (Interview Subject 

3, personal communication, 2016). 

 

Rather than assessing organizations based on a small piece of the entire picture—by 

simply questioning its sustainability—we need to shift and evaluate how that small 

piece of the picture creates value as it contributes to the organization as a whole. 

You have to have an argument that makes the economic case, and 

sometimes the political case for why this shift is important. It is easy to 

show the change in the lives of a community. However, when 

something happens, culturally that an organization does not have 

control over, such as when there’s rights violation, sometimes it is 

very localized. How do you demonstrate that in a report about 

programs? It will show up in another place in the [metrics and 

evaluation]. But, more often than not, it is repeated in the same context 

across the board and is misconstrued. (Interview Subject 5, personal 

communication, 2016).  

 

Because our INGOs tackle social injustices in our world that are massive in scale, it is 

of utmost importance that we do not press against their positive endeavors by 

evaluating their efforts with our own beliefs, values, and ethical systems. Rather, the 

goal should be to create collaboration between organizations and funding institutions 

that could efficiently co-create significant solutions, systems, and economic, social, 
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human, and environmental value for a thriving society. But how can we move from a 

sustainable mindset of maintaining the status quo to a thriving regenerative mindset?   

Regenerative design 

Regenerative design is a value creation methodology with its roots in architectural 

design and a holistic system serving as the link between social and business design. 

Architects have been utilizing this methodology for generations in hopes of pushing 

design beyond sustainability. Arguing that sustainability conserves resources, 

regenerative design shows us that it also forces us to view the world from a scarcity 

point of view, leaving us in a potential state of depletion. Sustainability does not take 

a holistic and systematic approach to our world and humanity. As a result, 

regenerative principles show that the term sustainability is often used in the wrong 

context. 

 

In contrast, regenerative principles take some capitals of business (economic, 

physical, natural, social) into consideration and create holistic feedback loops through 

and among them. Regenerative design views “development and design as two distinct 

yet synergistic processes, both of which play an essential role in ensuring that higher 

scope, neither of which is sufficient without each other” (Mang & Reed, 2012, p. 15). 

 

Just as the regenerative design model is optimal when the social and business capitals 

are concurrently aligned, the same is true when the missions of INGOs and funding 

institutions are aligned (Berger et al., 2004; Gourville & Rangan, 2004). Therefore, 
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building upon this regenerative design paradigm with the addition of human capital, I 

suggest that organizations and funding institutions can actively co-create value, 

solutions, and systems, and turn their discrepancies into equitable, healthy, and 

prosperous relationships. 

Regenerative business leadership 

This new regenerative paradigm in the realm of INPOs/INGOs and funding 

institutions could be referred to as regenerative leadership, or regenerative business 

leadership. The regenerative business leadership framework begins by viewing 

INPOs in the systematic context in which they operate. It provides the mapping for 

either the INPO or the funder to comprehend and understand the strengths, 

weaknesses, opportunities, and threats which are present while creating space for 

collaborative value creation. “It would give us more motivation […] if they realize 

that we could really benefit from being collaborative and grow together into the 

future together” (Interview Subject 1, personal communication, 2016). 

 

As discussed, the idea of value is often misinterpreted by the two actors of funders of 

INPOs. By creating a value construct and framework for the actors by precisely 

“valuing activities of subjects, objects to be valued and how each is impacted by the 

various forms of value” (Domegan et al., 2011, p. 208), the actors can build 

successful, equitable, and healthy relationships.  
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A significant amount of literature exists regarding collaborative work among various 

cross-sectors. Outlined below are problematic aspects about collaborative value 

creation, according to Austin and Seitanidi (2012a): 

1. There is a lack of a common language and definitional precision about what 

value is and about the dynamics of how different underlying collaboration 

processes contribute differentially to value creation.  

 

2. Different levels, types, and location of value are often under-specified, vague 

and unevenly assessed.  

 

3. Key success factors are abundantly offered but often without substantiating 

specification of the causal linkages for value creation.  

 

4. Furthermore, there is confusion or limited recognition of differences in value 

creation potential across different types of collaborative relationships. These 

impede shared understanding and the ability to co-create value. (p. 728) 

 

They also noted the following:  

The compatibilities and differences across the partners allow for 

diverse combinations of tangible and intangible resources into unique 

resource amalgamations that can benefit not only the partners in new 

ways but also externalize the socioeconomic innovation value 

produced for society. In order to assess the complementarity of the 

resources and their value creation potential it is important to recognize 

the nature of the resources that each partner has the potential to 

contribute, including tangible (money, land, facilities, machinery, 

supplies, structures, natural resources) and intangible resources 

(knowledge, capabilities, management practices, and skills). The more 

the partners are willing to deploy their unique organization-specific 

resources, the greater will be the potential for value creation. This 

value potential is also dependent on the directionality and use of the 

resource flow across the partners, that is, the extent the exchange of 

resources is unilateral, or bilateral and reciprocal, or a conjoined 

intermingling of the organization-specific and complementary 

resources. Unilateral flows or parallel exchanges can create value, but 

combining resources can co-create greater value. (Austin & Seitanidi, 

p. 933, 2012b) 
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One interview subject made it clear that values are universal. 

