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Background

This work was not conceived within a program nor confined to a single environment. 
Its roots stretch far deeper. It is grounded in years of philosophical inquiry, 
ontological investigation and reflection on the nature of human beings, systems and 

civilisation itself.

It evolved through observing organisations, institutions and societies – both thriving 
and collapsing – and through questioning why some endure with coherence while others 
fracture under pressure. It matured in dialogue with leaders, academics, entrepreneurs, 
policy-makers and ordinary people navigating real constraints and complexity.

It was shaped by lived experience: building ventures, supporting founders, guiding leaders 
and witnessing the gap between what many call ‘sustainability’ and what truly endures.

The frameworks in this book emerged first through contemplation, discernment and 
structured sense-making – long before any formal program existed. Practice did not give 
birth to the ideas. It was where they were tested, sharpened and strengthened. Programs and 
real-world engagements became crucibles in which philosophical clarity met lived reality, 
and each iteration revealed what was essential, what was insufficient, and what must evolve.

This background matters because the work you hold is neither theory imagined in isolation 
nor methodology reverse-engineered from workshops. It is the product of an integrated 
path – part philosophical, part empirical, part experiential – grounded in an unwavering 
commitment to understanding what sustains human systems and how we can steward them 
responsibly.

With this foundation established, the work entered periods of structured application and 
review, allowing theory and practice to inform – but not collapse into – one another. Each 
environment served a different purpose, and each revealed insights that strengthened the 
coherence, depth and usability of the frameworks.

This work stands at the intersection of philosophy, ontology, systems thinking and lived 
organisational practice, and is offered not as a method to follow, but as a lens through which 
to think, act and build.
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Summary – How this Work was Developed

For readers seeking a concise overview of the methodology and development of this 
body of work, the following summary outlines its key elements and context.

What this work is
A coherent, practice-ready body of philosophy and tools for building authentically 
sustainable systems. It integrates:

•	 Philosophical ontology – Being Framework™, metacontent and its Nested Theory of 
Sense-making, Minalogy.

•	 A unifying systemic framework – The Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) 
and its core Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI).

•	 Practical diagnostics and methods – Sustainability Profile™, Systemic Subversion 
Cycle (SSC), Reconstructive Ontology of Sustainability (ROS) and the Fulfilment 
Pyramid.

The work aims to deliver a lens and pathway leaders can use to design, implement and refine 
systems that endure, beginning with who and how they are being.

Why it was built
•	 To move beyond ‘sustainabilism’ (performative, compliance-driven efforts) towards 

authentic sustainability (integrity-driven, lived, regenerative).
•	 To address recurring realities leaders face – reactivity rather than proactivity, 

burnout, fragile cultures, volatile revenue and fragmented execution.
•	 To ground sustainability in who we are being, how we make sense of things, and 

how integrity aggregates across people, teams and structures.

Where it came from
•	 Years of philosophical inquiry into human beings, systems and civilisation.
•	 Direct organisational practice – venture building, executive coaching and analysis of 

thriving and failing systems.
•	 A deliberate blend of philosophical depth and practical impact.
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How it was developed
Two interwoven streams:

1.	 Philosophical theorisation – Clarifying first principles, ontological distinctions and 
systemic qualities.

2.	 Practical application – An evolutionary process based on iterative testing and 
refinement with leaders, teams and organisations.

This produced a body of work that is rigorous without detachment and practical without 
superficiality.

Program context
•	 Six program cycles involving 48 leaders representing various nationalities and 

cultures – founders, SME owners, managers and corporate team leaders.
•	 Each cycle combined conceptual input with live application to real business 

dilemmas.
•	 Structured note-taking, feedback loops, debriefs and interviews informed the 

evolution of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its refinement.
•	 Senior facilitators with corporate, entrepreneurial and coaching backgrounds 

ensured translation from concept to practice.

Outcome: Clearer language, stronger tools, repeatable methods for assessing and cultivating 
systemic integrity – the keys to authentic sustainability.

Ontometric data and practitioner dialogue
•	 ~5,000 Being Profile® assessments completed across multiple countries, industries 

and demographics.
•	 Anonymised practitioner dialogues with trained coaches revealed recurring 

patterns. Convergent signal: Many leaders and teams were trapped in reactivity 
and burnout. The root issue was ontological – ways of being, sense-making and 
meaning-making – not procedural.

Key tools and frameworks
•	 Being Framework™ – A comprehensive model of 31 qualities of Being that shape 

performance, leadership, effectiveness and culture.
•	 Metacontent and the Nested Theory of Sense-making – A multilayered framework 

explaining how sense-making shapes coherent perception, decision-making and 
action.

•	 Minalogy – A philosophical discourse that defines purpose, clarifies value and 
identifies what is genuinely worth sustaining.

•	 Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) – A systemic model comprising 16 
interrelated qualities distributed across four spheres.
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•	 Sustainability Profile™ – An ontometric instrument that maps a system’s 
relationship to the UOSI qualities and produces a Vulnerability Index for assessing 
coherence and fragility.

•	 Systemic Subversion Cycle (SSC) – A diagnostic model that reveals the recurring 
pathways through which systems drift into dysfunction, entrenchment and collapse.

•	 Reconstructive Ontology of Sustainability (ROS) – A regenerative framework 
that guides systemic renewal and realignment beyond critique, restoring coherence 
through conscious reconstruction.

•	 Fulfilment Pyramid – A developmental model that illustrates how intention 
matures into fulfilment through three interdependent dimensions: developmental 
(growth of capability and consciousness), phenomenological (awareness and lived 
experience) and relational (interaction and alignment with others). Together, these 
dimensions provide a practical blueprint for translating clarity of purpose into 
coherent action and realised outcomes – fulfilment as the lived result of aligned 
execution.

Methodology at a glance
Paradigmatic stance: Pragmatic, interpretive–constructivist, with a critical dimension.

Methods blended as appropriate:

•	 Philosophical ontology (conceptual development and coherence testing)
•	 Phenomenology (lived experience of leaders and teams)
•	 Adapted grounded-theory principles (inductive patterning from field data)
•	 Action-research cycles (six iterations)
•	 Interpretive case analysis (historical and contemporary examples)

Data sources: Session notes, debriefs, participant feedback, facilitator observations, reviewer 
input, follow-up interviews, comparative expert dialogues and cross-case studies.

Validity, transparency and confidence
Rigour was maintained through multiple complementary measures:

•	 Triangulation – Drawing on diverse data sources and perspectives.
•	 Iterative refinement – Recalibrating models and tools after each program cycle.
•	 Practitioner review – Incorporating critique from experienced executive coaches 

and external reviewers.
•	 Longitudinal check – Confirming continuity and applicability with returning 

participants.
•	 Coherence testing – Ensuring philosophical clarity aligned with observed systemic 

outcomes.
•	 Privacy – Analysing only aggregate patterns to protect participant confidentiality.
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Confidence in the findings arises from three interrelated foundations:

•	 Analytic generalisation – Insights apply where ontological conditions align, rather 
than through statistical generalisation.

•	 Practice validation – The frameworks have been tested and refined within real 
organisations under real constraints.

•	 Philosophical coherence – First principles are integrated across contexts, allowing 
the concepts to travel and remain valid in varied settings.

What this is not
•	 A laboratory-style, positivist or statistically generalisable study.
•	 A prescriptive script guaranteeing outcomes.
•	 A rebrand of managerial jargon.

Scope and limits
•	 Human systems are complex, emergent and relational. Therefore, precision is 

contextual and pragmatic, not absolute.
•	 Measurement within this work is ontometric, concerned with relationships to 

qualities rather than mechanical quantification.
•	 The framework itself is living and will continue to evolve through further 

application, calibration and critique.

Bottom line (for busy readers)
•	 Problem: Performative sustainability (sustainabilism) collapses under pressure 

because it overlooks the ontology of people and systems.
•	 Response: A philosophically grounded, practice-proven framework that makes 

authentic sustainability assessable, discussable and cultivable.
•	 Evidence: Six program cycles, approximately 5,000 Being Profile® assessments, 

practitioner dialogues, expert reviews, internal applications and cross-case analyses.
•	 Use it for: Orienting leadership, diagnosing fragility, guiding renewal and sustaining 

coherent performance over time.
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Introduction

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide a transparent and structured account 
of how this body of work – the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its 
constituent parts, including its core Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) 

– came into being. The frameworks and tools did not emerge in isolation or descend from 
theory alone. Their development was iterative: grounded in philosophical construction and 
refined through multiple forms of lived organisational practice across diverse contexts.

From the outset, the foundation is philosophical. Philosophy is the discipline best equipped 
to interrogate meaning, ontology and ethics – the structures beneath human action and 
systemic order. However, this is not philosophy for its own sake. The philosophical lens 
clarifies problems and structures solutions, while practice tempers and validates those 
insights. The orientation has remained consistently focused on usability in the lived world, 
where leaders face real constraints and consequential decisions.

This Appendix is part of that transparency. Sustainabilism – Exposing the Sustainability 
Illusion critiques the dominant approach to sustainability – referred to in this work as 
‘sustainabilism’: prescriptive, scripted, compliance-driven and performative versions of 
sustainability. The critique matters because this paradigm routinely fails to meet the realities 
leaders, teams, organisations, institutions and societies actually face.

Throughout this work, sustainability extends beyond its conventional environmental focus. 
It refers to the enduring capacity of human beings, organisations, institutions and societies 
to operate with systemic integrity (coherence) and the conditions for adaptability and 
long-term flourishing.

Before any frameworks were applied in structured programs, they were the outcome of years 
of philosophical inquiry and organisational practice. This earlier work explored human 
beings, systems and civilisation through two interwoven streams:

•	 Philosophical theorisation – Clarifying first principles, ontological distinctions and 
systemic qualities; and

•	 Practical application – Venture building, executive coaching and analysis of 
thriving and failing systems to refine what consistently worked in practice.

This deliberate blend of philosophical depth and practical impact laid the foundation for 
what would later become the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and the Unified 
Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI).
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Building on that foundation, the frameworks were further shaped through direct 
engagement across multiple applied contexts – including leadership and coaching practice, 
internal organisational implementations, comparative case analyses and, among these, six 
carefully facilitated program cycles involving 48 leaders representing diverse nationalities 
and cultures. These programs provided a structured environment in which to test and 
refine the constructs within the real-world complexities of business – revenue, delivery, 
talent, cohesion, risk and resilience.

Across multiple iterations and contexts, new models were created, tested, refined and tested 
again. Input from leaders, facilitators and external reviewers helped shape the UOSI and 
refine the ASF, deepening the link between theory and practice to ensure the frameworks 
were both coherent and usable. Early prototypes of a sustainability assessment tool 
(including spreadsheet-based pilots) later evolved into an ontometric instrument called 
the Sustainability Profile™, capable of mapping a team’s or individual’s relationship with 
various systemic qualities. 

Crucially, the work has been reviewed beyond any single program setting. Interviews and 
dialogues with policy-makers, governance experts, senior executives and academics, together 
with historical and contemporary analyses of governments and global organisations, 
ensured that the new frameworks resonate across all levels of human systems – from the 
micro (individual) and meso (organisational) to the macro (institutional and societal).

