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The world around us is changing rapidly in many dimensions like in sustainable, political, 

technological and economical ways. Sustainability has become a domain in its own right and is on 

the agenda of strategies for individuals, organizations and societies.  However, it is obvious that 

awareness of sustainability challenges has not yet mobilized individuals, organizations or societies 

into action. The organizational approaches to sustainable future for the next generations are still 

stagnant and support conventional business practices.   

This paper draws on interpretative organization theory and presents an alternative approach. We 

propose collective consciousness as a meta-level perspective that allows for transformation in 

action. A meta-framing on strategizing on sustainability in everyday organizational action is 

presented on collective intelligence perspective. This framing allows sustainability agendas to be 

approached in organizational action in a way that allow the old links to be transformed in 

organizational agendas and sustainable ethics and worldviews to be integrated. The conventional 

one-dimensional causal view is getting transformed to opening up to complex, systemic 

perspectives and emergent paths. We see this as an opportunity for integration of sustainability and 

strategy work in organizations across different organizational or societal levels.    

Further, the paper discusses the need for new approaches of strategizing and leading the collective 

fields in organizations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Sustainability is high on the agenda in organizations and societies. Some researchers have presented 

views that sustainability is becoming a global project for all humans and beyond (Laszlo & al., 

2010).  The very question is then how we are able to formulate successful strategies for this 

demanding quest affecting future generation and humankind on a collective level? Looking at the 

indication of practice, the sustainability strategies tend to continue to be isolated, provisional to 

organizational entities and unable to tap the global and collective edge. Further, sustainable 

strategies do not seem to mobilize people to change their behavior. Consequently the change in 

behavior needed for sustainable courses of actions does not seem to happen.  Follow-up of 

sustainability initiatives on a global scale, like the Conference of Stockholm, in 1972 to Earth 

Summit in 2012, indicates that creating collective goals and directions is not easy - not to mention 

the great bulk of business organizations where vast investments are made on sustainability but the 

ways to grasp the potential are rather on the level of green-washing than real transformation 

towards sustainability. The traditional functions like HRD and business operations are formulating 

sub-strategies to create green or sustainable functions.  Taking all these important initiatives and 

progress into account, the sustainability practice continues to be rather a business of separate 

organizations, fragmented and not able to gain the impact for change in people’s behavior.   On the 

other front, how capable are organizations to create sustainable strategies?  Are there uncovered 

avenues to consider for generating more potential for sustainable strategies to activate people and 

generate fertile grounds for the future?  

In order to inform sustainable strategies we study the concept of sustainability and some 

perspectives related to it at theoretical level. In this article we want to create one optional route to 

broaden the outlook on sustainable strategies. We do this by elaboration of the meta-level of 

sustainability concept, especially focusing on the collective consciousness and how collective 

intelligence is operating in organizational settings. Then we discuss how the meta-perspectives on 

the concept of collective consciousness are related to it.   

We push this interpretative perspective (Latour, 1991; Daft & Weick, 1984; Weick,1993; Dunbar,  

& al., 1996) further in order to introduce the concept of collective consciousness. In organizational 

sciences the interpretative perspective has been presented by many scholars (Weick, 1969; Morgan, 

1980; Daft & Weick; Morgan, 1986; Weick, 1993). The authors indicate that organizational realities 

are not given but different agents (individuals and collectives) shape and construct interpretations as 

a part of their identities (individual and collective) and the midst of everyday struggle of lives. Our 

interest in this paper is to examine how these interpretations are collectively generated and 

processed and how this is related to creating sustainable strategies. We use the three meta-

perspectives on sustainability given by Garud and Gehman, (2012 )and discuss the collective yet 

distributed contribution (Hutchins, 1995) and collective consciousness (Knorr Cetina, 1999) as 

organizational conceptualizations which might foster creating and leading collective sustainable 

strategies in the future.  