I think this and you think that. It was saying these are the tenets of 

faith that drive our values, and we both submit to this. We both agree 

that it’s overarching both of our cultures, so it isn’t just a one’s a 

Western and one’s Ugandan. It’s that we both believe that people 

should be treated a certain way and that we should behave a certain 

way. Values are universal and that the same values that make things 

work well, regardless of context. Now, how they interpret, how they 

get incarnated, but the essence should be recognizable. But the 

problem then is how do you put something intangible into a scale or an 

evaluation? How do you weigh one over another? (Interview Subject 

7, personal communication, 2016) 

 

The research found that collaboration—and, more specifically, co-creation—was 

often missing. Much of the data indicated a desire for this to change. 

We’ve done a lot of fundraising where we want to co-design the grant 

we’re getting from the institution with the institution, so they 

understand [that] in order to get these results, here are all the things 

that need to be in place, including advocacy.[…] Nothing is changing 

because there is not collaboration between everyone. (Interview 

Subject 5, personal communication, 2016) 

 

Another interview subject added the following discussion:  

Everybody asks for the transparency, the accountability, the oversight, 

that’s people power and it’s talented people power. I’ve had a struggle 

with my board. We set fundraising goals, and boy, [she] needs help. 

She can’t do this anymore, but oh boy, we can’t afford to fund a 

second person. It’s like, go raise the money like this. Communications, 

we don’t have enough money in communications. We don’t have 

enough money in technology. It’s expensive to go over there and yet, 

it’s critical communications through technology, and it just doesn’t 

work. It’s got to be face to face. Yeah, it’s been really, really hard and 

we really struggle with our funders who do not understand that we 

need unrestricted funds to accomplish what they want…who cares 
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what the community needs? (Interview Subject 6, personal 

communication, 2016) 

 

There is a firm belief within the social sector that metrics and evaluations are 

necessary, which has caused an “impact mantra” within the sector. Metrics and 

evaluations bring confusion from several points of view. To begin with, “the first 

source of puzzlement is all the jargon through which grantees must wade. Add to this 

confusion the fact that there are no consistent definitions for the jargon, and grantees 

are positively bewildered” (Snibbe, 2006, p. 40). Contributing to this bewilderment is 

an “obstacle of normative beliefs that mostly funders, and sometimes nonprofits 

themselves, hold about evaluations” (Liket, Rey-Garcia, & Maas, 2014, p. 173). In 

addition to that bewilderment, INGOs are increasingly devoting more time and 

resources to evaluation processes and are drowning in data, with very little influence 

on their strategic decision making (Snibbe, 2006). “Let’s be honest. I was collecting 

things because I heard that’s what you were supposed to do. We came up with some 

questions, and we had some papers. We didn’t know what to do with the papers” 

(Interview Subject 7, personal communication, 2016). 

 

This scenario is common. The INGO collects data to satisfy the accountability of the 

funded monies with data that is meaningless to anyone other than the specifically-

targeted recipient of the report, contributing to the number of obstacles that metrics 

and evaluations create. Without a practical framework for both actors to use in 

conjunction with themselves, the communities, and the environment, they are left 
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with biased tools of evaluation that have a sustainable (scarcity) mindset and unclear 

objectives between the evaluation and the data collected. 

 

The regenerative business framework suffices both actors. Regenerative businesses, 

in general terms, use a whole system approach to thinking about the world in which 

they operate. The framework uses multiple perspectives, such as the five capitals 

presented, to challenge assumptions that would otherwise go unnoticed. The 

interconnectivity of the framework creates transparency or a map between the 

successes, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats that can significantly affect the 

relationships, inputs, outputs, and the overall health of an organization. Also, a 

regenerative business and business development framework can redefine wealth by 

combining multiple kinds of capitals instead of just financial capital (Wahl, 2016).  

The Framework 

In order for organizations and funding institutions to effectively co-create significant 

solutions and systems, as well as economic, social, human, and environmental value 

for a thriving society, and in order to effectively move from a sustainable mindset of 

maintaining the status quo to a regenerative thriving mindset, a new paradigm of 

regenerative leadership must be developed. 

