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Ideologies of time: How €lite cor por ate actors engage the future

Christina Berg Johansen (Copenhagen Business School)

&
Christian De Cock (University of Essex)

Abstract

Our paper deals with how elite corporate actois Western capitalist-democratic
society conceive of and prepare for the futureiRpgittention to how senior officers of
ten important Danish companies make sense of thesfwill help us to identify how
particular temporal narratives are ideologicallyrkea. This ideological dimension
offers a common sense frame that is structurednarayperceived inevitability of
capitalism, a market economy as the basic orgaaizdtstructure of the social and
economic order, and an assumption of confidentsactethe future. Managers
envisage their organization’s future and make pfansrganizational action in a space
where ‘business as usual’ reigns, and there Is Btiagagement with the future as
fundamentally open; as a time-yet-to-come. In usimgnceptual lens inspired by the
work of Fredric Jameson, we first explore the detaf this presentism and a particular
colonization of the future, and then linger ovemirdisruptions in the narratives of our
interviewees which point to what escapes or jagg tommon sense frame, explore the
implicit meanings they assign to their agency, alsd find clues and traces of temporal
actions and strategies in their narratives thattoi a subtly different engagement with
time.

Keywords: future, time Jameson, ideology, history, sustainability, corposdrategy



I ntroduction

The notion of how we engage with the future haobexof increasing concern in our
field and the social sciences more generally aaneeapidly moving away from
industrial capitalism as we understood it in th& 26ntury (Frase, 2016; Kunkel, 2014).
Such concerns revolve around the critical role cmafons play in creating and
responding to our climate changed future (Ghosh62Blyberg and Wright, 2016; Urry,
2008; Wright et al., 2013) and the broader deeptarthinacy that inheres in the
present condition of the capitalist political econyo(Haraway, 2016; Morton, 2013;
Streeck, 2016; Wallerstein et al., 2013). Whate¢haany scholars share is an acute
awareness that that the current path of econoroiwtgrand consumerism is
unsustainable and that Western societies will haw®me to terms “with ways of

living which differ radically from those that thénve become accustomed to” (Gosling
and Case, 2013: 708). Yet, the short-term econpuosdioning so ingrained in late
capitalism has glossed over any need for inter-teaipradeoffs (Bansal and
DesJardine, 2014), proffering a simple win-win disgse (Crane et al., 2014) where the
future simply becomes an opportunity for identifyimew business models, developing
new technologies and conquering new markets (Rdihdeland and ten Bos, 2016;
Wittneben et al., 2012) — and it is this businessnaded frame of reference which seems
to dominate our quotidian relation to our futurddi, 2014). Gaya and Phillips (2016:

807) suggest that “assumptions of the future asutabie” are as prevalent in



organizational research as in popular managemsobulise and evoke “futures in
which existing hegemonic discourses, structurespatigtrns of behaviour are largely
replicated or even intensified”. In other worderhseems to be something profoundly
ideological about how we relate to the future andetmore generally, and we therefore
need to ask ourselves how ideology functions incourent historical moment. How
does the interplay between a legitimizing set diefeand material practices determine
how our attentions become trained and selectivaty (Stoler, 2010)? What are the
frames — consisting of both social imaginaries emgborate configurations — that “sort
out those parts of the present that might leatleduture” (Tsing, 2015: 20), and what
drops out of these frames as negligible? It isasiheof our study to address these
questions through a theoretically informed empirasalysis of the narratives of senior

officers belonging to a cross-section of globathportant Danish companies.

In the following theoretical section we will firsitroduce our particular take on
ideology inspired by Fredric Jameson’s work, wHegdds to Jameson’s concern about
our incapacity to integrate a future of time in sacio-economic analyses. His
apprehensions about our “contemporary imprisonnmetiite present” (Jameson, 2015:
120) are then linked to the acceleration in outiahanaterial and social relations in
which time becomes constant change (Rosa, 2013mntividualizing imaginary in
which the idea of collective experience is recedasi (Ghosh, 2016). In concluding

our theoretical section we then connect Jamesamisal question — ‘How to open up



the present to more than its own repetition?’ edo-philosophical conceptualisations
of agency (Haraway, 2016; Moore, 2015; Morton 2ah8} aim to extend the “actantial
field” (Jameson, 2009: 579) and bring to light asp@f the world where the seeds of

the future are immanent in, but not bounded by ptiesent.

Of ideology and the future

In exploring the notion of ideology we will rely dfredric Jameson’s writings, and in
particular his two-volum@he Ideologies of Theo(§988, 1989) from which we have
borrowed the title for this article. For Jameso@l@b: 311) ideology is how we
“designate the situation-specificity of all thougtmd all positions”. Ideology in its
formal sense refers to a whole system of legitingzieliefs and practices, the
“complicated machinery through which hitherto wedalone learned to see reality”
(Jameson, 1989: 117). Given that everything wektks always “slanted and
conditioned by the situation in which we are fortrh@d&meson, 2016b: 311), the first
step in becoming aware of ideology is “to takerarentory of the things excluded from
this ideology, and to make ourselves more acutebra of the kinds of things rejected
by the machine” (Jameson, 1989: 117). Jamesondgleglored in the 1970s and
1980s how the practices of consumption and consamefr commodity reification in a
Marxist vocabulary (e.g. Jameson, 2016: 68) — acaigh “to reproduce and legitimate

the system, no matter what ‘ideology’ you happebhd@ommitted to.the immanent



practices of daily life now occupy the functionakjion of ‘ideology’ in its other
larger systemic sens€Jameson, 1989: 55 — emphasis added). More tlgc&nnicek
and Williams (2015) argued that neoliberalism hame to shape not only elite
opinions and beliefs, but also the material fabfieveryday life itself. Fisher (2009:
16) referred in this context to ‘capitalist realismhich functions like a “pervasive

atmosphere... acting as a kind of invisible barc@rstraining thought and action”.

One particular effect of our ideological predicarnisrthat it serves to fragment time
into a series of perpetual presents (Kunkel, 20b49ur engagements with the future,
scientific and technological advances have becakentfor granted and are less
connoted with new societal structures, ecologibahges or political systems than with
a sense of narcissistic fascination with humanwation capacity (Urry, 2008).
Progress thus comes to mean little more than “@mat to colonize the future, to draw
the unforeseeable back into tangible realitiesyhich one can invest and on which one
can bank, very much in the spirit of stockmarkatufes™ (Jameson, 2005: 228). The
neutralized future of contemporary capitalism et its potential as a space in which
alternative societies and organizations can bésezhlor as a utopian vision that makes
us reflect on the dysfunctionalities of the preséns built on conventions of rational
agency (Joas, 1996) which drastically circumscobeabilities of description and
imagination. Fisher (2009) considers Jameson'stiiiEation and analysis of the future

as “a monotonous repetition of what is alreadydh€rameson, 2003: 76) as one of his



most important contributions, whilst pointing obat some of the processes Jameson
described several decades ago in worksTike Ideologies of Theohave become “so
aggravated and chronic that... what we are dealitig mow is a deeper, far more

pervasive sense of exhaustibfFisher, 2009: 7).