We are interested in how the approaching ambiguity and complexity of sustainability are embracing 

the complexities of collaborative contribution in a way that could inform the areas in leading 

strategies that might have been elusive to strategizing in general. We have organized the paper as 

follows. First, we look at the sustainability as a concept.  Our aim is to highlight the qualities of 
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sustainability that make a difference for strategy formulation. Therefore the meta-perspectives are 

on focus. Secondly, we take a look at collective strategies and collaborative efforts in strategy 

making. Third, we introduce collective intelligence and concept of collective consciousness.  

Fourthly, we discuss how the collective intelligence could have an impact on strategy formulation 

that might empower people into action and further generate innovations around sustainability. 

 

THE CONCEPT OF SUSTAINABILITY 

Constant struggle and Negotiations on Sustainability – Concept and Praxis Open to Various 

Meanings and Interpretations 

Sustainability is established as a domain in academic research, and related to economic, social and 

political faculties, but the concept has no agreed meaning. The meaning of sustainability is open to 

various interpretations depending on who the players involved are (Garud & Gehman, 2012). New 

interpretations are emerging when different agents (individual and collective) participate and 

withdraw, or change their preferences and renegotiate their identities.  

The studies in sustainability often use the expression ‘sustainable development’ a concept of 

interrelated social, economic and technological fields. This “triple bottom line” is nowadays often a 

commonly accepted definition or starting point, but every definition has emerged through 

negotiations with different parties and evolved within time. For instance the systemic ground, 

intersecting the social, economic and technological has been highlighted. Quite recently the 

conception of sustainable development has emerged (Schneeberger & Smith, 2012) and has 

sometimes been treated as a separate or forth pillar in accordance with the three original ones.  

In scientific practice there has been a tendency to study in separate scientific paradigms and streams 

of literatures. On one front, as the sustainability domain has historically emerged on environmental 

and technical drivers, some authors have claimed that the social field has not been uncovered yet in 

full extent. Further some indicate that the societal field is developing in isolation, not interrelated to 

environmental and technological fields.   

Also the boundaries and levels included in the definition vary, making the scope of what is included 

in sustainability blurring and changing.  Some even argue for a deeper look for interconnectedness 

of the human and planetary system complexities, reflecting a profound need for reassessing the 

success criteria of western economic systems in deeper level (Laszlo & al. 2010). Indeed, Laszlo & 

al. (2010) argue for a need for a qualitative shift in consciousness. Authors argue that as long as the 

belief systems, together with ethics, are bound to isolated ego-centric, short term, ‘win-lose’ world 

views there is very little evidence that successful sustainable strategies emerge.  

The current trend to institutionalize and manage sustainability has influenced the sustainability 

concept and how it is elaborated (Our common future 2012 report). For instance, new dimension, 

different indicators, management and strategy models that are suggested by various players’ step in 

to the sustainability research and practice have increased the interest and speculations. 

Sustainability practice has become a flourishing business area. Growths of various step-by-step 

models to achieve competitive advantage through sustainability are taking their share of markets 
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and attention. Political and governmental institutions are active players in creating both push and 

need for markets of sustainability.  The process of understanding sustainability is in constant flux of 

change and under the struggle of identity negotiations of parties involved. As the worldviews and 

frames to interpret the sustainability become more abstract and complex, the forms of negotiation 

and cooperation change. 

Contrary to  approaches that search for clearly defined meaning, we embrace the ambiguity of the 

concept and meaning of sustainability and consider the ambiguity and flux as a special resource 

field to explicate the under-examined areas in strategy. We are interested if the extant 

organizational research has not fully discovered how the ambiguities in collective collaboration and 

if collective consciousness can lead to re-narrating the sustainable futures.  