 

The body of collaborative and regenerative development literature predominantly 

encompasses value categories as economic, social, physical, and nature (defined in 

Table 4). I am building upon this by adding the component of human capital and 
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replacing the term values with the term capitals. Based on this new paradigm, I have 

created a framework that organizations and funding institutions can actively utilize to 

co-create value, solutions, and systems, and turn the discrepancies into equitable, 

healthy, and prosperous relationships. This regenerative framework, which is 

illustrated in Figure 10, is an opportunity for the third sector today to impact and 

address these social problems and economic discrepancies that breed within our 

populations. 

Table 4. Definition of Capitals 

 

Capital Definition 

Social the influence, relationships, and networks that an individual, 

business or community can draw upon 

Economic the amount of monies to operationalize and be solvent 

Natural an organization’s access and responsibility to the natural 

resource in their domain, community and or region, a/k/a the 

ecosystem underpinning the organization’s economy and 

society 

Physical consists of any man-made goods and the assets of an 

organization 

Human the collective skills, intelligence, and intangibles that people 

contribute to the overall value of an organization 
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Figure 10. Regenerative Business Framework 

 

This regenerative framework provides a systematic approach for collaboration 

between foundations and organizations and can serve as the link between the social 

ills of the world and the business development required to remedy those ills. The 

framework offers opportunities for what current business research already advocates. 

By combining economic, natural, physical, social, and human capitals, this 

framework develops continuity, forward thinking, and provides a new set of 

principles to operate within. Advancing practitioners’ thinking on these capitals will 

begin to embrace a broader awareness toward the social and economic discrepancies 
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that the ills of our world render. Business, from an as-usual, siloed perspective, now 

includes all involved stakeholders and moves the agenda from a sustainable mindset 

to a thriving, regenerative mindset. 

 

The intent of my research and dissertation is to bring this framework and new 

paradigm into the nonprofit business world in an effort to create better business 

practices—and better relationships—for the planet and the common good for our 

global family, while advancing social science research and its important relevance to 

our world, while shifting the mindset of scarcity and sustainability to a thriving and 

regenerative mindset. 

 

The priority of regenerative development, then, is to apply holistic processes to create 

feedback loops between physical, natural, economic, social, and human capital that 

are mutually supportive and contain the capacity to restore equitable, healthy, and 

prosperous relationships among these forms of capital. The underpinning systems 

approach advocated by regenerative development scholars and practitioners has been 

vetted in numerous arenas such as environmental sociologists, political ecologists, 

and the interdisciplinary practitioners of coupled human and natural systems 

(CHANS) approaches. However, regenerative business development and leadership 

are emerging in business and have not—prior to now—been introduced in the social 

sector.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusions, Discussion, and 
Implications for Future Research 

 

“We cannot solve our problems with the same thinking  

we used when we created them.” 

~Albert Einstein 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the potential limitations of the research, as 

well as discuss the opportunities and implications for future research. 

Summary of Research  

The literature review reflects the experience of the research. In grounded theory, after 

the initial gathering of research (in this case, interviews), a researcher begins by 

dissecting the data with a process known as coding, in which themes are created from 

the data. The goal of this step is to saturate a code point that can no longer be diluted 

into yet another construct. As the coding process developed, the literature review 

went through several iterations. The purpose of this was intentional on my behalf. 

Because of my experience and the empirical knowledge collected from the research 

of the discrepancies in the relationship between funding institutions and INPOs, I let 

the data guide my literature review process. The goal of this was to remove all biases 

from the coding. Through interviews, I collected data at Opportunity Collaboration in 

Cancun, Mexico, an international conference for practitioners in the third-sector 

space, which was attended by approximately 400 people from around the world. It 

was an incredible research opportunity to interview actors from both sides of the 
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equation: funding organizations and INPOs. Initially, the questions were centered on 

the topic of M&E: what works, what does not work, and what could be improved 

upon. 

 

The coding indicated a strong correlation between the current M&E process, 

sustainability, and the construct of values. Therefore, due to the nature of grounded 

theory, the research question became more sophisticated and incorporated these 

prominent themes: How can collaboration between organizations and funding 

institutions effectively co-create meaningful solutions and systems with economic, 

social, human, and environmental value for a thriving society? How can we move 

from a sustainable mindset of maintaining the status quo to a thriving regenerative 

mindset?  

Discussion and Interpretation of Findings 

The first concern addressed is the way in which the term sustainability is used. The 

underpinning of sustainability conserves resources, and it also forces us to view the 

world from a scarcity point of view, potentially leaving us in a state of depletion. 

Sustainability does not take a holistic or systematic approach to our world and 

humanity and, as a result, it is a term which is often used in an erroneous context. 