The central premise is that authentic sustainability begins with the integrity of individuals 
and teams and scales upward – from leadership orientation and culture into organisational, 
societal and global domains. Top-down mandates without this grounding are precisely the 
illusion critiqued in this book.

Accordingly, the purpose of this Appendix is transparency, explanation and credibility. 
What follows documents the evolution of an emergent and iterative body of work, shaped 
through philosophical inquiry and tested through multiple real-world applications. The 
leadership program cycles are presented not as the origin or entirety of this development, 
but as one of several environments in which key insights surfaced – insights that revealed 
the limitations of existing frameworks and catalysed the evolution of what ultimately 
became the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its constituent parts.
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Philosophical Grounding and Practical 
Imperative

At the heart of this body of work lies a philosophical orientation. Philosophy has 
always been concerned with first principles: what is real, why it matters, and how 
human beings ought to live and act. It is the discipline most suited to interrogate 

meaning, ethics and ontology, and to reveal the deeper structures that shape human 
behaviour and systemic coherence.

When applied to sustainability, philosophy asks questions that conventional organisational 
frameworks often overlook: What do we mean by sustainability? What is its nature? What 
makes it authentic rather than performative? How do we understand integrity, not as a 
moral slogan, but as a systemic quality?

Notably, while this inquiry has been philosophically grounded from the outset, it has also 
been practically driven. The intention was never to create abstract models for academic 
discussion, but to develop frameworks capable of withstanding the complexity of lived 
organisational life. Each model, distinction and framework was designed for expression in 
the real world, where leadership pressures, competing priorities and systemic fragility test 
ideas to their limits.

The two streams introduced earlier – philosophical theorisation and practical application – 
operated in constant dialogue. Philosophy provided depth and coherence; practice revealed 
relevance and limitations. Each acted as a mirror for the other, ensuring that theory 
remained grounded and practice remained principled.

In practical terms, this meant engaging deeply with the real challenges leaders face. 
Sustainability was approached not as an aspirational ideal or compliance requirement, 
but as a tangible necessity – steady revenue generation, delivery reliability, team cohesion, 
ethical decision-making and cultural resilience under pressure. These are the everyday 
conditions that determine whether a system endures or fragments.

The philosophical grounding provided the interpretive lens for these challenges. The Being 
Framework illuminated how a leader’s qualities and orientations directly influence the 
sustainability of their organisation. Metacontent and its Nested Theory of Sense-making 
revealed how leaders’ assumptions and sense-making layers shape strategic clarity or 
distortion. And Minalogy, the discourse of meaning, value and purpose, exposed the moral 
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and axiological foundations of leadership, clarifying why people act, what they pursue, and 
whether those pursuits sustain or corrode coherence.

Together, these discourses created a structure through which practice could be examined, 
refined and evolved. Philosophy provided the depth to see beneath the symptoms; practice 
provided the feedback to ensure that insight translated into action. Each informed and 
tempered the other. This same dynamic underpinned what later emerged as the Authentic 
Sustainability Framework (ASF) and Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI). 

The work is grounded in a pragmatic interpretive–constructivist orientation, integrating 
philosophical ontology, phenomenology, and applied qualitative inquiry. Rather than 
relying on controlled laboratory methods or detached observation, the frameworks emerged 
and evolved through cycles of practical engagement, reflection and refinement, ensuring 
that each theoretical advance was tested against lived experience.

The result is a body of work that is both philosophically coherent and practically validated. 
It does not seek to prescribe behaviour, but to reveal the ontological structures through 
which coherence, integrity and sustainability can emerge. Philosophy gives it depth; practice 
gives it life.
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Insights from Ontometric Data and 
Practitioner Dialogue

It is important to highlight that this body of work did not emerge solely from observation 
and dialogue, but also from structured ontometric insights derived from earlier research 
into the study of human beings. Prior to shifting the focus from Being to sustainability, 

extensive work had been undertaken using a mature assessment instrument – the Being 
Profile® – grounded in the Being Framework. Through this lens, the research examined 
how human beings engage in life and with others, in work and participation more broadly, 
and how their relationship with core qualities such as authenticity, responsibility, courage, 
assertiveness and care influences performance, leadership and effectiveness.

This body of insight provided a comprehensive foundation. However, it soon became evident 
that leadership capability, while essential, was not sufficient. To achieve sustainability that 
endures, it is necessary to understand not only how individuals are being within themselves 
and with others, but also who and how they must be to demand, design, implement, 
participate in and refine systems beyond themselves – including relationships, teams, 
organisations, institutions and societies. Authentic sustainability requires qualities beyond 
competence – qualities that enable continuity, coherence and collective stewardship.

This recognition marked a significant shift in the trajectory of the work – from mapping 
the metacontent of human beings (the focus of the Being Framework) to mapping the 
metacontent of sustainability. This shift ultimately led to the development, testing and 
iterative refinement of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its core Unified 
Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI). In essence, the inquiry evolved from exploring 
individual and team performance to identifying the specific ontological capacities required 
for the long-term viability of systems at every scale. It is not a matter of mechanical 
processes alone, but of the ecology of human existence – how human beings are being with 
one another and with the systems they shape and inhabit.

Alongside philosophical inquiry and practical programs, a substantial body of ontometric 
data informed the development of this work. Through the Being Profile – the Being 
Framework’s ontometric assessment tool – close to 5,000 profiles had been completed at 
the time of commencing this work by professionals and leaders from diverse countries, 
industries, demographics and cultural backgrounds. The tool measures the health and 
quality of one’s relationship with 31 foundational qualities of Being, each of which influences 
performance, effectiveness and decision-making.
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These profiles were not examined in isolation. Insights emerged through anonymised 
aggregate patterns, supported by extensive discussions with trained practitioners and 
coaches who worked with participating leaders in confidential contexts. No individual’s 
privacy was ever compromised; rather, recurring themes surfaced through practice-based 
observation, reflective dialogue and systemic analysis.

Across contexts, a consistent pattern became evident: many leaders and teams were operating 
in a state of persistent firefighting. Burnout, reactivity, crisis-driven decision-making and 
the absence of sustainable progress were not anomalies but recurring conditions. The lack 
of sustainability was not merely organisational or procedural – it was ontological. Many 
individuals were capable and committed, yet constrained by ways of being that could not 
sustain coherence, resilience and continuity under pressure.

The ontometric data did not stand alone as evidence. Instead, it formed one stream of 
insight – a recurring signal that reinforced what was already being observed through lived 
practice, philosophical inquiry and historical analysis. These patterns highlighted the 
need for a framework that addresses sustainability at its root: the Being, sense-making 
and meaning-making capacities of individuals and the systems they create, inhabit and 
influence. Collectively, these insights reinforced the conclusion that a more authentic and 
enduring approach to sustainability was not only valuable, but increasingly urgent.
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Integration with the Existing Body of Work

The frameworks and methods presented in this Appendix did not emerge in isolation. 
They evolved from years of philosophical inquiry and practical development that 
preceded any formal testing environments. When these constructs were later applied 

in real-world contexts, the intent was not merely to test pre-formed theories, but to explore 
how existing philosophical insights could be translated, adapted and expanded through 
lived engagement.

This integration of philosophy and application reflects the methodological core of the work: 
sustainability and systemic integrity cannot be understood through abstract reasoning 
alone, nor through practice divorced from principle. Each must inform the other in a 
continuous cycle of reflection, experimentation and refinement.

Foundational discourses
Before the emergence of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF), three major 
philosophical discourses had already been developed through extensive research and 
application. Together, they provided the conceptual and ontological base from which the 
ASF gradually evolved:

•	 The Being Framework – A comprehensive model of human ontology identifying 
31 qualities of Being that influence how individuals lead, decide and relate. This 
framework offered a way to understand not only what people do, but how they 
are being in the process. It emphasised that sustainable performance arises from 
integrity in one’s way of being, not merely from competence or skill.

•	 Metacontent and the Nested Theory of Sense-making – A body of work examining 
the perceptual and interpretive layers through which people construct meaning 
and make decisions. Leaders often operate within unexamined assumptions and 
inherited frames of reference. The Nested Theory maps these layers – from broad 
purpose and worldview down to concrete tasks – showing how distortions at higher 
levels can cascade into systemic dysfunction below.

•	 Minalogy – The discourse of meaning, values and purpose, which provides 
the moral and axiological foundation underlying human conduct and systemic 
coherence. While the Being Framework reveals how one is being and metacontent 
explains how one perceives, Minalogy addresses why one acts at all – anchoring 
leadership in authentic purpose rather than ambition, ideology or convenience. 
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It helps leaders discern what is genuinely worth sustaining, grounding decision-
making in moral realism and existential clarity.

These three discourses are interdependent. Together, they enable a more complete 
understanding of human systems: how Being, sense-making, values and purpose coalesce to 
produce either coherence or fragmentation. They were not designed as abstract theories, but 
as practical instruments for reflection and transformation – lenses through which leaders 
could interpret and influence their lived environments.

From foundational discourses to an integrated framework
As these philosophical models matured through years of practice in leadership, coaching 
and organisational contexts, their interconnections became increasingly evident. Patterns 
that surfaced through ontometric data, practitioner dialogue and program experience 
revealed that individual and team-level insight alone could not resolve the systemic 
challenges of sustainability. This recognition catalysed the gradual evolution of a new, 
integrated framework – one capable of addressing coherence and systemic integrity across 
multiple levels of scale.

Over successive cycles of application and reflection, insights from the Being Framework, 
Metacontent and Minalogy converged and crystallised into what eventually became known 
as the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) – a coherent system integrating the 
ontological, phenomenological and systemic dimensions of sustainability.

The ASF ultimately brought together several key components:

•	 The Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) – The structural backbone 
of the framework, mapping 16 interrelated systemic qualities (including those 
drawn from the Being Framework) across four spheres: Architectonic, Integrity, 
Disintegration and Modulation.

•	 The Systemic Subversion Cycle (SSC) – A diagnostic model exposing how systems 
drift into dysfunction, entrenchment and collapse, highlighting the importance of 
early recognition and intervention.

•	 The Reconstructive Ontology of Sustainability (ROS) – The regenerative 
dimension of the ASF, integrating the Being Framework, Metacontent, Minalogy 
and the Transformation Methodology™ to guide systemic renewal.

•	 The Sustainability Profile – An ontometric assessment tool that maps a system’s 
relationship to the 16 UOSI qualities and generates a Vulnerability Index, enabling 
structured reflection, diagnosis and development.

•	 The Fulfilment Pyramid – A developmental model illustrating how intention 
matures into fulfilment across three interlocking dimensions – Developmental, 
Phenomenological and Relational – ensuring coherence from purpose to practice.

Together, these elements form a living, interdependent architecture for cultivating, assessing 
and sustaining systemic integrity across individuals, organisations and societies. They did 
not appear fully formed; they emerged organically through iterative cycles of philosophical 
inquiry, practical engagement and reflection, each layer of insight building upon the one 
before it.
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Practical and philosophical interdependence
The interplay between theory and practice is central to the integrity of this work. Philosophy 
provides the clarity and depth to reveal hidden dynamics; practice provides the environment 
where those insights are tested, challenged and refined. Each tempers the other. Without 
philosophical structure, practice risks devolving into reactive fixes and managerial jargon; 
without practical grounding, philosophy risks irrelevance.