Having lost the idea of the future as differentirthe present, what we seem to be left
with is an increased speed and efficacy in ouretakdevelopments — spatial relations
transformed by the acceleration of transportatsoicjal relations by the acceleration of
communication, and material relations by the acaéten of production (Rosa, 2013).
Time becomes change; a constant liquid (Baumar))2b@t dissolves firmly
established, historically and geographically staoleial aggregates in flows beyond
international control (Rosa, 2013). This kind o&nge is thus “no longer perceived as a
transformation of fixed structures, but insteaé éisndamental and potentially chaotic
indeterminacy” (Rosa 2013:109). The idealized freeket is the perfect flow of
indeterminacy to which organizations must adaptord and the same time,

capitalism’s liquid present becomes wholly open alwhys changing, as well as

! This sentiment is not confined to publicationgtirthe Left. A recent Financial Times article (Wolf,
2016) has a revealing cartoon based on the icoragé of the workers eating lunch perched on a beam
of the then under construction RCA building, 6®ftoabove Manhattan (taken on September 20, 1932);
only in this particular representation they areshlimped and come across as utterly exhausted. Wolf
ends the article on a pessimistic note: “We mustssume an easy return to the long-lost era of
dynamism. Meanwhile, the maldistribution of thergairom what growth we have is a growing challenge.
These are harsh times.”



constantly determined by a need to handle timelimear way to make it feed into
accelerated production. Inevitably managerial agevitt be affected under these
conditions where ‘the new’ looms as fleeting aneharigable. One of the outcomes is
an organizational context beset with unintendedwrahticipated consequences of
apparently very purposeful, but in their effectsreasingly unpredictable, managerial

actions (Streeck, 2016).

There resides an interesting condition in the ‘amigable’ new: the idea that the
capacity of the market to generate new technolbgmations to human issues will
somehow take care of us. Geo-engineering, stermesshrch or nano-technology all
offer ideas of how to live smarter on this eartht Biey do not make us dream of better
lives for our grandchildren, or of more just sost In this sense, contemporary
capitalism seems to have lost the “potential utogiarplus” of earlier ages such as the
late 18" century ‘Neuzeit', where the future was coupleth® “expectation that
scientific inventions and discoveries would brifgpat a new world” (Koselleck 2004:
269), or the utopianism of modernism during thstfinree decades of the™6@entury
with its “visionary teleologies... of radical traxndences of the past and of tradition,
the emergence of new forms of perception and oée&pce — even, in avant-garde
politics, the emergence of new kinds of human Bejdgmeson, 2015: 124). Though
the dynamism of these times built on appropriatioinsature and human labour

(Moore, 2015) and has been both destructive arfd@macentric in its visions for a



better world, it was ripe with ideals of makingpsaof improvement in society.
Modernism was concerned with introducing a ruphe®veen present and past with the
future being potentially different from, and bettiean the present. Technological and
social revolutions were very much intertwined amese experiments to “channel
history” and cultivate anticipations of a futurecey, “gave credence to the idea that
anything was achievable in a time of rapid modeatios” (Srnicek and Williams, 2015:

137).

This collective excitement and belief that cap#agirowth would create new and better
worlds, has all but vanished. This has not beeandam process but the outcome of a
profoundly ideological period we have lived throutreeck (2016: 13) evocatively
writes of “the pulverization of collective agenceythe course of the neoliberal
revolution” in this context. While the processeattjoin the personal to the aggregate
and the aggregate to the personal are witheriny &@wvers, 2005), individual citizens
seem paralyzed, engulfed by a “deep pessimism’h{&k and Williams, 2015:46)
while focusing on their own survival and economeefloms in precarious peripheries
and central institutions alike (Ho, 2009; Tsing120 The net result is “a deadlocked
public sphere, with the actual exercise of powendpeelegated to the interlocking

complex of corporations and institutions of govercea(Ghosh, 2016: 131).



But perhaps our notions of ‘the collective’ arerttselves fraught with historicist
conceptions of (human) agency in the stories oitaligm, as ideals of deliberate,
direction-setting movements of a certain size draps. If we turn our attention to what
goes on in the detailed landscapes and ruins atatiam, we may explore how “the
past carries with it a secret index by which teferred to redemption”, as Walter
Benjamin (1999) contended in the second of hisathes the philosophy of history.
What is at stake in such a Benjaminian conceph®fptresent as a living dialectic of
past and future, is “the art of experiencing thespnt as waking world”, where we
experience time as “now time”Jetztzei(Eiland and Jennings, 2014: 43), and where
we may find new types of agency that are localeeixpental and co-dependent and in
which the present is heterogenous and full of wtiptable actors and activities (Tsing,

2015).

The central quest then becomes to explore the mirasd find traces and places where

it reveals more than its own repetition. What igsatie here is the actually existing
tendencies and affordances of our world today, lwmey be experienced only in a yet
ambivalent and cloudy form. It involves a reconcefization and cognitive remapping

of the actantial field: the creation or rediscovefyactants, agents, narrative characters,
in a far more inclusive narrative about late cdisita... produced for our collective and
political discovery and recognition” (Jameson, 20882). To understand this new

sense of collective production, Morton (2013) aggtieat human beings must reflect



deeply on their co-existence with nonhumans andgmrize their profound infiltration
by what he calls *hyperobjects’ which are definegart by their stickiness, their ever
firmer adherence to our live&Ghosh, 2016), and which are widely distributedirime
and space. Morton’s work is part of what may béedsh postmodern eco-philosophical
approach to agency (Moore, 2015) in which a ‘vibateriality’ opens up a non-
teleological future that embraces “more intelligantl sustainable engagements with
vibrant matters and lively things” (Bennett, 20%0i). It posits an asymmetry between
action and reflection, in which modernity’s congtanjunctions to act cripple genuine
action” (Morton 2013:92). Such genuine action reggiattunement’ to the larger
objects and temporalities we are part of, as wetbahe myriad (micro)organisms that
make and sustain us in earthly ‘sympoiesis’ (Hasg\#816), creating, in the words of
Jameson (2009: 416), “a more receptive and inteyeretance in which... we may

detect the allegorical stirrings of a differenttstaf things®.

In what follows we aim to demonstrate how the tk&oal concerns and issues around

the capitalist ideology of time we have outlinedaoplay out when people charged

2 Morton (2013) defines them thus: “Hyperobjectsmwesimply mental (or otherwise ideal) constructs,
but are real entities whose primordial reality ighdrawn from humans... they seem to force somgthin
on us, something that affects some core ideas af iwimeans to exist (p.15)... We never see the
hyperobject directly. We infer it from graphs, inshents, tracks in a diffusion cloud chamber, sunpu
radiation sickness...” (p.161).