Therefore, when evaluating funding and program advancement in the non-profit 

business sector, the term sustainability is minimizing the potential for growth and 

thriving. 
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The second concern addressed is understanding values and the way in which value 

plays out. These values, in many ways, are driven by the tenets of our faith and are 

overarchingly universal across cultures. How people should be treated, how people 

should behave, how we discourse socially—regardless of context, these notions are 

universal and recognizable to us all. However, without a number attached to a value, 

such as x equals 3, that value is only subjective and intrinsic. Therefore, determining 

how a value holds a quantifiable factor can pose a problem. How do we give weight 

to an intangible thing on a numeric scale or through evaluation? 

 

Evaluating an organization based on its capitals, rather than on oscillating emotions, 

is a better practice for a thriving world.  

Significance of the Study 

Because our INPOs are charged with solving some of the world’s most difficult and 

heartbreaking issues, we need to evaluate their effectiveness from a business 

perspective, such as a return on the capital investments rather than with a return-on-

value perspective. It is important to understand the depth and have a full snapshot of 

what they are up against. Often, these organizations are competing with an ethical 

system that is working against them. This study then suggests the importance of 

shifting the mindset from one that is emotional and sustainable to one that is 

regenerative and thriving. The research has also offered a framework in which to 

accomplish this.   
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Implications for Future Research 

Along with M&E, values, and a sustainable mindset, the research data indicated that 

transparency and accountability between and among the two actors were contributing 

factors to the discrepancies in their relationship. While the regenerative framework 

claims to have a feedback looping system, I believe that added and continued research 

on an organization utilizing this regenerative framework would strengthen the 

framework and address the issues of transparency and accountability. 

 

At Opportunity Collaboration, survey research was also collected that is not part of 

this study. These surveys questioned funding institutions or seeking organizations 

directly of their perceived views regarding the processes of metrics and evaluations. 

One hundred and seventy-five surveys were distributed, of which 15% were returned. 

More funding institutions than INPOs participated in the study. There were many 

significant findings. Among them is the fact that 100% of seeking organizations 

agreed that M&E places a burden on the organization. Interestingly, 66% of the 

funders also stated that their M&E is collaborative, while only 25% of the seeking 

organizations felt the M&E process was collaborative. And, surprisingly, 50% of 

funders admitted to mission drift, meaning that they provided funds to organizations 

whose missions were not in alignment with their own funding priorities, solidifying 

the view of funders’ whimsical, capricious, and oscillating practices that INPOs hold. 
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The priority of regenerative design is to apply holistic processes in a bioregional 

context to create feedback loops between physical, natural, economic, and social 

capital that are mutually supportive and contain the capacity to restore equitable, 

healthy, and prosperous relationships among these forms of capital. Within the 

sustainability movement, the paradigm of regenerative design has been moving 

forward with a whole-system perspective with specific and dedicated attention to 

closing the feedback loops.   

 

The fact that social scientists have not significantly weighed in on the regenerative 

development paradigm provides an opportunity to advance this work to its full 

potential. Comparing the regenerative business framework to such strategies as the 

triple bottom line, blue ocean strategies, and others would be beneficial.  

 

Literature regarding sustainable development continues to struggle to define the 

social dimension (Boström, 2012; Cuthill, 2010; Dempsey et al., 2009), and even less 

is known about the social aspects of regenerative development and the factors that 

influence its development.   

 

The regenerative paradigm suggested here is called regenerative leadership, and it 

indicates an interrelated and thriving forward motion of the capitals in which it 

operates. To substantiate this claim, the exploration of stakeholder involvement and 

community participation within the regenerative model demands a thorough 
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investigation. That research could potentially offer a new, positive view of 

cooperation and interactions at an engaging level for stakeholders of any 

organization.  

 

As the regenerative paradigm gains ground and becomes embraced by society at 

large, challenges will abound as to how to implement, educate, and prepare the next 

generation of practitioners. 

 

As suggested in this dissertation, this regenerative business framework provides the 

foundations of an evaluation system—or landscape—upon which organizations can 

base their decisions. However, this dissertation is limited in that it does not develop 

the evaluations themselves, but instead it uses existing evaluation tools from each 

capital to determine which assessment tool is adequate for each. From there, it is 

suggested to apply a SWOT (Strengths, Weakness, Opportunity, and Threats 

evaluation) as an overall assessment tool. 

 

Regenerative leadership is a research-based framework for leaders who want to push 

their organizations beyond sustainability. Dr. Hardman’s (2010) own leadership 

framework is congruent with the foundational regenerative underpinnings of the 

regenerative business development framework. Among several similar attributes of 

the frameworks—such as understanding of systems, development of global ethics, 

engaging of multiple stakeholders more effectively, and the designing of strategies 
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that can transcend ingrained assumptions based from values—both frameworks 

require a shift in thinking. This researcher suggests overlaying the two frameworks to 

better evaluate organizations and leaders, and to possibly create a synthesis of the two 

frameworks. 