As the early frameworks and distinctions were applied across diverse contexts – executive 
coaching, venture development and leadership engagements – the reciprocal relationship 
between Being, sense-making, meaning-making and purpose became increasingly evident. 
These experiences revealed both the power and the limits of existing models, preparing the 
ground for the next phase: the emergence of a more integrated, systemic framework that 
could address sustainability and integrity across multiple levels of scale.

Beyond the individual: Systemic reach
The practical application of these ideas soon extended beyond the realm of individual 
transformation. Leaders were encouraged to see how their ways of being, sense-making 
and meaning-making shaped the systems around them – how personal coherence (or its 
absence) cascaded into team culture, organisational strategy and collective performance.

This widening systemic lens connected insights across the micro (individual), meso 
(organisational) and macro (institutional and societal) levels, demonstrating that 
sustainability is not confined to personal or organisational success, but arises through 
alignment across all three. These realisations helped to crystallise the need for a framework 
that could integrate human ontology with systemic structure – a need that would ultimately 
give rise to the Authentic Sustainability Framework.

From integration to application
By the time a structured leadership program was established, the philosophical architecture 
and foundational discourses were already well developed, and the early contours of the ASF 
were beginning to take shape. The program provided a critical environment for bringing 
these evolving ideas into concentrated practice. It offered a living laboratory where leaders 
could engage with the work directly, apply emerging distinctions to live organisational 
challenges and contribute insights that, in turn, informed and accelerated the frameworks’ 
refinement.

In this way, the program did not create the frameworks; it catalysed their evolution – translating 
philosophical clarity into lived experimentation and allowing the work to mature through 
the realities of practice.

The following section outlines how this evolutionary process unfolded within a structured 
leadership program – one of several environments through which the frameworks were 
progressively developed, tested and refined in practice.
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The Program Context

The leadership program served as one of several developmental environments through 
which this body of work evolved. It was not the origin of the ideas, but a structured 
setting in which existing philosophical and ontological constructs could be brought 

into direct engagement with lived organisational realities. The purpose was not to trial a 
completed theory, but to explore how established frameworks could illuminate practice – 
and how practice, in turn, could expose the gaps that theory alone could not resolve.

In this sense, the program functioned as a living laboratory – a dynamic context where the 
Being Framework, Metacontent (and its Nested Theory of Sense-making) and Minalogy 
were applied, observed and refined through experience. These frameworks were not presented 
as abstract teachings, but as practical instruments that enabled leaders to interpret their 
challenges and examine the relationship between their ways of being, perceiving and acting.

As these applications unfolded across multiple cohorts, recurring patterns began to surface. 
Certain challenges could be addressed effectively through awareness of Being and sense-
making, while others revealed deeper systemic dynamics that these frameworks alone could 
not fully account for. It was through this recognition – and through the lived experiences 
of the participants – that the seeds of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and 
its Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) began to form.

For example, a director struggling with team cohesion was encouraged to look beyond 
tactics to the qualities of Being they were embodying in that process. A founder grappling 
with inconsistent revenue examined not only their business model, but also the underlying 
metacontent shaping their assumptions about customers, markets and value creation. 
Through these inquiries, leaders discovered how philosophical distinctions could directly 
illuminate practical decisions – and, in doing so, they also revealed where further conceptual 
integration was required.

Program design and purpose
The program was designed to create the conditions for translating philosophy into lived 
organisational practice. It brought together a diverse cohort of leaders – founders, business 
owners, executives and managers – representing a wide range of industries, organisational 
sizes and cultural contexts. Across six program cycles, 48 participants from various 
continents – Australia, Europe, Africa, Asia and the Middle East – engaged in intensive 
dialogue and applied experimentation.
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Each cycle combined conceptual input with real-time exploration of business and leadership 
dilemmas such as revenue volatility, operational stability, cultural cohesion, leadership 
consistency and systemic resilience. The program’s design enabled leaders to test new 
distinctions within their live organisational environments and to observe the immediate 
consequences of their shifts in perception and behaviour.

In the early cycles, the frameworks applied centred on the Being Framework™ and 
Metacontent, including its Nested Theory of Sense-making. These constructs offered 
powerful insight into personal and team dynamics, yet their application consistently 
revealed a deeper systemic gap: the challenge of creating truly sustainable, enduring systems 
could not be resolved solely through individual transformation or improved leadership 
awareness.

While each participant’s context was unique, the unifying question remained constant: How 
can sustainability be lived as systemic integrity, rather than performed as compliance?

This recognition set in motion the next phase of the work. Drawing on feedback and 
observation from the first four cohorts, development began on what would become the 
Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) – a synthesis that mapped the qualities 
required for coherence and regeneration at the systemic level. The fifth program cycle 
marked the first introduction and structured testing of these emerging distinctions, while 
the sixth cycle, which included three returning participants, constituted the first full 
application of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) in practice.

Target participants
Participants were carefully selected for their relevance to the inquiry. They included:

•	 Founders and established startup owners navigating growth and scalability.
•	 SME directors and business owners seeking systemic stability.
•	 Executives and mid-level managers in NGOs and not-for-profits balancing resource 

constraints with mission-driven complexity.
•	 Team leaders of agile units within larger corporations managing delivery, culture 

and adaptability.

This diversity ensured that insights could be drawn from multiple sectors, organisational 
maturities and cultural contexts. In the earlier cohorts, this variety enabled the Being 
Framework and metacontent to be examined across a broad spectrum of lived realities. 
As the work evolved, the same diversity became instrumental in testing the emerging 
distinctions of the UOSI and, later, the full ASF. This progression allowed participants 
within each phase of the program to explore the frameworks’ coherence, adaptability and 
systemic relevance within their real organisational contexts.

Thematic focus
Although participants worked in varied industries, they shared a common pursuit: to make 
sustainability real and actionable within their organisations. For them, ‘sustainability’ had 
tangible meanings such as:
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•	 Steady and consistent revenue generation – Avoiding cycles of rapid growth 
followed by instability.

•	 Reliable lead generation and customer acquisition – Reducing dependence on 
sporadic opportunity.

•	 Consistent delivery and operational effectiveness – Ensuring that value promised 
to customers was reliably fulfilled.

•	 Team cohesion and development – Building cultures where individuals grew, 
contributed and remained engaged.

•	 Decision-making on dilemmas – Navigating the normative and practical challenges 
of hiring, firing, delegating and developing people.

•	 Regenerative organisational culture – Establishing practices that could endure and 
adapt rather than collapse under pressure.

The unifying thread across all cases was the pursuit of authentic sustainability – not as a 
compliance exercise or strategic performance, but as a lived, relational and systemic capacity 
to endure, adapt and regenerate.

Rigour and iteration
Each program cycle balanced conceptual depth with practical application, serving 
simultaneously as a workshop for leaders and a field experiment for the evolving 
frameworks. Across iterations, participants applied distinctions from the Being Framework™ 
and the Metacontent discourse to live organisational challenges. The insights and feedback 
gathered through these engagements directly informed the development of the Authentic 
Sustainability Framework (ASF) and sharpened the ontological distinctions that would later 
form the Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI).

The program was conducted with methodological rigour and adaptive design. Structured 
documentation of all sessions was maintained, continuous feedback loops were embedded, 
and formal online interviews were introduced to capture longitudinal reflections. Each 
cohort informed the next, enabling a process of systematic refinement.

Feedback was treated not as an afterthought, but as a core design element. Leaders were 
encouraged to provide candid reflections on what resonated, what felt abstract, and what 
required further development. Facilitators recorded these insights in real time, identifying 
where the translation from concept to practice succeeded and where recalibration was 
required.

The final iteration, involving nine leaders – six new participants and three returning – 
provided a valuable longitudinal perspective. As the first program cycle in which the ASF 
was applied in full, it enabled validation not only of immediate effects, but also of the 
continuity and coherence of the work over time.

This iterative design was supported by a dedicated facilitation team that played an essential 
role in bridging philosophy and practice, ensuring that every concept was tested, translated 
and refined through lived organisational engagement.
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Collaboration with facilitators
The program was brought to life through the contribution of two key facilitators, Jacqueline 
Hofste and Ariya Chittasy, whose expertise was central to translating philosophical 
constructs into lived engagement with leaders. Together, they formed a triad of inquiry, 
practice and facilitation that enabled the work to reach and influence real organisations.

The role of facilitation

In this context, facilitation was not concerned with delivering a pre-packaged curriculum 
or managing logistics. Rather, it required inhabiting the frameworks – embodying the 
ontological distinctions drawn from both the Being Framework and the emerging Authentic 
Sustainability Framework (ASF) – and guiding leaders as these constructs were applied to 
their organisational realities.

The facilitators functioned as interpreters, practitioners and co-inquirers, maintaining the 
delicate balance between philosophy and practice. Their role was to ensure that leaders were 
neither overwhelmed by abstraction nor constrained by oversimplification.

Jacqueline Hofste

Jacqueline brought deep experience from the corporate world, having led multi-location 
distributed teams and managed PMOs in organisations such as Citect and Schneider 
Electric while overseeing a €40 million program budget. Her background gave her an acute 
understanding of complexity, scale and the pressures of leadership in large systems.

After transitioning from corporate environments to SMEs, Jacqueline gained a dual 
perspective – combining an appreciation of global structures with insight into the agility 
and constraints of smaller enterprises. Holding a Master’s degree in Physics, she blended 
scientific rigour with human-centred leadership.

In the program, Jacqueline’s role was to bridge these worlds. Her facilitation style combined 
structure with empathy and ensured that philosophical models were made relevant to 
leaders navigating the everyday realities of sustainable growth and organisational coherence.

Ariya Chittasy

Ariya brought a complementary perspective. With a background in psychology, business 
development and commercialisation – and as Director of Engenesis Ventures – he was 
deeply familiar with the entrepreneurial environment. Having advised and trained more 
than 800 startups and founders, Ariya understood the pressures of innovation, growth and 
leadership under uncertainty.

His facilitation combined psychological insight with commercial acumen. Drawing on his 
knowledge of the Being Framework, he helped leaders translate ontological distinctions into 
concrete business practices. Ariya challenged assumptions, illuminated how metacontent 
shaped strategic and interpersonal dynamics, and consistently drew leaders back to the link 
between internal orientation and external results.
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A collaborative approach

A collaborative approach was adopted, creating a multi-dimensional facilitation 
environment. Philosophical and architectural coherence was maintained throughout the 
program to ensure that each engagement remained anchored in systemic integrity and lived 
application.

Corporate depth, scientific method and human-centric leadership were contributed by 
Jacqueline Hofste, while Ariya Chittasy brought entrepreneurial pragmatism, psychological 
insight and commercial strategy.

Through this collaboration, leaders were exposed to a synthesis of perspectives – philosophy 
made practical, corporate discipline infused with humanity and entrepreneurial energy 
informed by ontological clarity. This blend enabled the frameworks to be taught, 
experienced and embodied rather than merely explained.