  

COLLECTIVE STRATEGIES AND COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS IN STRATEGY 

MAKING 

Strategies open up collaborative initiatives 

The underlying assumptions define the outcomes to a great extent. Quite often strategizing is 

assumed to operate in a path-dependent environment, evolutionary economics view, for instance 

dynamic capabilities (Teece & Pisano, 1997), in a highly competitive environment (Porter), or 

hierarchical and upper management’s work. Recently the interest has been re-focused on the 

practice of strategy (Jarzakowsky, 2009; Whittington 2006) and organizing (Weick) and 

strategizing processes (Chia, 2002). Practice approaches have informed organizational knowledge 

based on collective practices and everyday activities. The traditional focus has been moving away 

of thinking of strategy as something organization have to something people do in organizations 

(Whittington, 2006).  

Further the process view (Van de Ven, 1992; Chia, 1996; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; Garud & Gehman, 

2012) has focused on exploring contextual, nuanced and duration aspect of organizational 

phenomena, seeing organizations as complex, flux of becoming processes (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002).  

By changing the interpretation ( i.e. re-framing and de-framing, Dunbar & al., 1996)) and further 

the opening the underlying assumptions on sustainability (Garud & Gehman, 2012  & Laszlo & al., 

2010) the process of strategizing is approached in a different way. 

This contrasts with organization theories of evolutionary economics that hold the pertained 

assumptions of win-lose, competition and impact of heroic individual actions or collective shifts is 

industries due to environmental changes.  Strategic domain has continued to assume many of these 

mainstream assumptions despite of several critical views to uncover self-fulfilling prophesies 

(Whittington, 2006). The mainstream of organization science supports the practices and metaphors 

created for heavy industries, competitive landscapes and evolutionary views of natural sciences. 

Following the Burrell & Morgan (1979/2008) the mainstream organizational science including 

strategy literature contributes still on functional or positivistic paradigms. This approach has been 

favored at business schools and many business and public organizations implicitly. While the 

research field has done a valuable contribution, this approach has evident shortcomings in complex 

and interconnected domains, of which sustainability is an example. The attempts to find further 
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information on strategy practices (Schzatski, Knorr Cetina, 1999) has revealed the emergent, 

relational, and collective contributions around organizational phenomena and strategy. The dilemma 

on interpretations still persists, as the theory and practice follow different logics (Czarniawska, 

1999; Kuhn 1964/1992). Interpretation schemes and frameworks together with underlying 

assumptions belief systems (Daft & Weick, 1984; Weick, 1993; Weick & 2011) affect processes 

and outcomes in fundamental ways (Weick, 1993; Sutcliffe & Weick, 2001). 

 

Collective interpretations 

Interpretation in organizations is argued to be a collective phenomenon (Weick 1993; Callon; 

Latour). In terms of science, the scientific community agrees that the scientific knowledge is 

grounded in metaphorical thinking (Kuhn 1964/1991; Morgan, 1986; Czarniawska, 1999:18).  

Collective interpretations are thus not shared by individuals only but by communities and epistemic 

cultures (Knorr Cetina, 1999) and institutions such as organizational science (Czarniawska, 1999). 

The collective interpretations do not reflect the objective truth but rather are based on conventions 

and practice. Neither is the metaphoric thinking equivalent to practice nor theories but it offers an 

intermediate field of interpretations (ibid.). Further the practices embedded in relations in 

organizations via action networks (Czarniawska, 2004) offer new interpretations, not only with 

humans but with artifacts and technologies. 

The power of organizational interpretations is well known in statery literature (Allison, 1971; Daft 

& Weick, 1984; ;March; 1991 Ocasio, 1997; Weick; 1993; Weick, 2011). In strategy the stream of 

interpretative view emerged with the milestone article of Daft & Weick (1984). The stream was 

strengthened by broader views on organizational sensemaking (Weick). The collective forms of 

interpretations were elaborated in rich data such as the Mann Gulch disaster (Weick, 1993) or on 

the context of operational procedures of the USA, Missile Crises (Allison 1971; Dunbar & Garud, 

2009).   