 



 

105 

References 
Acton, J. E. E. D. (1949). Inaugural lecture on the study of history. Essays on freedom 

and power (pp. 3–29). Boston, MA: The Beacon Press.  

Aristotle (1999). Nicomachean ethics (T. Irwin, Trans., 2nd ed.). Indianapolis, IN: 

Hacket Publishing Company. (Original work published 350 B.C.) 

Austin J. E., & Seitanidi, M. M. (2012a). Collaborative value creation: A review of 

partnering between nonprofits and business: Part I. Value creation spectrum 

and collaboration stages. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(5), 

726–758. doi:10.1177/0899764012450777 

Austin J. E., & Seitanidi, M. M. (2012b). Collaborative value creation: A review of 

partnering between nonprofits and business: Part 2: Partnership processes and 

outcomes. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(6), 929–968. 

doi:10.1177/0899764012454685 

Baldassarri, D., & Diani, M. (2007). The integrative power of civic networks. 

American Journal of Sociology, 113(3), 735–770. doi:10.1086/521839 

Bateson, G. (1972). Steps to an ecology of mind: Collected essays in anthropology, 

psychiatry, evolution, and epistemology. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 

Press. 

Berger, I. E., Cunningham, P. H., & Drumwright, M. E. (2004). Social alliances: 

Company/nonprofit collaboration. California Management Review, 47(1), 58–

90. doi:10.2307/41166287 

Boström, M. (2012). A missing pillar? Challenges in theorizing and practicing social 

sustainability: introduction to the special issue. Sustainability: Science, 

Practice and Policy, 8(1), 3–14. doi:10.1080/15487733.2012.11908080 

Brandon, P. S., Lombardi, P., & Shen G. Q. (Eds.) (2017). Future challenges in 

evaluating and managing sustainable development in the built environment. 

Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.  

Breckenridge, L. P. (1999). Nonprofit environmental organizations and the 

restructuring of institutions for ecosystem management. Ecology Law 

Quarterly 25(4), 692–706. 

Brundtland Commission (1987). Our common future. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 

Press. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/tsus20/current
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/tsus20/current


106 

 

Calvinism. (n.d.). Theopedia. Retrieved from https://www.theopedia.com/calvinism  

Cameron, K. (2012). Positive leadership, strategies for extraordinary performance. 

Oakland, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 

Capra, F., & Luisi, P. L. (2004). The systems view of life: A unifying vision. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Carr, D. (1988). The cardinal virtues and Plato’s moral psychology. The 

Philosophical Quarterly, 38(151), 186–200. doi:10.2307/2219923 

Cnaan, R. A., & Milofsky, C. (Eds.) (2010). Handbook of community movement and 

local organizations. New York, NY: Springer Publishing Company.  

Creswell, J. (2014). Research and design: Qualitative, quantitative and mixed 

methods approaches (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishing. 

Cuthill, M. (2010). Strengthening the “social” in sustainable development: 

Developing a conceptual framework for social sustainability in a rapid urban 

growth region in Australia. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.  

Davies, B. & Harré, R. (1990). Positioning: The discursive production of selves. 

Journal for the Theory of Social Behavior, 20(1), 43–63. doi:10.1111/j.1468-

5914.1990.tb00174.x 

Davis, G. F., & Zald, M. N. (2005). Social change, social theory, and the convergence 

of movements and organizations. In G. F. Davis, D. McAdam, W. R. Scott, & 

M. N. Zald (Eds.), Social movements and organization theory. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Domegan, C., Haase, M., Harris, K., van den Heuvel, W.-J., Kelleher, C., Maglio, 

P.,…Peñaloza, L. (2011). Value, values, symbols and outcomes. Marketing 

Theory, 12(2), 207–211. doi:10.1177/1470593111429515 

Dempsey, N., Bramley, G., Power, S., & Brown, C. (2009). The social dimension of 

sustainable development: Defining urban social sustainability. Sustainable 

Development, 19(5), 289–300. doi:10.1002/sd.417 

Dunn, J. (1969). The political thought of John Locke. An historical account of the 

argument of the ‘Two treatises of government’. London, UK: Cambridge 

University Press.  

Edwards, A. R. (2005). The sustainability revolution: Portrait of a paradigm shift. 

Gabriola Island, British Columbia, Canada: New Society Publisher. 