Reviewer collaboration and practical validation
The development of the program was further strengthened by collaboration with seasoned 
practitioners who participated as reviewers and reflective contributors. Their role was 
to observe, engage and provide grounded feedback based on extensive experience with 
executives and leadership teams across multiple industries.

Among these contributors, John Smallwood and Aydin Yassemi each played a role.

John Smallwood is a C-suite coach, facilitator and mentor with extensive experience as a 
CEO across multiple industries and countries. An ontologically trained high-performance 
coach, he has led businesses with turnovers exceeding USD $250 million across Europe, 
Australia and Asia. His depth of executive experience and systemic awareness brought 
invaluable perspective to the program’s leadership dynamics.

Aydin Yassemi is a senior leadership facilitator, Thrive Coach and organisational 
development expert with more than 30 years of cross-cultural experience. Trained in 
biophysics at UC Berkeley, his career spans research at Lawrence Berkeley Labs, international 
development projects with the GEF and UNDP, and the co-founding of three small 
businesses. He has delivered leadership and coaching programs for global corporations and 
UN agencies, combining analytical rigour with human-centred development.

Both John and Aydin participated in full program iterations, engaging deeply with the 
material and providing candid reflections on how the evolving frameworks resonated in real 
organisational contexts. Their insights helped refine language, pedagogy and facilitation 
methods, ensuring that the program’s philosophical depth was matched by practical 
accessibility and measurable impact.

Beyond these reviewers, additional practitioners contributed behind the scenes – reviewing 
materials, observing sessions and ensuring relevance across industries. This network of 
reviewers formed a vital feedback loop between philosophical architecture and practical 
embodiment, validating that the new frameworks were both conceptually rigorous and 
experientially transferable.
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Impact on the development of the work
The facilitators were not simply delivering a curriculum; they were active participants in 
the evolution of this body of work. Through facilitation, they observed how leaders engaged 
with the emerging models, where resistance was encountered, and where breakthroughs 
occurred. These observations were continually integrated into the ongoing evolution of the 
frameworks, shaping their structure and language over time.

When participants struggled with abstract distinctions, the facilitators worked to translate 
these ideas into language and practices that resonated with lived organisational realities. When 
leaders applied the concepts in unanticipated or innovative ways, those insights were captured 
and fed back into subsequent refinements. In this way, the facilitation team acted as a conduit 
between practice and philosophy, sustaining a two-way flow of discovery and validation.

The facilitators’ diverse professional backgrounds added both credibility and depth to the 
process. Leaders recognised that they were not only engaging with philosophical inquiry, 
but with practitioners who understood the operational realities of leadership, business and 
transformation. This combination of philosophical rigour and grounded facilitation ensured 
that the program was neither theoretical nor superficial, but a rigorous, iterative exploration 
of sustainability and systemic integrity in practice.

This collaborative dynamic became instrumental in advancing the work. It created a 
bridge through which insights from lived engagement continually informed conceptual 
development. This laid the groundwork for the next phase of analysis: observing what 
shifted in leaders, teams and organisations as philosophy evolved into practice.

Observed outcomes for leaders
While every leader’s journey was unique, common themes emerged:

•	 Increased capacity to systemise and optimise their businesses.
•	 Deeper awareness of how their own Being and sense-making shaped outcomes.
•	 More intentional approaches to decision-making and team development.
•	 Greater discernment between performative actions and authentic practices.
•	 Recognition that sustainability is not a static goal, but an ongoing process of 

coherence and adaptation.

Emergence and refinement of the ASF
As the program cycles unfolded, insights drawn from participants, facilitators and lived 
organisational experimentation progressively coalesced into what would become the 
Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) – a coherent architecture unifying and extending 
the ontological models developed throughout the broader body of work.

The framework did not appear fully formed. It evolved through multiple iterations as 
patterns identified in earlier cohorts revealed systemic gaps that could not be addressed solely 
through the Being Framework and Metacontent. Each cycle added conceptual and practical 
depth, leading to the formulation and subsequent refinement of several key components:
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•	 Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) – The structural backbone of 
the ASF, mapping 16 systemic qualities (including those drawn from the Being 
Framework) across four spheres: Architectonic, Integrity, Disintegration and 
Modulation.

•	 Systemic Subversion Cycle (SSC) – A diagnostic model identifying how systems 
drift into dysfunction, entrenchment and collapse, emphasising the importance of 
early recognition and intervention.

•	 Reconstructive Ontology of Sustainability (ROS) – The regenerative dimension 
of the ASF, integrating the Being Framework, Metacontent, Minalogy and the 
Transformation Methodology™ to guide systemic renewal.

•	 Sustainability Profile™ – An ontometric assessment tool mapping a system’s 
relationship to the 16 UOSI qualities and generating a Vulnerability Index for 
structured reflection, diagnosis and development.

•	 Fulfilment Pyramid – A multidimensional model illustrating how intention 
matures into fulfilment across three interlocking dimensions – Developmental 
(growth of capability and consciousness), Phenomenological (awareness and 
lived experience) and Relational (interaction and alignment with others). These 
dimensions collectively translate clarity of purpose into coherent action and realised 
outcomes – fulfilment as the lived result of aligned execution.

Together, these elements form a living, interdependent framework – an evolving architecture 
for cultivating, assessing and sustaining integrity across individuals, organisations and 
societies. None were imposed from the top down; each emerged organically through the 
interplay of philosophical reflection, practical experimentation and real-world adaptation.

Significance for the broader body of work
The program context was not incidental; it was formative. Without it, the frameworks 
might have remained theoretical. Instead, they were confronted with the lived realities 
of organisational life – tested against real-world constraints, challenges and diverse 
interpretations. This process refined language, clarified concepts and validated the 
frameworks’ systemic coherence.

However, the program was not the sole source of this evolution. In parallel, the frameworks 
continued to be developed through philosophical study, cross-disciplinary inquiry and 
broader fieldwork with leaders, scholars and practitioners. Together, these multiple streams 
ensured that the ASF and its constituent parts, including the central UOSI, emerged as both 
philosophically grounded and practically verified.
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Research Methodology and Approach

This work is not presented as a traditional academic study, nor as a product of 
laboratory research or institutional peer review. Rather, it follows a rigorous 
philosophical and practice-grounded development process. To support transparency 

for readers familiar with research conventions – without misrepresenting the nature of the 
work – this section outlines the paradigmatic stance and methodological approaches that 
shaped the development of this body of work.

The methodology integrates ontological inquiry, lived organisational practice and 
interpretive qualitative methods, enabling the emergence, refinement and validation of the 
frameworks in real contexts rather than theoretical isolation.

By integrating ontology, phenomenology, grounded theory, action research and case study 
analysis, this work occupies a unique space within academic traditions. It aligns most closely 
with traditions of practical philosophy, organisational phenomenology and interpretive 
social science. Its contribution lies in bridging the gap between philosophical ontology and 
practical leadership, offering a framework that is both intellectually rigorous and practically 
usable.

1. Paradigmatic stance
The work is grounded in a pragmatic, interpretive–constructivist orientation, incorporating 
a critical dimension where appropriate.

•	 Interpretivist – Understanding how leaders make meaning of sustainability and 
system dynamics in lived organisational settings.

•	 Constructivist – Acknowledging that knowledge and understanding arise through 
collaborative processes of reflection and inquiry with leaders, rather than being 
objectively found or imposed from outside.

•	 Pragmatic – Prioritising what works in practice and produces coherent, sustainable 
outcomes in real systems.

•	 Critical (secondary) – Interrogating dominant sustainability narratives and 
exposing performativity, reductionism and institutional blind spots.

This pragmatic interpretivist–constructivist stance aligns with the ontological nature of the 
work: the inquiry concerns how human beings are being and how they act within systems, 
and how meaning, integrity and sustainability arise in lived contexts.



Research Methodology and Approach

23

2. Methods and methodological logic
The development of the frameworks drew on complementary qualitative and philosophical 
methodologies:

No single method could encompass the philosophical, phenomenological and organisational 
layers at play. Sustainability – understood here as systemic integrity – is emergent, relational 
and lived. Accordingly, philosophical inquiry needed to meet lived practice – and lived 
practice, in turn, had to inform philosophical clarity.

Method Application
Philosophical 
Ontology

Conceptual development of the Being Framework, metacontent (Nested 
Theory of Sense-making), Minalogy and the Authentic Sustainability 
Framework (incorporating the Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity, the 
Systemic Subversion Cycle, the Reconstructive Ontology of Sustainability, 
the Sustainability Profile and the Fulfilment Pyramid); articulating 
distinctions of Being, meaning and systemic integrity.

Phenomenology Considering leaders’ lived experience, emotional landscapes, constraints and 
meaning-making in real organisational practice.

Grounded Theory 
Principles 

Inductive pattern recognition from cohort engagement, feedback and case 
notes; iterative refinement of concepts based on emergent insights – not the 
full Grounded Theory procedure.

Action Research 
Cycles

Iterative application environments – including structured leadership 
programs and broader organisational engagements – functioned as cycles 
of intervention, reflection, learning and recalibration. Through these iterative 
processes, the ASF and its constituent components emerged and evolved, 
shaped by continual feedback from real-world contexts.

Interpretive Case 
Analysis

Historical and contemporary sustainability examples analysed for patterns, 
failures and contrasts.

Table 34 – Methods and methodological logic.

3. Data, validity practices and analysis
Data sources included:

•	 Program session notes and structured reflection records (from multiple cycles).
•	 Participant feedback across six cohorts and other organisational applications.
•	 Facilitator observations and debriefs.
•	 Follow-up interviews with selected participants.
•	 Internal organisational application within Engenesis.
•	 Comparative review across external expert dialogues.
•	 Historical and contemporary case studies.

Validity and reliability

Validity was established through multiple complementary approaches:
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•	 Principle Application: Triangulation across multiple data sources – including 
leaders, facilitators, external reviewers and case studies.

•	 Iterative Refinement: Six program cycles, with recalibration and adjustment 
following each iteration.

•	 Practitioner Review: Experienced master coaches and facilitators participated as 
reviewers throughout complete program cycles.

•	 Longitudinal Check: Returning participants validated the continuity, coherence 
and practical efficacy of the frameworks over time.

•	 Coherence Testing: Ensuring that philosophical clarity aligned with observable 
systemic outcomes in lived organisational contexts.

The orientation of the research was analytic and practice-based rather than statistical. 
Validity therefore rests on coherence, lived relevance and sustained applicability across diverse 
contexts of use, rather than on controlled or exclusively program-bound measures.

Data analysis

Data analysis followed a hermeneutic approach, interpreting data within the broader 
philosophical and ontological frameworks that underpin this body of work. Feedback and lived 
experiences were not treated as isolated variables but as interpretive texts – sources of meaning 
through which the structures of coherence, fragmentation and renewal could be discerned.

This interpretive process enabled the identification of recurring themes, ontological patterns 
and systemic insights that directly informed the emergence and evolution of the Authentic 
Sustainability Framework (ASF). The frameworks were not imposed a priori but developed 
through iterative interpretation and synthesis, shaped by the lived realities of leaders and 
organisations.