% In The Ideologies of Theodameson already attempted to sketch out a Mapirggsworldview “for
which those multiple dimensions and temporalitiessemetimes crudely call the political, the histofy
forms, the dynamics of desire, the class textutb@ftocial, the originality of the act, and geatay
rhythms of human history, all unimaginably coexigfameson, 1988: xxix)

10



with extensive and significant management respditgb are asked to imagine the
future. Relations between capitalist organizing samporality are often researched
from philosophical and/or macro-empirical perspegi but we know less about their
effects on specific strategic deliberations andvikdial managerial decisions. We are
interested therefore in managers’ well-rehearsedictions and credulities about their
organizations. Whilst giving due credit to the &ltasy and receptivity of our
respondents’ outlook, our focus will be very mueh‘lmcating the ultimate structural
limits of that outlook and coming to terms with ftsgation, with what it cannot absorb”
(Jameson, 1989: 117). Upon locating these limiesfwwn our attention to certain
exceptions and particular reflections that diffesgghificantly from the prevailing

future orientation of our respondents; the momeihisn “epistemic habits fail to do
their work, in which, even for a brief moment, wioaice seemed ‘normal’ and ‘obvious’
is open to reflection and no longer looks the sa(®&dler, 2016: 22). We ask ourselves
the question whether and how the ‘new’ types ohagedvanced by eco-philosophical
thought may exist in the deepest part of the machself, as opposed to only outside it
and in its ruins; exploring possible traces ofiattive, collective, material
‘attunements’ in mundane managerial strategizing. €itical aim here is thus not

‘fault finding’ and judgement of our interviewedsjt an understanding of how
particular conceptual habits and structural resbms make them move along — and

occasionally awkwardly against — the grain.
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Sour ces and method

Our study is based on small sample interview data ten elite actors in the Danish
corporate world, mainly CEO level or Executive Mgaement members. This elite level
of managers is often overlooked in social theoayilp because the elite is more
challenging to reach than other less influentiglmizational actors (Savage and
Williams, 2008). Our cardinal interest in reseanchihese elite actors was their position

as spokespersons for their corporation, mapping tihganizations’ “grids of
intelligibility” (Stoler, 2010: 37) that make cemaways of dealing with the future
obvious and acceptable whilst considering othessatdant and strange; the “kinds of
things rejected by the machine” in Jameson’s (1BBB: words. We see these top
managers as inscribed into the webs of practiceesapdrience that create conceptions
of the future in today’s corporate capitalism, whacknowledging there exists a
tension between “the bodiless being of the ingtituand the corporeal being which
gives it a voic& (Boltanski, 2011: 87). Whilst they are spokespessfor their
institutions, and without exception would be coesatl to be powerful organizational

actors, we also found our interviewees to be iigitit and articulate agents endowed

with extensive critical capacity. We were thus iated in how these powerful

“ Boltanski (2011: 85) is very much aware of thesten created by flesh-and-blood beings having to
present themselves in their “institutional moddlapnd convey the will of this “bodiless being” thatthe
corporation. He elaborates: “This tension is nabigd by spokespersons. There does indeed exaya w
for them to seek to protect themselves againsi¢imaturalizing effect of the institutional perfornmea...

by adjusting to the situations as if they were gkohinto them as ordinary individuals” (p.93).

12



individuals thinkand sometimes find themselves having difficulty thimi(for

example when asked about the distant future); aligws to linger over the sudden
disruptions in their mostly coherent and articuladeratives. We were also drawn to
particular acts of ignoring (rather than ignoran&)ch “conditions of disregard”

(Stoler, 2010: 256) — why it makes sense for otarinewees not to concern themselves

— are located in the implicit meanings they assigtheir own acts and agency.

The corporations that the managers represent\ad & international presence,
sophisticated strategy processes and future ambjtand are generally recognized as
highly legitimate actors with a strong business etolllost of the companies are very
large in a Danish context (e.g. Carlsberg, Mae¥skjozymes, Danske Bank) or Danish
branches of a global corporation (Deloitte Denmavrith the few smaller ones still top
players in their field (e.g. COBE and IC Group). Yaegeted respondents ‘purposively’
(Guest et al., 2006) to find managers with insighand impact on, their companies’
strategy processes and who would be well versédlancing short-term strategy with
long-term aims and investment decisions at a catpdevel. We gained access during
2014 and 2015 through networking and recommendgtenmd contacted the managers
by email containing a thorough description of theearch intent and dissemination
goals. By targeting managers at the Executive Mamagt level gender, age and
ethnicity automatically became a dependent varidbleur preparatory work of

reading websites, annual reports and publishetegitaaims, it became clear that

13



executive boards in large Danish companies gewerathprise white Danish males
who are on average in their mid-forties. The fewnga who are on executive boards
often occupy positions in HR and communication. @listmale sample reflects this

societal homogeneity.

The interview form was chosen as an efficient als agecompelling way to engage
managers in dialogue about issues of strategytantuture beyond “the neutral
exchange of asking questions and getting answEmsiténa and Frey 2005: 696).
Given that the topic of the far future is not ttaahally engaged with in management
discourse, there was a certain performativity inggmi-structured, “active” (Holstein
and Gubrium, 2004) interview format which gentlyshad managers out of their
comfort zone and made them hesitate at times. Pheinomenological reflections
could not have been traced in other ways thatctirporation’ can speak, such as in
annual reports or in its marketing materials. Theperts and materials would give us
already-embedded constructions of the future basetbr example, existing

governance structures.

We imagined top managers to be struggling with whetming short-term expectations,
and were curious tonderstandFontana and Frey, 2005) how they engaged with the
future. Fontana and Frey represent a multifaceteldraeractive approach to

interviewing, in which interviews are “interactidremcounters” (2005:699) driven by

14



deep curiosity, rather than “neutral exchanges0&696). Would our managers have
other temporal horizons than the usual financialrtgr and year, and the typical 3-year
‘strategic’ outlook? What would they show us thrbugeir temporal lenses? What
would be their core concerns and desires pertatoimstant temporal frames? We
performed two pilot interviews that confirmed tlebervance and intelligibility of our
pursuit and allowed us to adjust questions andviree pace. We then conducted ten
interviews in companies selected across a varigfiglds. As previous research has
shown, “small samples” can provide high explanafmwer when participants
“embody and represent meaningful experience-streidinks” (Crouch and McKenzie,

2006:493).

We have anonymized all respondents and have ghan humbers (R1-R10) that do
not correlate to the order of appearance of thepeones in the respondent overview
table below. However, we will occasionally provijgecific company vignettes as
disguising the companies would make the exampleglend. In these cases again we

ensured that cross-referencing of intervieweesneapossible.