The impact and dynamics of changing the frames are well documented. In individual ontologies for 

instance March (1991) claims that, experience can be changed retrospectively. “By changing our 

interpretive concepts now, we modify what we learned earlier…..Personal histories, and national 

histories, need to be rewritten rather continuously as a base for the retrospective learning of new 

self-conceptions” (March, 1991:79).  

Recent process view has highlighted the dimensions and practice of value work in organizations 

(Gehman & Garud, 2012). In order to understand the strategizing happening in everyday 

organizational practice we take a closer look at interpretation in a collective field.  

 

THE CONCEPT OF COLLECTIVE CONSCIOUSNESS 

Collective yet distributed intelligence 

The human encounters tend to rely on collective basis rather than individual and isolated affairs. 

Collective contribution has been studied by several scholars (Knorr Cetina, 1999; Callon, 1986; 
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Latour, 1988; Hutchins, 1995; Giere, 2002; Sawyer, 2009; Johnson, 2010.) Johnson has indicated 

that the ideas come connected to liquid networks and emerging serendipitous moments with 

accumulation and within a cluster of people, rather than follow the prevailing tendency to 

attributing individual contributions, (Johnson, 2010). Distributed cognition (Hutchins, 1995; 

Sawyer, 2009; Douglas, 1986) has advanced the understanding that the cognitive field is not 

individual but relies on social networks (Douglas, 1986; Sawyer, 2009) and emerges in action 

(Hutchins, 1995).  Hutchins (1995) refers to Vygotsky’s theories on consciousness, and argues that 

a human contribution is a collective process that cannot be totally individualized into any 

individual, but the contribution remains at collective level. Thus the collective contribution 

generates a collective field of its own that we call collective consciousness or collective 

intelligence. The collective, yet distributed contribution appreciates the collective and the local 

elements in same process, which is important to note.  As Giere points out: “To know how a 

cognitive system works one has to know about the culture and social organization as well as about 

the capabilities of the people and the artifacts. Distributed cognitive systems are heterogeneous”, 

(Giere, 2002). 

Next we take a closer look on consciousness: The studies of consciousness are often traced back to 

sciences of philosophy and psychology at Harvard, when James (1912/1996) argued that the stream 

of consciousness was the primary interest (James, 1912/1996). According to James the stream of 

consciousness could be observed via introspection. This stream was radical, he argued in the sense 

that it was essential for pragmatic empirism, as a form of experience (ibid). For James this stream 

was elementary for science. He claimed why to rely on senses as there was a more profound 

primary way of knowing (Ford, 1993). Bergson pushed the thinking forward with the notions of 

understanding the non-linear nature of time (Bergson, 1910). James shared with Bergson the 

notions of duration, the past, present and future belonged to the same ‘durational block’ (Thompson 

& Zahavi, 2007:77). For James the subject and object were not separated, but within the same 

experiencing unity and agency (Carlsen, 2009). 

Researchers have drawn on James in multiple times. The bounded rational view of the firm (Simon) 

and the attention orientation are built on James’s notions on attention, however the stream of 

consciousness via introspection has speculated to miss objectivity of science. From the point of 

view of functional paradigms (Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2008) and natural sciences point of view 

this is ontologically and epistemologically well argumented. However ,the very subject of 

organizational sciences is social, and the very primary, radical argumentation of James might have 

relevancy that has been missing due to preferences on objectified facts.  

According to Knorr Cetina (1999) “Collective consciousness distinguishes itself from individual 

consciousness in that it is public: the discourse which runs through an experiment provides for the 

extended “publicity” of technical objects and activities and, as a consequence, for everyone having 

the possibility to know and assess for themselves what needs to be done”. (1999:179) 

However, from the collective point of view the stream of consciousness relies rather on individual 

ontologies than collective or relational ones. Also the streams of literature on attention based view 

(ABV) by Ocasio (1997) conceptualizes organization as a focused and distributed system of 

attention. Weick & Sutcliffe (2006) have contributed further on arguing that the attention is not 

enough but it needs to be expanded by the quality of attention, the mindfulness. Mindfulness 
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according to Weick and Sutcliffe (2006) is more crucial for organizations than the routines, 

especially in industries highly prone to accidents. 