107 

 

Einstein, A. (2014, September 10). The abundance project. Retrieved from 

http://www.theabundanceproject.com/2014/09/we-cannot-solve-our-

problems-with-the-same-thinking-we-used-when-we-created-them/  

Epistemology. (2018). Online etymology dictionary. Retrieved from 

https://www.etymonline.com/search?q=Epistemology  

Fieser, J. (n.d.). Ethics. Retrieved from https://www.iep.utm.edu/ethics/ 

Fine, M. & Jacobs, L. (2014). Building capacity to sustain social movements: Ten 

lessons from the communities for public education reform fund (CPER).  

NEO. Retrieved from http://neophilanthropy.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/05/Building-Capacity-to-Sustain-Social-Movements.pdf 

Foner, E., & Garraty, J. A. (Eds.). (1991). Puritanism. The reader’s companion to 

American history. Boston, MA: Houghton-Mifflin. 

Friedman, L. J., & McGarvie, M. D. (2004). Charity, philanthropy, and civility in 

American history. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

Friend, C. (2004). Social contract theory. Retrieved from 

https://philpapers.org/rec/FRISCT 

Gergen, K. J. (1982). Toward transformation in social knowledge. Berlin, Germany: 

Springer-Verlag. 

Gergen, K. J. (1994). Realities and relationships: Soundings in social construction. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1978). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies 

for qualitative research. London, UK: Aldine Transaction. 

Gourville, J. T., & Rangan, V. K. (2004). Valuing the Cause Marketing Relationship. 

California Management Review, 47(1), 38–57. doi:10.2307/41166286 

Grantmakers for Effective Organizations. (2011). How do we build a capacity of 

nonprofits to evaluate, learn and improve? Retrieved from 

http://www.socialimpactexchange.org/sites/www.socialimpactexchange.org/fi

les/GEO_SWW_BuildCapacityToEvaluateLearnImprove.pdf 

Greve, H. R. & Rao, H. (2012). Echoes of the past: Organizational foundings as 

sources of an institutional legacy of mutualism. American Journal of 

Sociology, 118(3): 635–675. doi:10.1086/667721 



108 

 

Haase, M., & Kleinaltenkamp, M. (2011). Property rights design and market process: 

Implications for market theory, marketing theory and S-D logic. Journal of 

Macromarketing, 31(2), 148–59. doi:10.1177/0276146710397662 

Hammack, D. C. (2002). Nonprofit organizations in American history: Research 

opportunities and sources. American Behavioral Scientist, 45(11), 1638–1674. 

doi:10.1177/000276420204501103 

Hardman, J. (2010). Regenerative leadership: A model for transforming people and 

organizations for sustainability in business, education, and community. 

Integral Leadership Review, 10(5), 1–17.  

Heale, R., & Forbes, D. (2013). Understanding triangulation in research. Retrieved 

from https://ebn.bmj.com/content/16/4/98 

Hes, D., & du Plessis, C. (2016). Designing for hope: pathways to regenerative 

sustainability. Environment Development and Sustainability, 18(1), 311–312. 

doi:10.1007/s10668-015-9699-x 

Holbrook, M. (Ed.). (1999). Consumer value: A framework for analysis and research. 

London, UK: Routledge.  

Holm, P. (1995). The dynamics of institutionalization: Transformation processes in 

Norwegian fisheries. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(3), 398–422. 

doi:10.2307/2393791 

Hopwood, B., Mellor, M., & O'Brien, G. (2005). Sustainable development: Mapping 

different approaches. Sustainable Development, 13(1), 38–52. 

doi:10.1002/sd.244 

Hume, D. (1896). A treatise of human nature. Oxford, U.K.: Clarendon Press 

(Original work published 1739). Retrieved from 

http://oll.libertyfund.org/titles/hume-a-treatise-of-human-nature 

Hutchinson, S. A. (1988). Education and grounded theory. In R. R. Sherman & R. B. 

Webb (Eds.), Qualitative research in education: Focus and methods. Lewes, 

UK: The Falmer Press.  

Hwang, H., & Powell, W. W. (2009). The rationalization of charity: The influences of 

professionalism in the nonprofit sector. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

54(2), 268–298. doi:10.2189/asqu.2009.54.2.268  

International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. (1980). World 

conservation strategy: Living resource conservation for sustainable 

development. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN.  



109 

 

Johnson, R., & Cureton, A. (2016). Kants’ Moral Philosophy. (Original work 

published 2004). Retrieved from https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/kant-moral/  

Kassinis, G., & Vafeas, N. (2006). Stakeholder pressures and environmental 

performance. The Academy of Management Journal, 49(1):145–159. 

doi:10.2307/20159751 

Körner, A., & Volk. S. (2014). Concrete and abstract ways to deontology: Cognitive 

capacity moderates construal level effects on moral judgments. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 55(2014), 139–145. 

doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.002 

Landauer, J., & Rowlands, J. (2001). Standard of evaluation. Retrieved from 

http://www.importanceofphilosophy.com/Epistemology_StandardOfEvaluatio

n.html. 