In parallel, a comparative analysis was conducted across cohorts to distinguish enduring 
structural patterns from context-specific phenomena. This method ensured that the ASF 
and its constituent components reflected systemic dynamics observable across multiple 
environments, rather than being products of isolated cases or single iterations.

4. Scope and limits
This methodology does not claim the predictive precision of the natural sciences. The 
phenomena under study – Being, systemic integrity and sustainability – are inherently 
complex, non-linear and emergent. Accordingly, the findings are interpretive and 
developmental, not prescriptive or predictive. The purpose of the research was not to 
formulate universal laws, but to generate ontological frameworks and practical insights 
that enable leaders to shape and sustain coherent, adaptive and enduring systems – whether 
organisational, institutional or societal.

In short, this work does not claim:

•	 Statistical generalisability
•	 Controlled-environment replicability
•	 Positivist causal certainty
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Its strength lies in:

•	 Analytic generalisation – Frameworks transfer effectively where ontological and 
systemic conditions align.

•	 Practice validation – Insights tested and refined in lived contexts with leaders and 
organisations.

•	 Ontological clarity – Focused on Being, meaning and systemic coherence rather 
than surface behaviour or mechanistic correlation.

In essence, this is philosophical-ontological, practice-grounded research, not positivist 
science. It privileges depth, coherence and lived usability over numerical abstraction – 
seeking understanding of how sustainability emerges and endures, rather than prediction 
of how it behaves.



SUSTAINABILISM

26

Data Gathering and Iterative Refinement

From the outset, the development of this body of work was approached not as 
a single act of creation, but as an iterative, evolutionary process. Each cycle of 
practical application generated new insights, feedback and opportunities to refine 

and strengthen the emerging Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its Unified 
Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI). The guiding philosophy was clear: theory must be 
tested through practice, and practice must be illuminated by theory. Only through repeated 
cycles of application, reflection and refinement could the work mature into a framework 
that is both rigorous and usable.

Systematic documentation
Every program iteration was accompanied by structured documentation. Sessions were not 
treated informally but recorded with precision – capturing both the dynamics of facilitation 
and participants’ responses in real time. These records formed a living archive, enabling 
longitudinal analysis of how leaders engaged with the frameworks, where they experienced 
breakthroughs, and where points of abstraction or misalignment arose.

Over time, distinct patterns became visible. Certain challenges recurred across cohorts 
– dilemmas around team culture, inconsistency in revenue generation and the tension 
between long-term vision and short-term demands. Others were unique to particular 
industries or organisational contexts. By systematically distinguishing between recurring 
systemic patterns and context-specific variations, the work gained both depth and 
adaptability, allowing refinements to be grounded in lived organisational realities rather 
than theoretical conjecture.

Feedback loops
Feedback was not treated as an afterthought, but embedded into the design of each program 
from the outset. Participants were encouraged to offer candid reflections on what resonated, 
what felt abstract, and what required further refinement. These reflections were captured 
both in real time and through structured debriefs following each session.

As the programs evolved, formal feedback mechanisms were progressively introduced. 
Online discussion forums enabled participants to share ongoing reflections and provide live 
commentary as their understanding deepened. In later iterations, in-depth online interviews 
were conducted to capture richer qualitative insight into how leaders were interpreting and 
applying the evolving frameworks within their organisational contexts.
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Facilitators played a vital role in maintaining these feedback loops. Through close 
observation of participant engagement and direct conversations with those seeking deeper 
dialogue, they surfaced both the strengths of the emerging frameworks and the areas where 
translation into practice required refinement. Their insights ensured that each iteration 
remained grounded, coherent and responsive to lived organisational realities.

Iterative refinement across contexts and cohorts
The iterative nature of the work meant that no two applications – whether program-based or 
within separate organisational settings – were identical. Each cycle built upon the learnings 
of the previous one. When a distinction proved too abstract, it was clarified in the next 
iteration; when a tool proved cumbersome, it was simplified and recalibrated; and when a 
concept generated deep resonance, it was expanded and more deliberately integrated into 
subsequent applications.

The final leadership program cycle was particularly significant. It involved nine leaders 
– six new participants and three returning from earlier cohorts – providing an invaluable 
longitudinal lens. The returning participants offered perspective not only on immediate 
outcomes, but on the enduring relevance and coherence of the frameworks over time. 
Their reflections validated the integrity of the work across iterations and contributed to the 
ongoing refinement and evolution of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its 
Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI), both of which continue to develop through 
lived application.

Data beyond numbers
It is important to emphasise that the data gathered was not merely quantitative. This was 
not a laboratory experiment with controlled variables and numerical metrics. The data was 
qualitative, phenomenological and relational. It captured the lived experiences of leaders 
navigating complex organisational realities.

This does not make the data less rigorous. On the contrary, it makes it more authentic. 
Sustainability is not reducible to a formula. It is about human beings, with all their 
limitations, aspirations, emotions and decisions. The richness of qualitative data – stories, 
reflections, dilemmas and breakthroughs – provided insights that no spreadsheet could 
capture in isolation.

Validation through practice
Through this iterative process, the ontological distinctions of the Unified Ontology 
of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) and its associated frameworks were not only refined but 
empirically grounded in lived organisational experience. Their validity was demonstrated 
through direct application to real leadership challenges, including:

•	 Stabilising revenue streams.
•	 Navigating talent acquisition and offboarding.
•	 Cultivating regenerative organisational cultures.
•	 Sustaining the inner coherence of leaders alongside the coherence of their 

organisations.
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Consistently, the results affirmed the relevance and applicability of the frameworks – 
though always with nuance. The distinctions did not offer prescriptive or formulaic 
solutions; rather, they provided structured ways of perceiving, interpreting and acting that 
enabled leaders to generate authentic, context-specific responses. This validation through 
practice differentiated the work from conventional management models by demonstrating 
that sustainability, when grounded in systemic integrity, must be lived and enacted rather 
than imposed or performed.

From notes to theory
The iterative refinement process also informed the philosophical evolution of the work. 
Notes and feedback were never treated as raw data to be archived; they were engaged 
philosophically – interpreted through ontological and phenomenological lenses – and 
woven into the ongoing development of theory. In this way, practice did not merely test 
theory; it shaped it.

This methodological loop – from theory to practice, practice to insight, insight to reflection, 
and reflection back to theory – gave the work both depth and resilience. It ensured that the 
resulting frameworks were not speculative abstractions, but lived constructs, forged in the 
crucible of real experience.

Perhaps the most important outcome of this process is that the work remains alive. It is 
not frozen in a final form. Just as each cohort shaped its evolution, future engagements 
will continue to refine and extend it. This openness to iteration is itself an expression of 
authentic sustainability – the recognition that systems endure not by clinging to rigid forms, 
but by adapting, learning and regenerating.



Testing the Sustainability Profile (Ontometric Tool)

29

Testing the Sustainability Profile 
(Ontometric Tool)

One of the most significant practical outcomes of the iterative applications and testing 
environments was the development of the Sustainability Profile – an ontometric 
tool designed to measure an individual’s or team’s relationship with the 16 qualities 

articulated in the Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI). This tool provided a way 
to bring structure, measurement and reflection into what had previously been a purely 
qualitative domain.

The first version of the Sustainability Profile existed as a relatively simple prototype built 
in an Excel spreadsheet. Participants responded to structured questions designed to reveal 
their orientation towards the 16 systemic qualities, each nested within the four-layered 
construct of the UOSI. The tool then produced indicative results, highlighting areas of 
coherence, fragility or dysfunction.

This early prototype represented a critical milestone. It made the abstract tangible. Leaders 
could see, in structured form, a reflection of how they and their teams were relating to 
systemic qualities like trust, adaptability, tolerance, integrity, patience and sustained 
effectiveness. For many, this externalised what had previously been felt, but not named – the 
hidden dynamics shaping their organisations.

Iterative testing, calibration and refinement
The Sustainability Profile was tested and refined across a range of controlled and applied 
contexts. Closed groups were invited to engage with the tool, reflect on their results, and 
provide structured feedback. Six test cases included internal teams within Engenesis, 
ensuring that the tool was examined in both internal and external environments.

Developing an ontometric tool is not a straightforward process. Unlike instruments in the 
physical sciences that can be calibrated against objective standards, ontometric tools engage 
with human beings – with their perceptions, orientations and lived experiences – making 
calibration inherently more complex.

Each testing cycle revealed opportunities for recalibration. Certain questions proved overly 
abstract and were simplified to enhance clarity. Scoring thresholds were adjusted to more 
accurately reflect lived organisational realities, and the feedback report structure was 
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refined to make insights clearer and more actionable. Over time, data comparison across 
groups revealed consistent patterns that strengthened confidence in the tool’s validity. When 
anomalies appeared, they were examined carefully: were they artefacts of measurement, or 
did they reveal deeper truths about a team’s orientation?

This reflective calibration ensured that the tool did not drift into reductionism. It remained 
sensitive to the complexity of human beings while still offering structured insights. With 
each iteration, the Sustainability Profile advanced in reliability, coherence and usability, 
deepening its alignment with the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its Unified 
Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI).

Purpose of measurement

The Sustainability Profile was designed not as a prescriptive instrument, but as a reflective 
one. Its purpose was never to categorise leaders or teams as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, nor to provide 
formulaic solutions for success. Rather, it was intended to function as a mirror – enabling 
participants to observe and understand their relationship with systemic qualities more 
clearly.

For instance, a team might discover that while it demonstrated strong adaptability, it 
exhibited fragility in trust. Such insights were not prescriptive diagnoses, but invitations to 
reflect: How might the team’s current ways of being contribute to fragmentation in trust? 
What practices could be cultivated to strengthen trust without diminishing adaptability?

By providing reflections of this nature in a clear, structured form, the tool enabled leaders 
and teams to move beyond abstract aspirations of systemic integrity towards a concrete 
awareness of where coherence was present and where fragility or dysfunction prevailed.

Observed impact

Across the six test cases, as well as within broader program cohorts, the Sustainability 
Profile demonstrated measurable impact. Leaders reported heightened awareness of systemic 
qualities previously overlooked, while teams used the results to initiate deeper conversations 
about culture, performance, systemic integrity and sustainability – discussions that had not 
been possible before.

Within Engenesis, the internal application of the tool revealed areas in which teams could 
strengthen coherence and clarify shared sense-making. This process proved both humbling 
and invaluable, underscoring that the body of work was not something imposed upon 
others, but something lived, tested and refined internally through practice.

Challenges of measurement

The development of the Sustainability Profile also revealed the inherent challenges of 
measurement within this domain. Unlike engineering or software development, where 
calibration can achieve precision and replicability, sustainability concerns human beings 
– entities of perception, emotion and meaning-making. Measurement in such a context is 
necessarily interpretive rather than mechanical.
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Accordingly, exactitude was neither possible nor the goal. The emphasis was on functional 
accuracy – generating insights that could empower reflection and intentional, adaptive 
action. The tool was therefore designed to balance structure with sensitivity: to illuminate 
systemic qualities without reducing human complexity to numerical abstraction.

Through this approach, the Sustainability Profile maintained fidelity to its ontological 
purpose – providing clarity and coherence while honouring the nuanced, evolving nature 
of human systems.