Recently in the strategy literature the introspective elements presented by James have been revisited 

by Weick & Sutcliffe (2006) in the form of mindfulness.  On the other stream of research the recent 

process theories reflect the notions of temporality and context (Chia, 1996; Nayak & Chia 2011; 

Garud & Gehman, 2012) for instance in perspectives of becoming processes and non-linear time.  

Collective yet distributed contribution process and notion on attention  

Collective consciousness refers to a collective yet distributed contribution process (Hutchins, 1995; 

Weick, 1993), the importance of focus and distribution of attention (James, 1907; Ocasio, 1997) and 

the quality of attention (Weick, 2006; Laszlo & al., 2010). Current strategy literature informs us that 

the focus of attention (Ocasio, 1997) and the quality of attention (Weick, 1993; Weick & Sutcliffe, 

2006) do matter. We consider the attention as an important mediator for creating sustainable 

strategies. Attention in organizational literature tends to be related to controlled fields, within 

organization (Ocasio, 1997), industry (Ocasio, 2007) or networks. The attention based studies have 

not embraced the high systems levels nor the evolutionary complexities on sustainability described 

by Laszlo & al.,(2010). For organizational studies boundaries of the firm or industry (Ocasio 2010) 

control the systems of distributing and focusing the attention.  

Laszlo & al. (2010) argue that the shift in consciousness is needed for creating sustainable 

strategies. Broadening the horizons beyond ego-centric world views uncover new realities and 

complex interconnectedness embrace life in the planet and beyond. The interconnectedness reaches 

the levels of relational ontologies described by Latour (1991), Callon (add) and Garud & Gehman, 

(2012).  

We consider current process view (Van de Ven, 1992; Chia, 1996; Garud 2011) sympathetic to 

understanding collective consciousness. According to this stream of literature the organizational 

processes, like innovations and strategizing follow the complexities of adaption, translation and 

becoming. First, the contribution process is not path dependent but an adaptive system actively 

creating paths to solve the challenges. Secondly, the contribution is not isolated but translates other 

innovations from related fields via human and human-material interaction. Thirdly, time is 

indogenious; the process time is not linear but is related to zipping back and forth from history, 

present and future (Garud & Gehman, 2012). We call these meta-perspectives collective 

consciousness. Collective consciousness is broader than intelligence, as consciousness is an actively 

generated contributed field of reference.  

Collective consciousness draws on extant literature on process theories (Van de Ven 1992; Tsoukas 

& Chia; 2001; Garud, 2011; Garud & Gehman, 2012; Gehman & al. 2012). These studies have 

indicated that the definitions and underlying assumptions that we as researchers do apply to our 

scientific inquiries and impact the results in profound ways (Van de Ven, 1992; Chia, 1996; Nayak 

& Chia, 2011). The recent discoveries in process research, those of complexities on adaptation, 

relational and temporal perspectives (Garud, 2011, Garud & Gehman, 2012) reflect the emergent 

pluralistic process of becoming and change. Understanding the underlying complexities involved 

requires simultaneously two resources: the technologies of understanding the qualitative elements 
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on (consciousness) which has individual (introspective) notions, but also a collective fields 

(Hutchins, 1995) which inform the sustainable strategy problematization. Further the qualitative 

aspects of consciousness are connected to values, and ethics.  

 

UNCOVERING THE ASSUMPTIONS ON SUSTAINABILITY  

Following the reasoning on meta-assumptions on sustainability (Laszlo &al. 2010; Garud & 

Gehman, 2012) we take a look of meta-level issues relevant for strategizing on sustainability. The 

current state of process theories inform us not only on the focus areas of the  studies but the 

underlying assumption related to process inquiries (Van de Ven, 1992; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; 

Garud, 2011) creating a general framework or interpretations system for the phenomena of interest. 

