HOW DO COLLECTIVES STRATEGIZE DESIRABLE FUTURES
1. Introduction 
The growing number of proposals for imagining and enacting alternative futures —adopted by individuals, organizations, and collective actors in response to ongoing economic, environmental, and societal crises—has attracted significant scholarly attention in management research. Recent work has primarily focused on how organizational actors engage with the future as an open-ended temporal category, emphasizing the imagination, enactment, and construction of the future as a socially constructed aspect of the present (Wickert, 2025: 1–2). From this perspective, future-making involves “a set of practices through which actors produce and enact the future” (Wenzel et al., 2020: 1441). Amid growing consensus that future-making is not a standalone activity but rather a heterogeneous "web of practices" (Wenzel et al., 2020, 2025), scholars have called for more attention to the varied constellations of practices that constitute future work. 

Comi et al. (2025) emphasize that the making of desirable futures relies on values – which can be individually heterogeneous yet collectively emancipatory. This value-laden and value-led view of desirable futures has been shared by sociologists (Mische, 2022; Oomen & Hajer, 2021; Wright, 2010), psychologists (Baumeister, Vohs & Oettingen, 2016; Oettingen & Reininger, 2016) and organizational theorists (Gümüsay & Reinecke, 2024; Quattrone et al., 2023). What remains unclear is how heterogeneous values converge to shared collective visions of a common future. 

2. Aims and objectives
We are interested in “how collectives strategise desirable futures”. To answer this research question, we examine five Living Labs under the scope of an EU Horizon project, focusing on how broad imaginaries of a desirable bio-based economy—grounded in biological resources—are constructed through efforts to improve the present conditions of organizational actors. In this context, future-making involves reflexive and emancipatory inquiry (Comi et al., 2025), empowering marginalized actors—such as primary producers—in the collective imagining, negotiation, and shaping of a European bioeconomy. 
We begin by reviewing the literature on future making practices that underscores that futures are made by collectives of actors and eventually extend this literature by introducing a process model that shows how collectives progress from imagining alternative futures through different modalities of futuring (science-, market-, and place-based) through cultivating types of actorhood that scaffold and support specific modalities to articulating emergent collective strategies. We induce, define, illustrate and interconnect three kinds of future work: plausibility, feasibility and intermediation. We also reveal the fluid role of actorhood, explaining how typical actors are recast and atypical actors recruited into performing these complementary kinds of future work. We contribute novel theorizing on collective strategising by showing how actors converge on prefiguring, configuring and postfiguring collective visions of desirable futures while they are busy making them.

3. Research materials and methods
The collectives we study are five Living Labs included in an EU Horizon project (PRIMED Project-Building a Collaborative Bioeconomy Ecosystem) aiming to accelerate the transition to the bioeconomy starting with hotspots of innovation in their respective countries (Spain, Italy, Portugal, Ireland and Finland). Each Living Lab leverages novel scientific insights to create new materials and technologies; aims to build commercial applications for their innovations; and seeks to contribute to the development of their region.

We collected data projectively, immersively and comparatively. The main sources of primary data included workshops focused on each collective. As part of the EU Horizon grant, the team conducted five types of workshops. Our team was responsible for workshops on value chain analysis, mapping and governance. We prepared, organized, facilitated and documented these workshops. Because we used a panel interview approach, sharing a semi-structured interview in advance and probing participants’ responses, we refer to these as panel interviews. At least one of us also attended several other workshops live. We took extensive notes and relied on the audio and video recordings and transcriptions available as sources of multi-modal data. We complemented these primary engagements with debriefs of the other teams as part of the EU grant meetings and also requested separate debriefs with key members of the other four teams.

We reflexively developed a projective (Lewin-Rosalis, 2014) and polyphonic methodology (Ness& Dysthe, 2020), which allowed us to follow how futures formed (Mische, 2014; 2024). Our approach was immersive, in that one or more team members travelled in the region of each living lab, spent time with all the core stakeholders, and visited multiple stakeholders to appreciate how possible worlds came into view, were interpreted, and co-performed by different actors in order to deliberately disrupt the status-quo (Dey & Mason, 2018). Our approach was also comparative, not only among the five living labs, but also within our own team and between other teams.
Our methodology evolved as we sought and found guidance on constructing and connecting research events (Michael, 2022) to approximate the real-world unfolding of futures in the making by values espousing and enacting heterogeneous values.

4. Intended results and contributions 
Our study contributes to the future-making literature by placing collective strategic actorhood at the center (Wickert, 2025). We demonstrate how the combination of different modalities of future work enables the emergence of collective strategising. Our research shows how actors integrate three key modalities: plausibility, feasibility, and intermediation—and how these modalities converge and evolve over time (Urueña, 2019).

Our model demonstrates how future-making redefines actorhood in several ways. First, futuring devises conditions for actions, inviting new types of actorhood from both typical and atypical actors. Second, as collectives grow to include more (a)typical actors, value heterogeneity increases, as does the need to open and close alternative futures (Mische, 2014). The future work involves prompts collective strategising, which in turn performs additional types of future work, fostering plausibility and feasibility work by actors within each collective and intermediation work by outsiders, third parties interested in shaping and supporting specific futures. The combination of these three types of future work fuels the continued growth of each collective. 
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