Insert Table 1: Respondent overview table about her

All interviews were semi-structured and lasted agpnately 45 minutes. The majority

15



of questions related to the temporality of existtrgitegic practices (e.g. “which
different time horizons does your organization waith”), and interviewees were
asked to elaborate on a situation or strategyarctimpany in which issues set in the
future had been addressed. Each question allowddrfber probing into interesting
remarks or emerging themes. The last fifteen mgate switched to the far future.
Drawing on arguments for the power of surprisetimegraphic research (Louis, 1980)
we asked the question: “Does your organizationt@xi200 years?”. The managers’
surprise at this radical shift of temporal horizaiped us evoke rich reflections about
the longevity of the organization and its role atigty. Our reason for the 200-year
horizon was threefold: we wanted to make surettf@perspective could not be
captured by existing strategic means or visionsywapted to go beyond the horizon of
immediate generations (i.e. grandchildren); andmaeted to create a sense of
‘archaeologies of the future’ (Jameson, 2005) inctvidisruptive scenarios of a grand

societal scale could be imagined and engaged vath the present.

Insert Table 2: Basic Interview Protocol about here

In small sample qualitative research interview pcots may fruitfully be analysed by
“thematic strands extracted from the material byt df the researchers’ interpretive and

conceptual efforts” (Crouch and McKenzie, 2006: )48is allows for a different

16



engagement with the material than, for examplgelacale, grounded theory
approaches (Corbin and Strauss, 2008; Suddaby) #0@éich data saturation is built
up across several rounds of data collection, inetpd high number of interviews and
extensive coding that leads to hierarchical datecgires (Langley and Abdallah, 2011).
Research has shown that saturation or thematiauskba may occur after as little as
six interviews, provided a relatively homogeneoapuation and similar questions for
all respondents (Guest et al., 2006). Our analysrked from this premise, building
codes from both the interview protocol (e.g. “temgbdnorizons”) and a careful reading
of the transcripts (e.g. “trimming operations”). \Wen further identified quotes and
meanings from the interviews through the use dédht codes. Concurrently to code
development we constructed a mindmap to capturariterlying ‘grids of

intelligibility’ of our managers, resulting in togs such as “Empty Futures”, “Temporal
Compression”, and “Back to the Core”. Probing iatm across codes, topics and theory,
we developed the categories that our analysis $oitd- such as those relating to
financial growth and survival — and larger thentesd structure our analysis — such as

the agentic paradoxéisat make conceptual repertoires start to stutter.

In the next section we will first present the cormysense frame with which our
interviewees engage the future. The vast bulk ofirterview material, well in excess
of 90%, was taken up with conceptual webs and atige devices that aim to bring

the future into the present and which are in tuntaegled in the material realities (e.g.

17



responsibilities towards clients and shareholdeusyespondents faced on a daily basis.
In the first sub-section we aim to map the worlsthmanagers do with particular
concepts as well as the work these concepts ethpliziinadvertently exert on them.

As outlined above, we are particularly interestethie instances where what is
generally affirmed as clear, reasonable and consease does not quite hold anymore,
which is sometimes subtly expressed as somethimgs or “not quite covered” by

our interviewees. We sifted our interviews for th@sstances when reservations were
expressed and we reflected analytically on sonteeparadoxes particular framings
throw up, as well as on what such framings dismgagency and ecology in particular.
In a third and final sub-section we introduce aaiardisplacement of our angle of
vision and explore some examples of different fatuents’ that adumbrate a possible

different engagement with the future.

Framing of the futurein the case companies

Bringing the future into the present, or extending business-as-usual

At first glance, the argument that we live in aritemporary imprisonment in the
present” (Jameson, 2015: 120) seems contradictéaelbynfolding of so much
corporate energy directed towards the future. Gnambitions, strategic goals, R&D —

the crux of attention in corporate life seems oangfe rather than permanence, future

18



rather than present. These changes, however raptused to take place within a
generic temporal order, described across all derviews in three quite similar futures
horizons: One year; three to five years; and ‘lrgy’ (10-15 years), the latter
described as “marathons” (R.3) and “consideringe generation” (R.5). From a
company perspective, much of managerial time afwite$ spent on navigation

towards the short and medium-term future withingheameters set by ‘the market'.
The institutional embeddedness in capitalist fimanstructures very much sets a certain

agentic baseline:

“We are very short-sighted — even though we satyweaare projecting the next
three years. But it is very short-sighted. We haveeliver every quarter. That's

how it is when you're a listed company” (R.3)

These short-term quarterly performances feed gatedium-term perspective in
which companies must sustain growth. Across oug casipanies, managers invariably
referred to growth goals as core to their fututatesl strategy work; for example “10%
of turnover” (R.3), “to be undisputable market leBdR.2) or “15% growth in
economic profit every year...” (R.4). This constroatiof growth as the goal in
organizational life does not command any explamaditer than itself. As the manager
justifying the 15% growth target reasoned: “...beesitis damn good performance”

and “there’s money in it, for management and stadens” (R.4). Shareholders are the

19



focus when managers explain strategic choices: dwebligated towards our owners.

And we must offer decent returns to our owners5§R.

The mid-term temporal horizons build on the welbm linear understandings of time
that underpin the capitalist mode of productionisTi not just an un-reflective modus

operandi for managers, but a serious commitmeaction:

“If you go out any further [in time], you can’t iéa..it just gets too vague and
non-binding. Commitment starts when you talk almlgvel of performance and
results that must be performed within the next 8®itins; which you can begin
to transform to operational plans for the next kéhths, which must logically
lead to where you need to be in 36 months. If yegirbto talk to me about a

place you want to be in five yearssighg” (R.4).

Although the short- and mid-term activities areralsterized by rather strong agency;
these choices concurrently help to create the gétgirineutralized future” that Jameson
(2005: 228) propounds, which is less about futisers than about surviving in ‘the
market’. Companies must play by the market rulegéch the future, perspicuously
expressed by several managers as a “need to wiptimary task to win and earn a lot
of money every quarter” (R.3); a decision to “ohlyin those business areas where we

say that we can really make a difference — whereamewin in the market and be what
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we call top quartile” (R.9); a constant questiorfaan we beat [our competitors]?”
(R.10). This future is not a place for collectiygportunity and imagination, but more a
zero-sum game marked by an individual evolutiorsiyggle for survival. If you do

not stay on top of the game, keep winning, thenwilibe bought-out or die. The
outcome of investing too readily in the long tewuntufe is indeed described as “dying”
by some (R.10), which is not an unusual turn ofphrin business lingo. This discourse
of dying is revealing though: you must not run tanahead or you die; you must play
by the rules, or the rules cannot support you anddje. All this is interpreted as if it is
an iron law, expressed by one manager as, “wegwilvhere the business opportunities
are” (R.9); framing business opportunities anddabmpany’s need to pursue them as a

near-Darwinian phenomenon.