The boundaries of the system matter. Laszlo & al. (2010) illustrate how moving from current ego-

perspectives with assumptions on competition and restricted resources to assuming 

interconnectedness of action in broader level changes the system boundaries, thereby moving the 

assumption of competition to assumptions of co-operation and interconnected ethics among all 

living systems on the planet.   

Garud & Gehman (2012) present three process journey meta-perspectives on sustainability 

journeys: adaptive, relational and temporal which go in accordance with Laszlo & al. (2010) ethical 

stances. Future studies (Aaltonen, 2010) indicate that the complex societal decisions are not 

isolated, but deeply contextual and related to temporal frames. We discuss shortly these 

perspectives of adaption, relativity and temporality connected to the ethical stances next. 

 

Adaptational complexities 

Garud & Gehman (2012) implicate that sustainability journeys are under-explored in firm 

strategies.  Implications for the strategy for instance in the context of dynamic capabilities means 

reconfiguration of resources (Garud & Gehman, 2012:988) for systemic evolutionary view this 

adaptation is though growth in world views towards higher level complexities in consciousness 

(Laszlo & al. 2010). For instance a move from egocentric ethics to human centered world views, 

which appreciate all humans, or towards ecocentric views appreciating all life in the planet.  

 

Relational complexities 

Implications for strategy refer to relational processes that are not only between humans but with 

existing sociotechnical and becoming sosio-material (Callon, Latour,1991) systems. In the context 

of dynamic capabilities the framing and re-framing the systems become on focus. Consequently 

complex ethical questions are typically generated as value systems and choices of the different 

players conflict. For the sustainability strategies the relational complexities imply for de-framing 

(Dunbar & al.1996) the ability to combine more pluralistic ‘agancements’ (Callon & Latour, 1991) 

within sustainability endeavors. 



9 
 

Temporal complexities 

Sustainability as a concept is inter-temporal by its very nature. Sustainability strategies are not only 

for the next generations but links and moving back and forth on history – presence – future 

continuum. Further the temporality in general (James, 1912/1996; Bergson, 1910; Nayak & Chia, 

2011), nor in context of sustainability is not necessarily linear but rather has breaks and a cyclical 

nature. Temporal complexities open resources for re-narrating, generating new interpretations and 

frames.  

Implications of meta-level perspectives 

Taken these three meta-level qualities of the sustainability it becomes evident that ambiguity and 

complexity are innate to sustainability via adaptive, temporal and relational perspectives. On a 

rational level humans are aware of the limitations, but we are bound by social and cultural systems 

that inhibit seeing the realities. The human cognitive system is affected by these perspectives. 

Embracing the complexity of time puts a human to face a different vignette that might open up new 

opportunity fields. Ambiguities of the definitions make it impossible to agree on or create fields of 

opportunities as different definitions are possible. From the strategy making perspective these are 

pre-conditions for a sustainable strategy.  

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS ON COLLECTIVE INTELLIGENCE ON 

STRATEGY MAKING 

Collective consciousness opens new qualitative perspectives on strategizing, one of which is related 

to consequences of focusing the attention (Ocasio, 1997). Ocasio argues that organizations are 

forms of distributed and focused attention systems. Considering this argument in the context of 

strategy research and strategy practice leads to asking how the front end of the strategizing actually 

happens. Based on research by Hutzhenkreuter & Kleindiest (2006) the strategy process research 

lacks the knowledge of how the agendas are formulated and how issues become issues on 

organizational agenda. This finding is relevant for sustainability strategy research, which might also 

suffer from too narrow minded and self-evident agendas that have not received enough attention 

and elaboration before they end up in to the strategy tube. In more concrete terms, if the narrow 

assumptions for strategies are repeated, the end results remain the same. 