A living, evolving and integrated instrument

The long-term vision for the Sustainability Profile has been to develop a refined digital 
instrument fully integrated within the broader body of work – a mature ontometric tool 
capable of serving leaders and teams at scale. It operationalises the Unified Ontology 
of Systemic Integrity (UOSI), enabling the measurement and ref lection of systemic 
qualities in lived organisational contexts. In doing so, it bridges philosophical ontology 
and organisational reality, ensuring that the UOSI functions not merely as a theoretical 
construct, but as a framework enacted in practice.

In this way, the tool embodies the defining characteristics of authentic sustainability – 
emergent, iterative and grounded in lived experience. The early prototypes provided the 
initial foundation, revealing both potential and limitations. Subsequent iterations built upon 
this groundwork, enhancing reliability, usability and systemic impact.

Therefore, the Sustainability Profile remains a living instrument that is continuously refined 
through application, dialogue and feedback. As leaders and teams engage with it, the tool 
itself evolves, sustaining coherence between philosophical depth and practical relevance.
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The Nature of the Work – Philosophy Meets 
Phenomenology

It is necessary to be clear about the nature of this body of work. As the domain of 
sustainability and systemic integrity involves human beings – conscious, social, 
emotional and meaning-making entities with vast subjective depth – to treat 

sustainability as if it can be reduced to a formula or engineered into existence through a 
scripted process would be a fundamental misrepresentation of its nature. For this reason, 
philosophy and phenomenology provide the foundation for this work.

The philosophical dimension
Philosophy is critical to this body of work because it offers the tools to examine and query 
meaning, ethics and ontology – to ask questions about what is real, what matters, and how 
we ought to live. Without philosophy, sustainability collapses into superficial slogans and 
narrow compliance checklists. Philosophy allows us to step back, examine assumptions and 
articulate distinctions that make hidden dynamics visible. 

More than theory, philosophy is also a practical necessity for authentic sustainability. For 
example, the Being Framework, which is fundamental to this work, is a philosophical 
model of human ontology that identifies 31 qualities of Being, each of which shapes how 
individuals perform, decide and relate. These qualities are ontological distinctions that 
illuminate why leaders act the way they do, and how those ways of being ripple outward into 
organisational culture and systemic outcomes.

In parallel, the metacontent discourse – also core to the authentic sustainability conversation 
– examines how human beings construct and interpret meaning. Leaders are often unaware 
of the underlying metacontent informing their decisions: their assumptions about markets, 
people, value and purpose.

Minalogy, the discourse of meaning, value and purpose, complements these lenses by 
addressing the moral and axiological foundations of human conduct. It explores how 
individuals discern what is genuinely worthwhile and how those judgements shape 
individual and collective behaviour. Through this inquiry, leadership becomes grounded in 
authentic purpose rather than ambition, ideology or convenience. Minalogy invites leaders 
to clarify what is truly worth pursuing, anchoring decisions in moral realism and existential 
coherence rather than performative success.
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By surfacing these interrelated layers of Being, sense-making and meaning-making, 
philosophy exposes blind spots, broadens perspective and expands the possibilities for more 
conscious and effective decision-making.

The phenomenological dimension
If philosophy provides the lens, phenomenology provides the ground. Phenomenology is 
concerned with lived experience – how human beings encounter and interpret the world 
as it appears to them. It recognises that human beings are not passive observers, but active 
participants, always engaged in meaning-making.

This perspective is essential for sustainability. A leader does not simply implement strategies; 
they live them, interpret them, and embody them. A team does not simply follow processes; 
it experiences them, negotiates them, and responds to them. Sustainability emerges not from 
abstract plans, but from lived practices, from the way people show up, decide and relate in 
real time.

Phenomenology also acknowledges that human beings are emotional and social. Decisions 
are not made by rational calculation alone. They are shaped by moods, trust, fear, hope and 
relationships. Any comprehensive and meaningful framework for sustainability must take 
these dimensions into account.

Why philosophy and phenomenology matter for sustainability
Sustainability is often misrepresented as a technical or managerial challenge – something 
that can be solved simply by introducing better processes, stricter compliance or more 
advanced tools. While these are important, they are insufficient. At its core, sustainability 
is about systemic integrity – about the coherent alignment of human beings, teams, 
organisations and other systems with the realities they face and the purposes they pursue.

This makes sustainability fundamentally a human question. Every system, no matter how 
complex, is ultimately animated and maintained by human choices, relationships and 
values. The patterns that sustain – or destabilise – a system emerge from how people think, 
feel, decide and act within it. When integrity erodes in individuals or groups, no amount of 
technical optimisation can restore coherence. Conversely, when people act with awareness, 
responsibility, care and alignment, even flawed structures can renew themselves.

To sustain anything – an ecosystem, a business, a culture, a society – we must first 
understand what it means to be human within it. How are leaders being in the face of 
challenge? How are teams relating to one another? How are organisations making sense of their 
environment? These are ontological and phenomenological inquiries, not technical ones. 
They reveal that sustainability begins not in policy, but in presence – in the lived quality of 
how we inhabit, interpret and respond to the systems we create.

By bringing philosophy and phenomenology together, this work avoids two common 
distortions that limit the effectiveness of sustainability efforts.

1.	 Reductionism – The tendency to treat sustainability as a purely technical or 
mechanical problem, as though human systems could be engineered into balance 
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through metrics, controls and procedural efficiency alone. This approach may 
produce short-term order, but it often suppresses the very adaptability and relational 
intelligence that genuine sustainability requires.

2.	 Abstraction – The inclination to frame sustainability as an intellectual or 
ideological construct detached from lived experience. In this mode, sustainability 
becomes a discourse of concepts rather than a discipline of practice, valued for its 
rhetoric but disconnected from human reality.

This work seeks to move beyond both. It situates sustainability where it actually belongs: 
in the lived experience of human beings who are both limited and capable, rational and 
emotional, individual and collective. It recognises that sustainability is not something done 
to systems, but something enacted through the quality of human engagement within them.

By grounding sustainability in the realities of perception, relationship and meaning-making, 
the integration of philosophy and phenomenology allows it to be understood not as a 
problem to solve, but as a condition to cultivate – one that must be continuously interpreted, 
embodied and renewed.

Methodological orientation
The overall philosophical and phenomenological orientation shaped the methodology 
of the entire project. The goal was never to devise a formula for success or a prescriptive 
model to impose on leaders and organisations. Rather, the inquiry was approached as a 
disciplined journey of discovery – one that demanded both surrender and agency, reflection 
and participation.

Imagine a leader and their team rowing a boat across the ocean. The ocean represents 
the larger forces – markets, societies, histories and natural systems – that no leader can 
control. The waves rise and fall, the currents shift, and storms appear without warning. 
Leaders cannot command the ocean. What they can do is row in unison with their team 
– in rhythm, with harmony and discipline. In doing so, they align with forces larger than 
themselves while still exercising intentional agency.

This metaphor captures the interplay of phenomenology and philosophy. Phenomenology 
is the ground – the ocean of lived reality that must be encountered directly, without illusion 
or denial. Philosophy is the lens – the structure through which meaning, rhythm and 
direction are discerned. Together, they make sustainability possible: a practice of navigating 
complexity with awareness, coherence and purpose, even when the destination is never 
fixed and the journey never ends.

A living orientation
Recognising the nature of this work also clarifies that it is not a static or closed system that 
claims finality, but a living body of work – coherent, adaptive and continually evolving. While 
it provides a clear and rigorous pathway, its strength lies in its flexibility: it invites ongoing 
interpretation, reflection and renewal as conditions change. Like the leaders and teams it 
serves, it matures through practice, dialogue and refinement.
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This orientation mirrors the very essence of authentic sustainability. Sustainability is not 
a static end-state to be achieved once and for all. It is an ongoing process of coherence, 
adaptation and regeneration. By grounding the work in philosophy and phenomenology, 
it remains aligned with this reality – rigorous without rigidity, structured without sterility 
and always attuned to the lived experience of human beings.

Regenerative agriculture analogy
One of the most useful analogies for understanding authentic sustainability is found in the 
practice of regenerative agriculture. Unlike industrial farming, which seeks short-term yield 
through extractive practices, regenerative agriculture focuses on cultivating soil health, 
biodiversity and ecosystem vitality. It does not attempt to control nature with rigid formulas, 
but works with natural processes, encouraging life to flourish through small, iterative and 
cumulative actions.

This analogy is particularly powerful because it mirrors the philosophy behind this body of 
work. Sustainability in organisations and systems is not about extracting as much as possible 
in the shortest amount of time, nor is it about imposing rigid scripts from the outside. It is 
about cultivating conditions under which resilience, regeneration and long-term viability 
can emerge.

Extractive versus agricultural regenerative models 

Traditional industrial agriculture is a fitting metaphor for the performative, compliance-
driven version of sustainability critiqued in this body of work as sustainabilism. In agriculture, 
extractive practices may produce impressive short-term yields, but they degrade the soil, 
reduce biodiversity and create long-term fragility. The land may appear productive for a 
time, but beneath the surface, it is being hollowed out.

In organisations, the same dynamic is at work. Leaders who chase immediate revenue at 
the expense of culture, prioritise compliance over coherence or burn out their people to 
meet short-term targets may appear successful in the moment. These extractive methods 
often seem easier and more efficient at first, but they come at a hidden cost. In contrast, 
regenerative approaches require greater effort and discipline in the short term – investing 
in trust, capability and shared purpose rather than extracting performance. Yet over time, 
this investment compounds. Like fertile soil, regenerative systems become increasingly 
self-sustaining, delivering stable, high-quality outcomes without exhausting the people or 
resources that sustain them.

In regenerative agriculture, farmers plant cover crops, rotate fields, use compost and work in 
harmony with natural cycles. The soil becomes richer with each season, able to sustain life 
without constant artificial inputs. Similarly, authentic sustainability in organisations arises 
when leaders cultivate coherence, adaptability, trust and regenerative culture – building 
systems that grow stronger, not weaker, through systemic integrity.

The power of small, iterative actions

Regenerative agriculture demonstrates that transformation does not come from dramatic 
interventions, but from cumulative, consistent actions. Adding organic matter to the soil, 
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encouraging microbial life and reducing tillage may seem insignificant in isolation, but 
together they create profound change.

The same is true for organisations. Authentic sustainability is not achieved through 
grandiose strategies announced at board meetings or glossy sustainability reports that 
overpromise and under-deliver. It emerges from small, consistent practices – simple actions 
that, when sustained, shift the character of a system:

•	 A leader taking time to reflect before making a difficult decision, even when under 
pressure to act quickly.

•	 A team committing to honest dialogue about values and priorities, especially when 
opinions diverge.

•	 An organisation choosing long-term trust with customers over short-term gains.
•	 A culture that transforms mistakes into learning through open feedback loops 

rather than concealing errors, fostering defensiveness and eroding trust.

Just as soil becomes fertile through countless small contributions of organic matter, 
organisations become sustainable through countless small acts of integrity, discernment 
and regeneration.