Liket, K. C., Rey-Garcia, M., & Maas, K. E. H. (2014). Why aren’t evaluations 

working and what to do about it: A framework for negotiating meaningful 

evaluations in nonprofits. American Journal of Evaluation, 35(2), 171–188. 

doi:10.1177/1098214013517736 

Lindberg, D. C. (2007). The beginnings of western science: The European scientific 

tradition in philosophical, religious, and institutional context, prehistory to 

A.D. 1450 (2nd ed.). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Littig, B., & Griessler, E. (2005). Social sustainability: A catchword between political 

pragmatism and social theory. International Journal of Sustainable 

Development, 8(1/2), 65–79.   

Ludema, J. (1996). Narrative inquiry. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Case 

Western University, Cleveland, OH. 

MacIntyre, A. (2007). After virtue: A study in moral theory (3rd ed). Notre Dame, IN: 

University of Notre Dame Press. 

Mang, P., & Reed, B. (2012). Regenerative development and design. In N. Varley 

(Ed.), Encyclopedia of sustainability science and technology: The volcanoes 

of Mexico (pp. 8855–8879). Berlin, Germany: Springer.  

Mang, P., Reed, B., & Regenesis. (2016). Regenerative development and design: A 

Framework for evolving sustainability. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 

doi:10.1002/9781119149699.index 

Marsh, G. P. (1864). Man and nature: Physical geography as modified by human 

hand. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

http://www.importanceofphilosophy.com/Epistemology_StandardOfEvaluation.html


110 

 

McAdam, D., McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. (1996). Introduction: Opportunities 

mobilizing structures, and framing processes—toward a synthetic, 

comparative perspective on social movements. In D. McAdam, J. D. 

McCarthy, & M. N. Zald (Eds.), Comparative perspectives on social 

movement: Political opportunities, mobilizing structures, and cultural 

framings. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  

McAdam, D., & Scott, W. R. (2005). Organizations and movements. In G. F. Davis, 

D. McAdam, W. R. Scott, & M. N. Zald (Eds.), Social movements and 

organization theory (pp. 4–40). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  

Meta. (n.d.) Retrieved from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/meta 

Meynhardt, T. (2009). Public value inside: What is public value creation? 

International Journal for Public Administration, 32(3-4), 192–219. 

doi:10.1080/01900690902732632 

Mizik, N., & Jacobson, R. (2003). Trading off between value creation and value 

delivery: The financial implications of shifts in strategic emphasis. Journal of 

Marketing, 67(1): 63–76. doi:10.1509/jmkg.67.1.63.18595 

National Council of Nonprofits. (2017). What is capacity building? Retrieved from 

https://www.councilofnonprofits.org/tools-resources/what-capacity-building 

Nonprofits worth $887.3 billion to U.S. economy. (2014, October 28). The Nonprofit 

Times. Retrieved from http://www.thenonprofittimes.com/news-

articles/nonprofits-worth-887-3-billion-u-s-economy/ 

Opportunity Collaboration. (n.d.). Welcome to OC. Retrieved from 

https://ocimpact.com/ 

Pallas, C. L., Gethings, D., & Harris , M. (2014). Do the right thing: The impact of 

INGO legitmacy standards on stakeholder input. Voluntas: International 

Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 26(4), 1261–1287. 

doi:10.1007/s11266-014-9475-9. 

Pallotta, D. (2008). Uncharitable. Lebanon, NH: University Press of New England.  

Paquette, M., Sommerfeldt, E. J., & Kent, M. L. (2014). Do the ends justify the 

means? Dialogue, development communication, and deontological ethics. 

Public Relations Review, 41(1), 30–39. doi:10.1016/j.pubrev.2014.10.008 

Peñaloza, L., & Mish, J. (2011). The nature and processes of market co-creation in 

triple bottom line firms: Leveraging insights from consumer culture theory 



111 

 

and service dominant logic. Marketing Theory, 11(1), 9–43. 

doi:10.1177/1470593110393710 

Peterson, E. U. (2017). Multilevel constitutionalism for multilevel governance of 

public good: Methodology problems in international law. Camden, UK: 

Bloomsbury.  

Philosophy. (2018). Retrieved from 

https://www.etymonline.com/word/philosophy#etymonline_v_14869  

Porter, M. E. (2013, June). Michael Porter: The case for letting business solve social 

problems [Video file]. Retrieved from 

https://www.ted.com/talks/michael_porter_why_business_can_be_good_at_so

lving_social_problems 

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2011, January-February). Creating shared value: 

How to reinvent capitalism—and unleash a wave of innovation and growth. 