Mapping contradictions and conditions of disregard, or where conceptual repertoires

start to stutter

The markets in which companies find themselvesabgect to a mode of “exponential
acceleration” (R.6). Managers expressed the neegderiment, to use their “gut
feeling” (R.8) and try to “fail fast — fail forwatdR.7). They exercise agency by
making “big bets” (R.2), by “having several betd there [at the same time]” (R.5), by
getting “wild ideas” in collaboration with univetts or “garage innovators” (R.7), and

they “spend lots of resources testing” before dagitio scale up anything (R.3). The
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pace (or temporality) of change in the marketc@epanied by an equally
accelerating scale (or spatiality) of change. Tsesuad emerging new products and
practices are interconnected, global and do ngtregatly within defined markets.
There is no certain way of knowing these changesyanagers simply stay alert and
ready to change; “you make a plan [...] and thenghjast come at you from right and
left, and you have to adjust” (R.7), “calibratin@R.5) between the expected future and

present agency and scanning the horizons with theisen strategic tools.

The other dimension of this flexibility in the fao&constant uncertainty is a rational
linearity that correlates future ambitions and assents with present resources. Much
future-oriented activity is bound up with such ‘wasce commitments” (R.6) where
experimentation is reined in through the trimmirigxisting processes and activities.
To be flexible and hit emerging trends right, compa need to get rid of surplus fat so
they can move quickly and efficiently. Many compamnhave centralized and trimmed
capital allocations and/or strategic structureghab activities are financed strictly to
match business targets, making operations leamemane profitable (R.4, R.5, R.7,
R.9, R.10). When the future demands extreme fletilzind adaptability, companies
cannot have resources bound up in all sorts ofnicglly grown activity; they must be
focused and ready to select and invest ‘resporisibtye future. In the words of one

manager:
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“We are a big and complex organization, [and] weehi@ have systematic
capital allocation. [...] We have to have a systemaibherent strategy that we
can explain to our shareholders [and others] apdisis is what we want to do
with your money, this is what we will focus on’. plVhave become much more
disciplined around capital allocation [and] strategecution, and have created a

good platform” (R.9).

Coherent strategic platforms, transparent framesefgional and central responsibilities
and trimmed product portfolios have become increggicore to managers’ work. With
these in place innovation is expected to unfoldevedficiently, whilst supposedly
generating the independent thinking that changeadeis1 a paradoxical ‘structured
deviance’ as it were. This positions our case cangsan a bit of a temporal fix: the
present is constantly rationalized and submitteabto-negotiable saving targets, so that
companies can instead spend resources on the.fBuiréhe future in this particular
framing only has relevance insofar it is profitablehich by default limits
experimentation and innovation to calculable cotst@md time spans. The
indeterminacy of accelerating change thus createmeanny sense that agency and
reality do quite not match up (Morton, 2013). Theerent tools and concepts to engage
the future seem to be made for a lost and “sturgist in which the future could be

planned (R.6). The further into the future compaueject, the less precision they get
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in terms of fitting resources to future resultsefiéis thus an in-built dislocation of the
‘unknown’ future in the economic calculations ofioaal modern strategy: numbers
demand certainty, time decreases it. Managers toe®adke some sort of calculations
when assessing future investments, even when #negifficult to perform. One

manager expressed the temporal limits of such lzdions succinctly:

“We prefer to do it [the calculations] on 5-yearizons, we also do it on 10
years, and we also have some [investments] wheoviteon 15 years. But if
you get out..., | mean, of course if you have a WA@Righted Average Cost
of Capital) of [...] 5 per cent, then a 10-year honzs...then there’s not much

left when you get out there.” (R.6)

And whilst our interviewees speak for their orgaians and express the logic by
which they operate, they are also well aware tmatcomplex and unpredictable world
of future markets is far removed from the predmsimeeded for their investment, thus
causing quite a few paradoxes in corporate strafagictices. As one manager

suggested rather wryly:

“We can be absolutely sure that our assessmetit® girice of [this] in 2035,
and of supply and demand, will turn out to be spadarly wrong, but at least

we have a structured approach to it based on asafsd studies.” (R.9)
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When we asked managers how they imagined theinaai@on in a temporal frame
beyond their own farthest temporal horizons, irdeng perceptions of time and history
surfaced. Organizational navigation in this venygderm seems quite arbitrary to

managers, if not futile.

“If I look at how technology has developed over ldst 10 years and multiply
that with 20 and then include an exponential faototop of it, well it just
wouldn’t make any sense to talk about our technpbogl organization in a 200-

year perspective.” (R.6)

For our interviewees ‘duration’ is a question ofawkve would call ‘chronologically
matching’ past patterns of corporate survival Viitture likelihood of the same patterns.
For example, companies with a long history moréyasagine their existence in 200
years than younger companies, and longevity hadegrealue to them as a mode of
permanence and proud traditions. The majority afiagars, however, do not imagine
that their companies will exist in 200 years’ tianed they use chronological history to
justify this in statements such as “just take tbetdne 500 list and look at it over the
last 60 years and see how many are left” (R.4)if gou look back just 50 years and

look at Top 100 of companies in the world, theraaybe 10% of them left” (R.9).
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Our interviewees live by an almost paralyzing histd knowledge that technology
constantly changes and disrupts organizations agd so at increasing speed. One’s
own organization in that perspective becomes infsogmt; a contingent effect of
technological progress. The role of the corporatmocontributing to a collective future

thus seems neutralized, as expressed by one manager

“I think that the company is a construction, rightyay to organize people and
capital to solve problems. And get paid for itlie forocess. That is the problem
we solve [...] we will hopefully get so good at whee do, that we can solve a
broader range of [company specific issues] in bagket. It's not on the cards

that we will start solving some other problem eajir’ (R.4)

This company-as-construction does not have a eslar societal imperative; it
mainly relates to the change that happens arouaddtit seeks to be relevant in that
realm. To consider larger societal issues or refulitee horizons in business strategy

is seen as simply rather naive.

And even if they should want to engage more fulithwhe future, this is challenging
because core products and services are basedvimggeresent needs. For our manager
at Rockwool, for example, it is possible to coneedf ways of living which will “leave

no footprint” and where advanced insulation techgglcan play an important role. But
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to move from a present position in the market taglterm collective needs throws up a

paradox:

“Oh dear, oh dear... That would be to look at whatdeliver beyond insulation.
I mean, if we still see ourselves as a companyjtisatdelivers insulation to
customers based on their specs, we are not pegtlefining the market.... [To
take] part in describing the housing of the futwes need to address] building
regulation. [...] But then keep in mind that theople we interact with, they are
entrepreneurs, so if you talk 2020, they are gtinmu talk 200 years, they are
way gone, right (laughs). [...] We become parthef people we talk with, and
that reflects deeply on us, so then we get bathkisahing that when | start
bringing these topics to the table; well you can@dt hear the kind of feedback
| get: “Well that's just dandy, but that's not whair clients are asking for”. So

we do have this paradox of being kept very mudénpresent.”

