Regenerative &
Distributive Design

Addressing social/economic inequalities & environmental degradation
through equitable resource distribution & ecological regeneration
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Social inequities exacerbate
and perpetuate social and
economic inequalities

IF U.S. LAND MASS WERE DIVIDED
LIKE U.S. WEALTH
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https://cue.usc.edu/about/equity/
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:If_US_land_mass_were_distributed_like_US_wealth.png

How have we historically addressed wealth (and
Income) inequality as a nation?

By using economic growth as a substitute for
economic equity




T

Afterall, “a rising tide lifts all boats}_
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And, the tide is certainly rising...

Gross Domestic Product, 1660 to 2017

S GDP per capita, 1960 to 2017

... but what about the boats?


https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/gdp-per-capita-maddison-2020?time=1960..2017&country=~USA
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/gross-domestic-product?tab=chart&country=~USA

Pre-tax national income share: top 1% vs. bottom 50%

Income Inequality
In the U.S.

The top 10%'s share of all income has risen by 6 points since 1963

Percent of post-tox U.S. national income earned by each income group,
1863-2016
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Real average pre-tax income of bottom 50% and top 1% adults
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https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w22945/w22945.pdf
https://equitablegrowth.org/the-federal-reserves-new-distributional-financial-accounts-provide-telling-data-on-growing-u-s-wealth-and-income-inequality/

The top 1% have seen a nearly 300% increase in wealth since 1989

Cumuiative wealth growth in the United States between 1989-2018, adjusted to 2019
dollors using the GOP Price Index
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Source: “Distributional Financial Accounts: Levels of Wealth by Wealth Perceotite Groups,” avallable at
https:/ Feeww fedoralreserve gov/ releases/ ofa/ efa-distributional-financial-accounts.htm [last accessed August 8, 2018],

w Equitable Growth

Figures from: https://equi owth.org/the-federal ves-new-distributional-financial-accounts-
provide-telling-data-on-growing-u-s-wealth-and-income-inequality/

Wealth Inequality
In the U.S.

The majority of all wealth in the U.S. is controlled by the top 10%
Percent of U.S. wealth earned by each wealth group, 1989-2018
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Source: "Distributional Financial Accounts: Levels of Wealth by Wealth Percentlle Groups,” available at
hnps\'lIuiww.(ederalreserve,gwlreicaseslefalefa'disuibutional financial-accounts.htm [last accessed August
12,2019).
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https://equitablegrowth.org/the-federal-reserves-new-distributional-financial-accounts-provide-telling-data-on-growing-u-s-wealth-and-income-inequality/
https://equitablegrowth.org/the-federal-reserves-new-distributional-financial-accounts-provide-telling-data-on-growing-u-s-wealth-and-income-inequality/
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A RISING TIDE LIFTS SOME BOATS...”



Even if economic growth
did ‘lift all boats’, we'd
still have a problem!




Our economy Is embedded within Earth’s systems

EARTH

Economic growth will

ultimately be limited by... ... & the rate at which

natural systems can
assimilate our waste
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https://www.amazon.com/Doughnut-Economics-Seven-21st-Century-Economist/dp/1603587969/ref=tmm_pap_swatch_0?_encoding=UTF8&qid=1625841719&sr=8-1
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https://science.sciencemag.org/content/347/6223/1259855

Exceeding planetary boundaries could ‘tip” us out of the
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Fig. 1. The last glacial cycle of 180 (an indicator of temperature) and selected events in human history.
The Holocene is the last 10 000 years. Adapted from Young and Steffen (2009).


http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss2/art32/

The G I"eat Accele ratlon Figures: Steffen et al., 2015a
Socioeconomic Trends 1950s to Earth System Trends
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https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2053019614564785
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2053019614564785

Figures: Steffen et al., 2015a

The Great Acceleration
Socige ic Trends 1950s to Tod ay Earth System Trends
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e Therichest 10% of the global population responsible for

more than half of global carbon emissions + 3 Real GDP
e Wealthy nations have captured majority of economic benefits |

of growth
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PEAK AND RAPID DECLINE TO BELOW NET-ZERO

Key global benchmarks for Paris Agreement compatible 1.5°C emissions pathways
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https://climateanalytics.org/media/climateanalytics_ipcc-lt-leds_report_april_2019.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/figure/Relationship-between-the-peak-in-global-CO-2-emissions-and-the-necessary-speed-of_fig1_327436705

How does this apply to USG and our current
strategic planning effort?



Step 1. Change the Goal
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Step 1b: Change what you measure
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I Beyond the boundary
[ Boundary not quantified

climate change
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https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(17)30028-1/fulltext

Step 2: Change the Rules & Norms
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https://ideas.ted.com/humanity-is-more-important-than-money-its-time-for-capitalism-to-get-an-upgrade/

Step 2: Change the Rules & Norms

THE SCALES OF REGENERATIVE DESIGN

LINEAR ECONOMY

TAKE 3 MAKE » USE » DISPOSE»

Step 2b: Think beyond
sustainability to
regeneration

Biopro-
ductivity &
ecosystems
health

ome

*conomyl
TR

Pollution
& resource
depletion

*Open
everything”
Human soli-
darity drives
global-local
collaboration.


https://www.amazon.com/Designing-Regenerative-Cultures-Daniel-Wahl-ebook/dp/B07NDJS87V/ref=tmm_kin_swatch_0?_encoding=UTF8&qid=&sr=

THE REGENERATIVE DESIGN

FRAMEWORK REGENERATING SYSTEM Regenerative

Appropiate participation
and deisgn as nature.

Step 2
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and innovation

Green
Relative improvements.

Competition creates scarcity
Fragmented approach to design

Creating degenerative conditions

Conventional practice
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Source: Designing Regenerative Cultures, 2014 - www.danleichristianwahl.com; Graphics: www. flavisgarglule.com

Systemic vitality decreases




DOWNSCALING
THE DOUGHNUT
TO THE CITY



http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YCqGf7T9ABo

Breakout groups SOCIAL ECOLOGICAL

3 What would it What would it
< mean for the mean for this city
8 people of this city to thrive within
= to thrive? its natural habitat?
= What would it What would it
c<cI) mean for this mean for this city
O city to respect the to respect the
C’)l wellbeing of people health of the
worldwide? whole planet?

e Brainstorm USG “community” goals for each quadrant

e |If you don'’t feel you have enough info to draft goals: Brainstorm what
info/expertise will be needed to develop SMART goals and how students
could be part of this