Working with, not against, natural forces

A key lesson from regenerative agriculture is the importance of working with natural forces 
rather than attempting to control them. Farmers who rely on chemical interventions and 
monocultures enter a constant struggle to maintain productivity. In contrast, those who 
align with natural cycles enable nature to become a partner in regeneration and resilience.

The same principle applies in organisations. Leaders operate within complex systems shaped 
by human motivations, social dynamics, cultural narratives and economic conditions. 
These forces cannot be commanded into submission, but they can be understood, aligned 
and leveraged. Effective leadership recognises that progress depends not on resistance to 
these dynamics, but on working with them – designing structures and practices that channel 
their energy towards coherence and sustainability.

Just as ocean currents cannot be controlled, but can be navigated, organisational forces 
cannot be dictated, but can be directed through awareness and alignment. Authentic 
sustainability arises when leaders stop seeking to dominate complexity and learn to align 
or move in concert with it instead.

Transformation through aggregation

Perhaps the most important lesson of regenerative agriculture is that transformation occurs 
through aggregation. No single intervention restores the soil; it is the accumulation of many 
small, aligned practices over time that rebuilds fertility and resilience. Farmers know that 
regeneration requires patience and persistence, not quick fixes or single-point solutions.

The same is true for systemic integrity. Sustainability is not achieved through one 
program, one framework, or one charismatic leader. It emerges when individuals, teams 
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and organisations make countless small, iterative moves towards coherence and renewal. 
Together, these actions create durable, system-wide transformation.

This understanding calls for humility. Regenerative agriculture does not promise instant 
results, and neither does authentic sustainability. The value of this work lies in resisting 
the pressure to over-promise or reduce transformation to a guaranteed formula. Instead, 
it offers a framework for cultivation – a disciplined approach that honours both human 
agency and the greater forces beyond our control. Sustainability, like fertile soil, cannot be 
commanded; it must be cultivated, tended and renewed through consistent practice.
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Beyond the Program – Broader Validation

While the six program cycles provided an immediate context in which the work 
was tested and refined, they were never its sole source of validation. From the 
outset, it was recognised that for the frameworks to hold credibility and weight, 

they needed to be examined from multiple vantage points. Sustainability and systemic 
integrity cannot be confined to the operational level of SMEs, startups or NGOs; they 
extend into the macro dynamics of governance, policy and global institutions.

Accordingly, the development of the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and its 
central Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) was accompanied by broader 
validation efforts, incorporating structured interviews, expert dialogues and comparative 
case analyses across diverse contexts.

Expert review and dialogue
A wide range of experts contributed to the validation of the frameworks through structured 
interviews and dialogues. These engagements included:

•	 Policy-makers and governance leaders – Individuals operating within complex 
public decision-making environments, where sustainability is frequently treated as a 
political or bureaucratic ideal.

•	 Senior executives and organisational leaders – Those responsible for leading large 
teams, divisions and organisations, whose perspectives ensured that the frameworks 
resonated beyond the SME context.

•	 Academics and researchers – While not the primary audience of the work, their 
participation provided an additional layer of intellectual critique and validation.

Insights drawn from these interactions confirmed what the program context had already 
revealed: that sustainability, when treated as a scripted or performative compliance exercise, 
consistently fails to generate substantive, effective and enduring results.

Leaders across sectors expressed frustration at the persistent gap between sustainability 
rhetoric and lived organisational reality. Across these conversations, a shared recognition 
emerged – that meaningful sustainability requires grounding in integrity, Being and 
systemic coherence, rather than in compliance or performative display.
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Complementing micro with meso and macro
In addition to interviews and dialogues, an extensive examination was undertaken into 
how sustainability and systemic integrity have been approached by governments and global 
organisations. The analysis encompassed major institutions such as the United Nations, 
the World Economic Forum and other global governance bodies, as well as national 
governments across a range of contexts.

Both historical and contemporary cases were studied to trace patterns in how leaders and 
organisations navigated crises, pursued long-term objectives or succumbed to systemic 
dysfunction. This multi-level analysis – spanning the micro (individual and team), meso 
(organisational) and macro (institutional and societal) domains – provided a broader 
empirical and philosophical foundation for understanding the conditions under which 
systems sustain or disintegrate.

For example:

•	 Historical analysis revealed how empires, corporations and social movements 
rose or fell according to the integrity of their sense-making and decision-making. 
The pattern was consistent across time and context. When integrity in vision and 
leadership diminished, decline followed. However, when it endured, systems adapted 
and evolved. For example, the Roman and Ottoman empires each thrived when 
coherence and strategic clarity were strong, yet faltered when these qualities eroded. 
Once industry leaders, corporations such as Kodak, Nokia and HTC lost relevance 
as coherence and adaptive capacity eroded. Social movements showed the same 
dynamic: enduring civil-rights coalitions sustained momentum through coherence 
and shared purpose, while many revolutionary efforts failed when integrity 
fractured. Across these diverse systems, integrity proved the decisive factor between 
endurance and collapse.

•	 Similarly, contemporary case studies revealed how global institutions, corporations 
and governments continue to struggle with sustainability when they overlook the 
ontological and phenomenological dimensions of human beings. When decision-
making is detached from lived experience, policies become performative and 
strategies lose traction. Many initiatives remain technically sophisticated, yet fail 
to engage the values, motivations and relational dynamics that determine whether 
systems can actually sustain themselves. In contrast, the most effective organisations 
and programs are those that recognise human coherence as the foundation of 
systemic coherence. They integrate purpose with process, align culture with strategy, 
and create conditions where accountability and adaptability can coexist. 

These studies provided not only critique, but also comparative validation. They 
demonstrated that the gaps identified in the modern sustainability discourse are not new; 
they are recurring patterns. By situating the work within this broader historical arc, the 
frameworks gained depth, resilience and legitimacy.

The findings also reinforced the central critique. Many large-scale initiatives lacked 
metacontent – they failed to interrogate the assumptions and frames underlying their 
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policies. As a result, they produced scripted programs, compliance-driven frameworks 
and performative actions that often did more to signal virtue than to generate authentic 
sustainability.

By contrasting these macro-level failures with the micro-level successes observed in 
program cohorts and other applied contexts, the work was able to highlight the importance 
of starting from the ground up. Authentic sustainability emerges not from top-down 
mandates but from the aggregation of integrity within individuals and teams, scaling 
upward into organisations and societies.

The inclusion of these broader validation efforts ensured that the work did not remain 
confined to a single setting. While the experiences of 48 leaders across six programs 
provided rich and authentic data, they could not capture the full spectrum of sustainability 
challenges. By integrating perspectives from policy-makers, executives, academics and 
cross-sectoral case studies of governments and global organisations, the inquiry expanded 
its lens and confirmed the universality of the underlying dynamics.

This multi-layered validation demonstrated that the issues faced by startup founders and 
SME directors are structurally similar to those faced by governments and international 
institutions. The difference lies in scale, not essence. In both contexts, sustainability falters 
when it is reduced to compliance and performance, yet flourishes when it is grounded in 
integrity, Being and systemic coherence.

Documenting these broader validation efforts is essential for transparency. The work has 
not been developed in isolation, nor within an echo chamber. It has been tested, critiqued 
and refined through sustained engagement with practitioners and systems operating at 
different levels of complexity and influence.

This breadth of inquiry does not imply finality or completeness. On the contrary, it 
underscores that the work remains a living body of practice and philosophy – one that 
continues to evolve as new insights emerge and conditions change. What it does establish, 
however, is that the frameworks presented in this body of work are not speculative 
abstractions. They are grounded in sustained engagement with reality across multiple 
strata – the micro-level of individuals and teams, the meso-level of organisations and the 
macro-level of societies and institutions – forming a coherent architecture that links human 
integrity with systemic sustainability.
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Global Sustainability Literature and 
Practitioner Discourse

The evolution of this work was not confined to internal programs or isolated inquiry. 
In parallel, deep engagement occurred with global sustainability discourse through 
direct exposure to academic, institutional and practitioner perspectives. This 

engagement included participation in, and contribution to, formal scholarly work published 
by Springer within edited volumes focused on sustainability, organisational transformation 
and leadership.

Contributions were made to two major Springer volumes within the broader Sustainable 
Organization and 3-P Model body of literature:

•	 Transforming Public and Private Sector Organizations: Implementing Sustainable Purpose, 
Travelling Organization and Connectivity for Resilience,1 in which a connection between 
the Being Framework and the Three-Pillars Model was explored; and

•	 The Sustainable Organization: How Organizations Address the 17 UN SDGs Using the 3-P 
Model,2 where metacontent, identity and inclusion were examined through an 
ontological and systemic lens.

Broader validation of the need for a new, ontologically grounded approach capable of 
addressing the shortcomings of existing paradigms was further supported through 
engagement with international sustainability literature and practitioner discourse. 
Participation in peer-reviewed publications and collaboration with global scholars provided 
additional perspectives on how sustainability is being interpreted and operationalised across 
organisational, governmental and societal contexts.

Engagement with these scholarly and practitioner communities offered exposure to a diverse 
range of perspectives and methodologies across the global sustainability and organisational 
transformation landscape. Through these exchanges, interaction occurred with a wide 
spectrum of authors, advisors and practitioners working across public, private and social 
sectors. The collective effort represented within this body of work reflected strong intention, 

1 Wollmann, P. & Püringer, R. (eds.) (2022) Transforming Public and Private Sector Organizations: Implementing 
Sustainable Purpose, Travelling Organization and Connectivity for Resilience. Cham: Springer.

2 Wollmann, P., Pemler, D. & Ndrevataj, M. (eds.) (2025) The Sustainable Organization: How Organizations 
Address the 17 UN SDGs Using the 3-P Model. Cham: Springer. Available at: https://link.springer.com/
book/9783031895487
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rigorous inquiry and genuine care for the future of organisations and society, while also 
highlighting the limitations of prevailing sustainability practice – reinforcing the necessity 
for a deeper foundation.

Across this landscape, a recurring pattern was observed. While many sustainability 
initiatives originated from sincere concern and compelling intent, they were often 
vulnerable to drift, distortion and performativity once operationalised. This pattern 
appeared not only in scholarly and organisational frameworks but also within global policy 
environments. Reviews of instruments such as the United Nations Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) and analyses of government policies across multiple jurisdictions revealed 
similar tendencies.

What emerged repeatedly was not an absence of intelligence, commitment or goodwill, but 
the persistent challenge of implementation when sustainability is approached primarily 
through mechanistic, metric-driven or compliance-oriented lenses. When sustainability 
frameworks become procedural scripts rather than lived orientations, they risk detaching 
from the ontological foundations of enduring systems – how human beings are being, how 
they make sense, how they relate and how they steward what they build.

This observation does not represent a critique of the ideals themselves – many of which 
carry substantial merit – but of the recurring pattern through which they are translated 
into practice. These findings collectively validated the need for a framework capable of 
reconnecting sustainability efforts with the human, relational and systemic dimensions 
that sustain them. Without grounding in the human ecology of sustainability, institutional 
efforts can inadvertently reinforce fragility, bureaucracy and performative alignment, even 
while intending to cultivate resilience, responsibility and regeneration.