Opening up the present to the future (and the past)

What, then, can connect present action with diffedemensions of time? In this final
part of the analysis, we will trace examples of agerial reflections and practices
transcending or exposing the prevailing framestparate temporal agency. For

architectural firm COBE, building for the futureirggrained in their basic work
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practices, as perhaps can be said of city plareidgtecture in general. However, at

COBE products are weighted with inter-temporal oesbility:

“When you put bricks on top of [each other], yoedé¢o do it in a clever way. It
should be able to last for 200 years. Becausenib igood if it only lasts for 30

or 40, and then you have to rebuild.”

This technical fact of building resilient structarie then complemented by a social fact;
that both collective and individual needs will chardrastically over the decades. This
fact, as we have described earlier, makes for pocate view that it is impossible to
know today what to aim for in product developmenthie long run, making strategic
engagement with collective needs in the far fuaifectively impossible. COBE works
with this impossibility by not trying to imagine whthat future will be like, but instead
by designing space for the architects and inhatsitaiithe future to integrate their own
needs and visions. In an urban planning proje€dpenhagen where over the next 40-
50 years an entirely new neighbourhood (Nordhavh)emerge, COBE has therefore
actively left room for future generations’ work. dhdo this by, for example, only

filling out part of the area plan and leaving sgaopen for future architects and citizens.

The CEO and founder explains this approach witimalg analogy:
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“It's like a Christmas calendar with 24 numbers.endwe have loosely placed
each wicket, [and] then the idea is that you stardpening wicket number one
and then number two [...], but what's inside wicke8610 or 24; well they
might only be opened in 10-15 years. Other arctsteray have to design

what’s inside them.”

Allowing for space-to-come, and tangibly strategggto create relevance for that space,
seems to add a virtual dimension to existing warthe present and thus connects it to
a distant future without getting trapped in linpaedictions or an overwhelming sense

of historical progress, speed and acceleration.

An alternative to making space for the future igxoavate the present, redeeming
existing but ignored knowledge. In Coloplast, tbheecbusiness of stoma care went
through a strategic turnaround based on rich, éxpes-based ‘human’ data rather than

traditional financial data from different segmenisits and geographies in the company.

“The data you need to create commercial redemgtiosomething is

completely different. [...] You take a business aaad decide that ‘this we want
to understand, and we will rediscover it'. Then ymed richer data; with texture.
And you must enter decision processes more retatadsthetics and judgment

than to equations. [...] To understand stoma cane nyost understand what
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happens with these people. What is it they expeeen...]You look at diaries.
You look at video recordings. You look at situatimaised interpretations from
anthropologists and ethnographers. And this isra diéferent discipline than
the first one [financial data]. [...] | have nameddammercial redemption, right
[...]. When you drill far down in your business, yocan rediscover things and
see opportunities. And when [that] knowledge isfinalized in the minds of
central decision makers, and they gain comprehentien they can make
better decisions. They can see more opportunitidsreake better decisions.

The problem is that a large number of people haviaterest in that stuff.”

Impulses toward the future here come from pastpesient experience, anchored in
people’s phenomenological engagements with thedyoather than from projections.
At issue is the possibility of activating certagmored elements and sensibilities in new
and unexpected ways. This suggests a break wittalbalation of the value of
activities for future earnings: a temporary spacereated where the realities and lives
that products touch are explored. You “see oppdresi in the neglected and
overlooked patterns of your business by not moYamgrard. These are then of course
re-appropriated into business strategies, prodeneldpment and calculations of future
earnings potential. But it shifts the premise @sth future earnings from something
‘liquid’, always in progress, to something solidhat human beings do, think, and

struggle with on a daily basis.
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Across the majority of our interviews, heritage egs as another temporality that
brings both past and future to life. It invokesrmpanence and generational
responsibility. In the words of one manager: “thiereomething alluring in creating
something with the robustness and strength tddagtenerations” (R.8). One of our
managers thinks back to his time as CEO of hisanish porcelain company Royal

Copenhagen and reflected on the “pride of workorgaf 240 year old company”:

“There’s a reverence to working for a company att lige. And there’s also a
different kind of responsibility to it, you knowaim passing on the baton, there
may be 50 or 60 CEQO'’s before me, you know, ancethiee been given the

baton to run with and pass. | am just a provisidigalre.”

Being part of something solid and permanent haamanst sensuous quality to it, a
deep engagement with collective history separat® ftompetitive pressures.
Permanence also has very tangible effects on coegabilities to manoeuvre and
grow. Several managers expressed their specifimtdation majority-owners’

construction as the way of building for the longer term:

® In Denmark the shareholding majority in severajéacompanies is kept with either the founders or a
legally separate foundation often created by thmders, thus shielding the company from (hostile)
takeovers. These foundations support societal altdral interests. For example, the A.P. Mgller
(Meersk) foundation donated a new opera house toithef Copenhagen and supports NGO'’s, hospitals
and more. The Carlsberg foundation supports scigmoeigh postdoctoral grants and large cross-
disciplinary project funding.
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"I think that [having the ability to survive in tHeng run] is something as banal
as having an extremely long-sighted owner. So timepany is not for sale. If

else, then... well. [It would be gone.]” (R.4).

“l can say that if [the company] were not foundatawned, then this
organization would not exist. Because then we wairttply have been too
small. We would have been bought up. And splitaru called something else,

that sort of thing.” (R.3).

This foundation model in the long term also transi® economic profit into social

value, connecting short-term business interedfise@evelopment of society:

“So if something exists [in 200 years], it will ber culture and values that we
want to contribute with, and we want to contribittesociety. Because we are
privately owned, [our ownership foundation] takesecof a lot of the societal
needs [...] and you can say that if they give [morteydducation, or to... Itis
the foundation that does it, that owns the shdmaisthe money for it [the
foundation’s social investments] is generated flare [the business]. So you

could say; who really carries that responsibilit{RR”9)

It appears that the long-term view is somewhat hdytbe market. To play and win in

the market, organizations must paradoxically ptheenselves partly outside it. And, as
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the quote above suggests, although companiesficsforemost must create profitable
growth for shareholders; if they are foundation-edmhe line between economic and
social purpose ultimately becomes blurred. In slkeisse, the market becomes a means

for non-market practices.

When asking managers more directly about imposdaaietal problems that need to be
solved over the next 200 years, in which their canypwould or should play a role,

their immediate reactions were to externalize awdetimes even trivialize the
problems. In 200 years’ time, issues of climatengjea for example, are expected to be
“solved long ago” (R.3); the world will have a “cpietely different approach to energy”
(R.7) and even though we “haven’t cracked the muglobal warming [...], we have
survived all sorts of things and found solutions] [so at some point in time we will

find a solution to [that and] most problems” (R.1@pwever, in relating present action
to these otherwise externalized problems, some gesgalid make some connections

as, for example, in the case of Novozymes:

“We play into it in the sense that what we do todag impact on how the world
looks in 100 or 200 years, at that the directioeda&s a company] try to develop
and implement now will create the foundation favgla who come after us, right.
So if we pull in one direction saying ‘let’'s burarse more oil’, well that's one

future that our grandchildren can take over. Ifsag that we need to take a
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different direction and produce in a way that stityesrelease of CO2 and stops
the release of non-biodegradable chemicals indheusd the atmosphere, well

then that's another future for our grandchildretadd on”.