Harvard Business Review, 89(1/2), 62–77. 

Prewitt, K. (2006). American foundations: What justifies their unique privileges and 

powers. In K. Prewitt, M. Dogan, S. Heydemann, & S. Toepler (Eds.), 

Legitimacy of Philanthropic Foundations: United States and European 

Perspective (pp. 27–46). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Ross, W. D. (1930). The right and the good. New York, NY: Oxford University 

Press.  

Rousseau, H. E., & Berrone, P. (2017). Creating value for others: The role of 

nonprofits in improving community environmental performance. Academy of 

Management Annual Meeting Proceedings, 2017(1), 1–6. 

doi:10.5465/ambpp.2017.35 

Sanford, C. (2011). The responsible business: Reimagining sustainability and 

success. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.  

Sanford, C. (2014). The responsible entrepreneur: Four game-changing archetypes 

for founder, leaders, and impact investors. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass. 

Selsky, J. W., & Parker, B. (2005). Cross-sector partnerships to address social issues: 

Challenges to theory and practice. Journal of Management, 31(6), 849–873. 

doi:10.1177/0149206305279601 

Senge, P. M., Smith, B., Kruschwitz, N., Laur, J., & Schley, S. (2008). The necessary 

revolution: How individuals and organizations are working together to create 

a sustainable world. New York, NY: Crown Publishing. 



112 

 

Snibbe, A. C. (2006). Drowning in data. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 39–45. 

Retrieved from https://ssir.org/articles/entry/drowning_in_data 

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basic of qualitative research: Techniques and 

procedures for developing grounded theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage  

Strickland, R. A., & Vaughan, S. K. (2008). The hierarchy of ethical values in 

nonprofit organizations: A framework for an ethical self-actualized 

organizational culture. Public Integrity, 10(3), 233–252. 

doi:10.2753/PIN1099-9922100303 

Tashakkori, A., & Creswell, J. W. (2007). Editorial: The new era of mixed methods. 

Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(1), 3–7. 

doi:10.1177/2345678906293042 

Thornton, P. H., & Ocasio, W. (1999). Institutional logics and the historical 

contingency of power in organizations: Executive succession in the higher 

education publishing industry, 1958–1990. American Journal of Sociology 

105(3), 801–843. doi:10.1086/210361 

Troyer, J. (2003). The classical utilitarians: Bentham and Mill. Indianapolis, IN: 

Hackett Publishing.  

United Nations. (2017). New urban agenda. Symposium conduct at Habitat III: The 

United Nations Conference on Housing and Sustainable Urban Development 

(October 17–20, 2016). Retrieved from http://habitat3.org/wp-

content/uploads/NUA-English.pdf  

Vaccaro, A., & Palazzo, G. (2015). Values against violence: Institutional change in 

societies dominated by organized crime. Academy of Management Journal, 

58(4), 1075–1101. doi:10.5465/amj.2012.0865 

Vargo, S. L., Maglio, P. P., & Akaka, M. A. (2008). On value and value co-creation: 

A service systems and service logic perspective. European Management 

Journal, 26(3), 145–152. doi:10.1016/j.emj.2008.04.003 

Visser, W. (2011). The age of responsibility: CSR 2.0 and the new DNA of business. 

Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley. 

von Bertalanffy, L. (1968). General system theory: Foundations, development, 

applications New York, NY: George Braziller.  

Wade-Benzoni, K. A., Hoffman, L, Thompson, D., Moore, J., Gillespie, J. J., & 

Bazserman, M. (2002). Barriers to resolution in ideologically-based 



113 

 

negotiations: The role of values and institutions. Academy of Management 

Review, 27(1):41–57. doi:10.2307/4134368 

Wahl, D. C. (2016). Designing regenerative cultures. Asminster, UK: Triarachy 

Press. 

Warde, A. (2005). Consumption and theories of practice. Journal of Consumer 

Culture, 5(2), 131–153. doi:10.1177/1469540505053090 

Wittgenstein, L. (2009). Philosophical investigations (4th ed.). Oxford, UK: 

Blackwell Publishing. (Original work published 1953)  

Zald, M. N., Morril, C., & Rao, H. (2005). The impact of social movements on 

organizations: Environment and responses. In G. F. Davis, D. McAdam, W. 

R. Scott, & M. N. Zald (Eds.), Social Movements and Organization Theory 

(pp. 253–279). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 


	Dake_Allison signed title page
	Dake_Allison_final_Houchen_ProQuest