It was through this combination of scholarly participation, extensive literature review and 
lived observation that the need for a deeper ontological foundation became clear. The gap 
was not one of ambition or intelligence, but of the absence of a sufficiently human-centred, 
meaning-grounded and integrity-based foundation capable of holding the complexity of 
human experience and systemic life.

The Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF) and the Unified Ontology of Systemic 
Integrity (UOSI) were, therefore, developed and positioned not as a rejection of global 
sustainability efforts, but as a response to the clearly validated need for such an ontological 
foundation – a means of deepening, supporting and safeguarding the intent behind these 
initiatives so they may be realised authentically in lived practice rather than diluted into 
performance or compliance.
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Distinction from ‘Sustainabilism’

The breadth of validation undertaken for this work reaffirmed its central insight: that 
the prevailing sustainability paradigm remains trapped in performative, compliance-
driven modes that neglect the human and systemic realities upon which genuine 

regeneration depends. To make this distinction explicit, this section contrasts sustainabilism 
with authentic sustainability – the very gap this body of work was designed to bridge.

Throughout this book and its supporting body of research, a deliberate distinction is drawn 
between what is termed sustainabilism and what is presented as authentic sustainability. This 
distinction is not semantic; it is essential. It clarifies the limitations that the work seeks 
to overcome and exposes why many existing approaches to sustainability fail to generate 
meaningful, enduring results.

What is sustainabilism?
Sustainabilism refers to the prevailing paradigm of sustainability as it is often practised and 
promoted by large institutions, governments and corporations. It is marked by a number of 
recurring features:

•	 Compliance-driven mandates – Framing sustainability as a set of procedural 
obligations designed to satisfy regulators, investors or stakeholders, while neglecting 
how these measures impact both the people within the organisation and the broader 
systems of which it is a part.

•	 Performative signalling – Glossy reports, public commitments and marketing 
campaigns designed more to project virtue than to produce authentic change.

•	 Scripted frameworks – Top-down models that dictate what organisations should do, 
regardless of context, without engaging the lived realities of the people within them.

•	 Fragmented thinking – Treating sustainability as an isolated initiative or 
department rather than an integrated expression of systemic integrity.

This version of sustainability may look impressive on paper. It often produces charts, 
metrics and certifications. Yet beneath the surface, it is depleted and devoid of integrity. Like 
industrial agriculture that yields abundant crops while exhausting the soil, sustainabilism 
extracts compliance and performance without cultivating genuine resilience or regeneration.
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Why it fails
The failure of sustainabilism is not merely technical; it is ontological. It fails because it does 
not engage with human beings as they truly are – limited in rationality, yet emotional, 
social and capable of meaning-making. By reducing sustainability to procedures, scripts 
and compliance frameworks, it overlooks the very source of authentic sustainability: the 
integrity of people and the systems they inhabit in their lived reality.

Such approaches are often blind to interdependence. They may implement initiatives 
that appear beneficial within one organisation, sector or nation, yet fail to consider their 
unintended consequences across other systems. The result is progress in isolation – success 
in one domain purchased at the expense of coherence in another.

This is why so many sustainability initiatives collapse into contradiction. Organisations 
proclaim commitments, yet struggle internally with inconsistent delivery, disengaged 
employees and fragile cultures. Governments announce ambitious targets, yet fall short in 
practice because the systemic integrity required to achieve them is lacking. Sustainabilism 
promises transformation, but delivers performance theatre – a facade of progress masking 
the absence of lived integrity.

From sustainabilism to authentic sustainability
In contrast, authentic sustainability – as articulated through the Authentic Sustainability 
Framework and its central Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) – begins from a 
different foundation. It is not imposed from the outside, but cultivated from within. It does 
not treat sustainability as a checklist, but as an emergent property of systemic integrity and 
regeneration across individuals, teams, organisations and institutions.

Its features are the inverse of sustainabilism:

•	 Integrity-driven orientation – Sustainability rooted in alignment between what 
people say, what they do, and how they are being.

•	 Lived experience – Sustainability as something felt and practised in day-to-day 
decisions, not merely reported in documents.

•	 Bottom-up emergence – Sustainability that arises from the aggregation of countless 
small, authentic actions, rather than from top-down mandates.

•	 Systemic coherence – Sustainability integrated into the very fabric of how 
organisations function, rather than isolated as a separate initiative.

Where sustainabilism extracts, authentic sustainability regenerates. Where sustainabilism 
performs, authentic sustainability transforms.

The role of the UOSI
The Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI) provides the structural foundation for 
authentic sustainability. By identifying 16 systemic qualities nested within four layers – 
Architectonic, Integrity, Disintegration and Modulation – it offers a coherent framework 
for understanding how sustainability emerges in practice. Rather than prescribing what 
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organisations must do, it illuminates the qualities they must develop and maintain a healthy 
relationship with.

This is a crucial difference. Mandates and scripts attempt to dictate behaviour. Ontological 
frameworks reveal structures of Being and systemic integrity, empowering leaders to act 
with discernment and agency. Rather than compliance and performance, the UOSI invites 
coherence and transformation. 

Implications for leaders and organisations
For leaders, the distinction between sustainabilism and authentic sustainability is more than 
conceptual. It is profoundly practical. Choosing sustainabilism means chasing compliance, 
reporting and optics, often at the expense of real coherence. In contrast, choosing authentic 
sustainability means committing to the often slower, cumulative work of cultivating 
integrity within oneself, one’s team and one’s organisation.

For organisations, this distinction determines whether sustainability will be a hollow slogan 
or a lived reality. Those that champion sustainabilism may win short-term approval, but risk 
long-term fragility. However, those that embrace authentic sustainability may struggle with 
complexity in the short term, but build resilience, trust and regeneration over time.
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Conclusion – A Work in Motion

The purpose of this Appendix has been to provide transparency – to show how this 
body of work came into being, how it has been tested and refined, and why it carries 
credibility. Too often, frameworks and theories are presented as if they emerged fully 

formed, detached from the processes that shaped them. Here, it has been made clear that 
Sustainabilism and the Authentic Sustainability Framework (ASF), including its central Unified 
Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI), are not abstract constructs, but the result of years of 
philosophical inquiry, practical engagement, iterative refinement and validation across 
multiple contexts.

At its core, this body of work reflects a dual commitment. On the one hand, it is grounded in 
philosophy – in the ontological, ethical and phenomenological exploration of what it means 
to be, to lead and to sustain. On the other, it is anchored in practice – tested with leaders, 
teams and organisations confronting the real challenges of sustainability on a daily basis. 
Neither philosophy nor practice alone would have sufficed: philosophy provided depth, 
coherence and clarity, while practice provided reality, relevance and impact. Together, they 
gave rise to a body of work that is both rigorous and usable.

Iterative development in context
The development of this work cannot be separated from the program context in which it was 
applied and refined. Across six cycles, 48 leaders engaged with the frameworks, testing them 
within their businesses, teams and organisational realities. Their feedback, challenges and 
breakthroughs informed ongoing evolution. Notes were taken, interviews conducted and 
feedback loops embedded. Prototypes such as the Sustainability Profile were created, tested 
and recalibrated. Each cycle added depth and resilience to the ontometric tool, ensuring that 
the work did not remain theoretical, but was continually forged through lived experience.

Equally important were the contributions of facilitators Jacqueline Hofste and Ariya Chittasy, 
whose diverse backgrounds and practical insights enabled the translation of philosophy into 
organisational reality. Their collaboration demonstrated the interdependence of theory 
and practice, with their observations directly informing subsequent refinements to the 
frameworks.
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Beyond the program
Validation extended well beyond the program context. Structured interviews with 
policy-makers, executives and academics, alongside studies of governments and global 
organisations, provided meso- and macro-level perspectives. Case studies – both historical 
and contemporary – revealed recurring patterns of success and failure in sustainability 
practice. These broader inquiries confirmed what the program data had already shown: 
sustainability falters when reduced to compliance and performance, and flourishes when 
grounded in integrity, Being and systemic coherence.

Distinguishing authentic sustainability
The distinction between sustainabilism and authentic sustainability lies at the heart of this 
work. Sustainabilism represents the prevailing paradigm of compliance-driven, performative 
sustainability – glossy on the surface, hollow underneath. In contrast, authentic sustainability 
emerges from the aggregation of countless small acts of systemic integrity and regeneration. 
It is cultivated from the bottom up, not mandated from the top down.

The frameworks developed through this body of work – the Authentic Sustainability 
Framework (ASF) and its core Unified Ontology of Systemic Integrity (UOSI), together 
with the Being Framework, Metacontent and its Nested Theory of Sense-making, and 
Minalogy – provide the architecture for this cultivation. They do not prescribe behaviour, 
but illuminate the ontological and systemic qualities that enable discernment, coherence 
and regeneration across contexts.

A living body of work
Authentic sustainability is not a fixed destination, but an ongoing process. Systems endure 
not by clinging to rigid forms, but by adapting, regenerating and aligning with the forces 
within and around them. Likewise, this body of work remains alive – open to refinement, 
responsive to feedback and adaptive to new conditions.

The metaphor of regenerative agriculture applies here once again. Just as soil becomes fertile 
through countless small contributions of organic matter, this work grows richer through 
iterative engagement. Each leader who applies it, each organisation that tests it, and each 
critique that challenges it adds to its vitality. The work is not a static product to be consumed 
but a living framework to be cultivated.

The ontometric tools developed through this process, such as the Sustainability Profile, will 
continue to evolve through practice. Each iteration, informed by real-world data and lived 
application, allows for further calibration, refinement and validation.

By the time of this book’s completion, more than 100 Sustainability Profiles had been 
completed. Their findings are being reviewed and integrated into the next cycle of calibration, 
continuing the ongoing practice of testing, refining and strengthening the tool through real 
systems, real leaders and real demands. In parallel, the UOSI and its 16 systemic qualities 
are now being systematically measured, and a cohort of practitioners is in active training to 
apply this instrument in support of professionals, leaders and organisations.
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This continuous process embodies the very principle of sustainability it advocates: learning, 
adapting and renewing through lived experience.

Transparency and credibility
This Appendix documents the development process to ensure transparency and establish 
credibility. The work did not emerge in isolation; it was shaped through rigorous 
philosophical inquiry, applied engagement with leaders across industries, collaboration 
with facilitators, validation through expert review and case studies, and ongoing iterative 
refinement.

Transparency is essential in a field often characterised by overstatement. Many sustainability 
initiatives promise certainty or rapid solutions to inherently complex challenges. This work 
takes a different approach. It recognises that sustainability demands humility, adaptability 
and a willingness to engage deeply with complexity. Its credibility rests on this foundation – 
on a disciplined commitment to coherence rather than claims of control, and to cultivation 
rather than prescription.

Moving forward
As this body of work continues to evolve, its relevance will depend on how it is lived. 
Frameworks hold value only when embodied – when leaders, teams and organisations apply 
them within their own contexts, test them through experience and adapt them to emerging 
challenges.

This conclusion is therefore not an endpoint, but an invitation: for leaders, organisations and 
communities to engage with the frameworks, to explore their practical implications, and 
to contribute to their ongoing refinement. It is an invitation to move beyond sustainabilism 
and towards authentic sustainability – not as rhetoric, but as a lived, regenerative practice.
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