The second is the quality of the attention (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2006). Weick and Sutcliffe argue for 

mindfulness through introspection, which has been rather non-existing in strategy literature research 

streams. If this approach of mindfulness is taken further along with collective yet distributed 

intelligence (Latour, 1991; Hutchins, 1995; Giere, 2002) an agent (individual or collective) would 

be open to new resources, like ethical stances, which are important for creating sustainable 

narratives for the future. These sustainable narratives do not emerge from nowhere but are produced 

in active negotiation and struggles of meaning making. These have value for bringing new 

dimension to ‘agancements’ (Callon & Latour, 1991), which then can be platforms for emerging 

narratives of lives which appreciate plurality and diversity. Appreciation opens new resources 

(Cooperrider & Laszlo, 2007) which are needed in renegotiating the futures.  

The sympathies organizational sensemaking favor retrospection (for instance sensemaking; Weick 

1995) has focused the attention towards past. The resource base for sustainability lies as much in 
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the presence and the future, and the competences to move back and forth in the temporal 

perspective. Therefore the process philosophies (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002;  Nayak & Chia, 2011) give 

valuable resources for creating sustainable strategy perspectives and landscapes. 

Approach to strategizing on collective and relative ontologies open a new perspective.  First, the 

phenomena of interest become deeper and more pluralistic, and also temporal perspective change. 

The strategizing in anticipatory form, embracing diversity and engagement become interesting 

forums for co-creation. The anticipatory collective mind connected to ethical stances that embrace 

local and global participation on collaborative initiatives can be forms to strategize leveraging the 

socio-material potentials which are normally elusive to formal strategizing. The potential opens 

fields to deliberate action of qualitative consciousness modes that usually get automated. 

Creating sustainable strategies means a deliberated will to work towards what is wanted in the 

present and in the future. However this will is not enough, as examined earlier, sustainability is an 

elusive, ambiguous, intertwined, multilayered challenge which meaning is in constant flux and 

change in collective yet distributed manner, in local and global, within non-linear time and space.  

Effective strategic analysis engages active and conscious framing and de-framing (Dunbar & al., 

1996) skills, to explore the right questions that are meaningful to past, present and future players. 

Cultivating the intuitive and enhanced thinking (James, 1907; Bergson, 1910) allows access to 

sources that elude access via sensory data.  Collective yet distributed intelligence (Hutchins, 1995) 

allows openings to co-oriented narratives (Taylor & van Emery, 2001; Taylor & Robichaud, 2004) 

necessary to overcome the limitations isolated silos-thinking, which do not tap the resources of 

collective consciousness. The narrow scope of reality within the evolutionary economics 

perspective overlooks relational and temporal resources (Garud & Gehman, 2012).  The other facets 

of sustainability - one of framing and re-framing and re-narrating based on relational and durational 

aspects - might not be able to capture the potential of collective intelligence, especially the forms of 

collective consciousness into its full extent. 

The willingness to take into account the planetary views and intertwined timeframes might be 

beyond the current business thinking, not because of lack of knowledge but lack of understanding 

how to operate (manage and strategize)  in a manner that reflects the interconnected processes,  

therefore further discussions and elaboration are needed.   In order to increase the under-explored 

processes related very core essence of humans we discussed the current knowledge of collective 

intelligence and collective consciousness and how these conceptualizations might have relevance in 

narrating the sustainable futures. 

These scholars are discussing strategizing on sustainability and exploring the complex meta-

theoretical issues related sustainability which is usually taken for granted. This might lead to 

strategizing never tapping the potential for qualitative shifts in producing sustainable outcomes for 

future generations.  Re-narrating the future journeys might provide for creating interesting avenues 

for sustainability strategies: The ability to re-narrate intersecting different sociotechnical (Callon & 

Latour,1991) cultures via the collective consciousness (Hutchins, 1995; Knorr Cetina, 1999) might 

open pluralistic opportunities for sustainable futures. 
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