Discussion: the commitment to efficiency and alter native temporal attunements

It is not difficult to discern the broad outlinesam ideological framing in the tales of
our respondents. In such a frame the future bectvmesd to the structures of growth,
technology and performance so fundamental to degtitaganizing. The more distant
future is not tied to any tangible translation frime present onward, but is rather at the
mercy of technological developments which are é@ais if they, “were a kind of black
box, capable of solving all problems of organizatio a quasi-magical way, so that
they do not any longer have to be addressed aratatefy imagined or organized into
thought experiments” (Jameson, 2016: 46). Jamedersrto this ensemble of notions
around technology and progress as “the ideologffafiency” and he believes that the
commonsensical commitment to ‘efficiency’ as funeamal value “motivates our well-

nigh libidinal commitment to capitalism itself asystem” (Jameson, 2016: 49-50).

We observed this commitment to efficiency as aipaler manifestation of the
capitalist ideology of time that guides our managjengagement with the future.

Though they anticipate big changes and in somarness relate themselves to these (as
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our Nozozymes manager with climate change), tramidant reflections show a
disassociation of their own present actions froes¢éhchanges. While our respondents
are incredibly agentic, handling the pressuresduiathges of accelerating and
interconnected markets, calculating the future @amings potentials, and setting a
series of milestones in the present to reach thewmtials; they exercise their agency
within a particular grid of intelligibility. Theymerate within a logic of survival and
winning in the game of the market, and their effiy measures of trimming capital
allocations, creating lean processes and calily atirategies to technological

developments all serve this end.

When embracing futures beyond the general strdtegygons, the pervasive efficiency
framing dissipates and corporate agency tends tmibeeived in a discourse of fluidity.
The changes in business and society happen akalpgtdeaves individual actors and
organizations seemingly powerless. In imaginingrtben companies’ future existence
managers ‘chronologically match’ the company suabstatistics of the last 60 years
with the likelihood of their own company’s survivaxtrapolating the future from the
past is not an odd thing to, but what is interggstinthat this imagination stays stuck at
the aggregated level of business lingo (e.g. thuRe 500) and does not relate to how
these companies mattered to their world; how tineyped and were shaped by the
environments in which they operated. The futurthis business perspective seems

about the pace of technological change. Not ageh& be imagined visions that will
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enable changes, not the resources, structureseamgstithat will support these changes;
just as sheer awe in the face of acceleratiorhignetxperience of the world, there really
is no temporal orientation: all is flux. One coaldjue that the ability to embrace flux
actually points to a different and much more sajdated agency than critical scholars
would usually credit managers with, but this embriawolves little phenomenological

engagement; flux appears as an externalizatiomeofibings-on of the world.

The practices and beliefs of efficiency and fluxkenap the larger part of everyday
corporate strategy. Pursuing our interest in ‘sgrout those parts of the present that
might lead to the future’ (Tsing, 2015:20) we atsmight glimpses of a different kind of
managerial agency and utopian thought that conmeetactors to people instead of
‘markets’, and to collective problems instead odtadict acceleration. In relating to
disruptive futures by changing current productiattgrns, in redeeming human agency
from the deep present, and in honouring the beaiutgritage, managers express a
certain cross-temporal ‘intimacy’ (Morton, 2013)JuiNovozymes manager works to
“produce in a way that stops the release of CO2'@mr Rockwool R&D director
imagines how to create sustainable “housing ofuhee” (before putting a stop to it
with it with the reflection: “but that’s not whatioclients are asking for”). Coloplast
tries to achieve "commercial redemption” for iteghucts, and COBE collaborates with
actors not yet known to them, making room for tieife to arrive on its own terms.

These are only isolated incidents, bits and pitltatsare somehow askew and out of
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place, but they are nonetheless significant. Tmeyemporal attunements with the
potential to bring out the “expansion of desirdsy@eds, of lifestyles, of communities,

of ways of being, of capacities” that Srnicek andli#wns (2015:181) call for.

Furthermore, in reflecting on our questions abbatvery long term perspective for
their organizations, our respondents revealedtémaporal structures such as heritage,
stability and independence from market frenzy vaeme to their existence, creativity
and, in some cases, even pride. The societal batitns by the large foundations bring
a different temporality into the picture; the dedio engage with long-term issues such
as education, healthcare or art which are tempoaaldl spatially distributed. And the
family or foundation based structure of ownershigome of our largest case
companies shields them from short-sighted finargattices and makes it possible to
span across generations and develop an intertehqmumanitment to the quality of their
products. Certainly, it could be argued that nomk@tconstructs like foundations are
exactly the auxiliaries that market mechanisms oalyo keep otherwise dysfunctional
structures in operation. The ‘foundation’ model easily be criticized for showing a
more humane and long-term face of capitalist ojagj while contributing little in
terms of the ‘utopian surplus’ needed to createlg hew and different future.
Nevertheless, the foundation model shows us sortteeafracks and variations in

market practices and thus offers us a more nugpeespective on the role of
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companies in late capitalism (Morton 2013:154fheTarket is not all what it seems,

and not all of its actors follow only its dominahithms.

Business-as-usual is marked by short term oriematihat are continuously constituted
in the material practices and rational demands/efyglay corporate strategy making,
thus demonstrating at a meso-level the dysfundittesof contemporary capitalism in
solving social and environmental problems of thespnt and future. As Morton (2013:
21) put it, because “the raw machinery of capitalis reactive rather than proactive”, it
contains “a flaw that makes it unable to addressttological emergency fully”. Large-
scale social and environmental concerns, suchraatel change and ‘planetary
boundaries’ (Rockstrom et al., 2009), lie beyonpitedism’s reactive mode of
operating. There is little to be found of the “apmiate level of shock and anxiety”
required to deal with the unfolding “ecologicalunaa” (Morton, 2013: 8) among our
interviewees. But even beyond that, they seem lish droto a belief in capitalism as a
social order held together by a promise of boursdfgegress. Yet, recent developments
— we only have to think of Brexit, the Trump presidy, the faster-than-projected
melting of Arctic and Antarctic ice — have very rhyaut into question capitalism’s “air

of careless munificence” (Kunkel, 2014:16).

The rationality of our managers as spokespersarihéar organizations seems to be

based on a strange absence of agency concerniegto@ problems that are beyond
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the capacity of the market. This is not to say thair products and services do not
create societal value — obviously stoma pouchesettianol, insulation, buildings,
shipping and so forth are of deep value to thetfaning and development of modern
societies. But there is a mismatch between theagjlofoblems that managers see and
the corporate engagement they deem possible. Stentlfuture is just not conceivable
in its magnitude so they deal only with the manatgeaide of it, which they project
onward from the present through ideals and dew€esficiency. An “asymmetry
between action and reflection” (Morton, 2013: 168¢ms at play, expressing itself
either in a belief that technology will magicallytghings right, or in a paralysis

bordering on the painful experience of depresskutiis, 2001; Rosa, 2013).

The obvious limitations of companies to understand engage with long-term societal
and systemic problems makes it seem productiveacch for a “utopian edge”
(Srnicek and Williams 2015:108utsidethe capitalist ‘machine’. Much as such an
ideal appeals to us, we wonder if traces of thggeezhn also be found in the individual
and organizational experiences ‘inside the machif®us, we have endeavoured to
explore agency that takes place in the cracks ipiozate life. The “stirrings of a
different state of things” (Jameson, 2009: 416)iamanent in the present and this
present is populated by all sorts of actors (Mo&6m3). Limited as our corporate
actors may be in imagining social change, theygsssa treasure trove of experiences

about carving out temporal agency, about relatinigifures outside the market even
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when inside, and about sensing a connection tofotihe and past whilst being
frustrated about not being able to address theseadinantic market demands. It is in
the details of these experiences, and not leastftbstrations, that we have looked for

traces of utopian thought.

Morton proposes the ‘hyperobject’ as a concepef@aging utopian sensitivity and a
way of situating our current experiences in vastgeral and spatial relations. The
engagement with such objects requires “a visionteflocking, yet somehow also
alternate, worlds, in which beings of brief lifeag|s are also the components of
enormous and properly unimaginable totalities wiielielop according to vast and
inhuman rhythms, and in a different temporalitypgéther” (Jameson, 1988: xxviii).
This engagement is not rational and cannot simelizdndled with organizational tools
and strategies. Rather, hyperobjects are revealesl in ‘sensual qualities’ of their
current and local manifestations that we can testg, think and relate to. They thereby
also evoke a certain weakness in our agentic beindsxpose the hypocrisy of our
‘deeply flawed’ utilitarianism (Morton, 2013:135ff.Some of our respondents
expressed this uncomfortable feeling when troublaalt the effects of climate change
on future generations (as in the Novozymes exanagplg) the uncategorisable moment
when our fashion CEO suddenly and unexpectedlyiddted the ‘conditions of

disregard’ (Stoler, 2016) in his business:
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“With a brand like [this outdoor brand], where wstj love to ski, and we love
to be in nature, [...] will we have glaciers, anil we have snow, in the future?
And the more we push, that is the more we promkiegs the more we burden
those areas. [...] There’s something difficult @y sustainable and in balance
with nature and then saying ‘go ahead and comlegrtitousands to ski those
mountains, and let's get some gasoline fumes ue tner the tree line, right! |

mean, it’s really, really difficult to win that orie

Faced with such looming disruption, corporate teralittes arrive at an impasse. Our
respondent squarely faces the weakness and hypottise fashion industry towards
problems of pollution and climate change, being &efare that there is no fix. We
observed such honest reflection and concern asm&sal of our respondents, when
they hinted that their strategic practices needeéftect entirely different temporalities
to create more than financial value. Following Maortit is exactly in these concerns
that the attunement to a different future beginghe weakness, lameness and
hypocrisy of our human agency towards the enorrhonsan-nonhuman objects in

which we are entangled.
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Conclusion

Our study has concerned itself with the ideologtirok in corporate agency: by
initially paying attention to the ways managers@unawing the future into the present,
and then focusing on the things that escape thed &nd trusted conceptual repertoires,
however small and marginal they may be. Exposimgitleological dimension of
temporality shows capitalism’s in-built failure terms of solving large-scale, long-term
problems. Noticing what falls outside, we find #a@and clues of managers working
against the grain of the temporal ideology that imhates their worlds. A question for
further research would be to understand better these traces arise and work under
the radar of capitalist time, and to explore whetttgporate actors’ experiences with
alternatives reveal new agentic inroads to openmgapitalist organizations to the
collective, the entangled, the pressing — to aréuthat is qualitatively different from

the present.

Doing so would pay heed to Jameson’s (2009: 57&rden that the “recognition but
also discovery, the identification of agents ndtfydy visible, the reorganization and
redistribution of the actantial field” is an indespsable preliminary moment for
restoring historicity to our present. Understandingh a reorganization of actantial
fields as a practice that describes organizatiengironments in the present and their

imaginative possibilities to become otherwise,as pf how we might set in
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motion possible futures that are not simply a prghgion of the present (Yusoff,

2010). This is where we hope the positive contrdyuof our paper lies: that we should
see the future always-already breaking into thegare and convincing our readers that
the “stuff” that does not fit so easily within thapitalist growth machine does matter. It

matters a lot if we want to keep the future vibraeal and alive.
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Table 1: Respondent overview table

ANONYMIZED

Carlsberg

COBE
Coloplast
Danske
Bank
Deloitte
Haldor

Topsge
IC Group

Maersk

Novozymes

Rockwool

OrganizationOrg. Type

Consumer
goods

Architecture
Healthcare
Finance
Accounting &
Consulting
Biotech
Fashion

Oil & shipping

Biotech

Construction/
engineering

Executive
Board
Title member
Industrial Senior Vice President
Foundation Western Europe Yes
Limited
Liability comp.,
founder owned CEO & Founder Yes
Industrial Senior Vice President
Foundation Chronic Care Yes
Head of Business
Public Banking Yes
Public CEO Yes
Group Vice President
Family Owned Engineering Production Yes
Public CEO Yes
Vice President Risk
Industrial Management, CEO
Foundation Insurance No
Industrial Executive Vice President
Foundation Business Development Yes
Industrial
Foundation Vice President No

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

Male

White

White

White

White

White

White

White

White

White

White

Exec. Board composition in company

Ten people, mixed white European, 8
male 2 female (HR & Corp.Affairs)

No EB - "Managing team" of 2 male
(CEO + Managing Director) 2 female
(Dir. Bus.Dev. + Managing Director),
white Nordic

Four people, all Nordic white male
Seven people, mixed white European,
all male

Two people in EB, Nordic white male,
otherwise partner-driven

Ten people, all Nordic white male

Six people, all Nordic white male
Five people, 4 Nordic 1 UK, all white
male

Five people, mixed white European, 4
male, 1 female (HR)
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Table 2: Basic Interview Protocol

Focus Question Time, min

Perspective Has the view on the future changed in the time you have been with the organization? 5
How?

Practices How do you budget for the long-term future? What is different than your ongoing 5
yearly/3-year budgeting?

Institutions/Structure  Does your organization exist in 200 years — and why? 3
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