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ABSTRACT:

The field of strategy—including research, education and practice—has struggled to integrate
the natural environment, particularly in finding ways to address the climate crisis. We adopted
a paradigmatic lens to analyze the multiplicity of perspectives that have developed to address
the issue, contrasting them in their ability to break out of the field’s inertia in terms of their
mobilization of theories and objects from within or outside the field. This particular analysis
helped us to understand the field as path-dependent in the current dominant logic and leads us

to offer two propositions for moving the field of strategy forward.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The upcoming climate crisis is expected to engender tremendous changes in the way
organizations operate (Howard-Grenville et al., 2014), thus calling for shifts in how to envision
strategy. However, the strategy field—which we define as the strategic discourse of the
individuals who engage in the creation, communication, reception, or consumption of strategy
(Whittington et al., 2003, p. 398), including consultants’ and strategies’ theories-in-use (Argyris
& Schon, 1974), management gurus’ folk theories (Rip, 2006), and academics’ strategy
theories—has largely remained aloof from the natural environment (Barnett et al., 2021). For
example, although topics related to sustainability and climate change have gained momentum
in the business discourse, they have decreased in CEOs’ top priorities over the last three years?,
and sustainability and climate change represent a minority of the published academic works in
both management and strategy (Goodall, 2008; Nyberg & Wright, 2022b; Wohlgezogen et al.,
2022). How can we explain this deadlock? What propositions can be made to ensure that the

strategy field better addresses the climate change imperative?

To answer these questions, we adopt a paradigmatic perspective on the field of strategy
(Prahalad & Hamel, 1994; Schendel, 1994). To this end, we turn our attention to the three tenets
of strategy—research, education, and practice—that have constituted the field over time
(Freedman, 2013; Kiechel, 2010; Whittington, 2019) by incorporating new strategy phenomena
and theories (Landstrom & Harirchi, 2018). We also take stock of the current development of
the field by showing the multiplicity of strategic perspectives that have developed around the
climate crisis, drawing on theories and objects located either inside or outside the field. In doing
so, we recognize the difficulties to develop strategic knowledge about climate change that

breaks free from field inertia (Sterman & Wittenberg, 1999; Vergne & Durand, 2010).

! See the McKinsey reports entitled What matters most? Eight CEO priorities for 2024 (Dec. 12, 2023),
What matters most? Six priorities for CEOs in turbulent times (Dec. 17, 2022), and What matters most? Five
priorities for CEOs in the next normal (Sept. 8, 2021).



On the basis of this stocktaking, we formulate two propositions that serve as
foundational blocks for a renewed strategy paradigm. First, it is imperative to establish
coherence within the strategy field, which is presently marked by a certain degree of ambiguity
regarding the climate crisis. To this end, three alternative approaches are proposed for the
strategy community’s consideration. Second, there is a need to reestablish a connection between
strategy research, practice, and education for the development of a strategy field in connection
with climate change. This requires acknowledging that strategy practices can nourish research

and teaching and the role of strategy scholars in engaging with the public.

This article is organized as follows. The first section lays the groundwork for our
analysis by providing a historical understanding of the interrelationship between strategy
research, practice, and education and elucidating the reasons why the strategy field has
struggled to address the issue of climate change. This leads, in the second section, to the
development of a framework that analyzes the multiplicity of strategy perspectives that have
examined the climate change issue in terms of theories and objects developed within and outside
the strategy field. On this basis, the final section develops propositions for moving the field of

strategy forward.

2. THE STRATEGY PARADIGM DEVELOPMENT IN LIGHT OF THE CLIMATE

CRISIS

2.1. A field historically at the intersection of research, practice, and education
The oscillation between a focus on theory and a focus on phenomena in strategic thinking is
rooted in the historical development of the field across the three dimensions of research,
practice, and education (Hoskisson et al., 1999; Landstrém & Harirchi, 2018; Pettigrew et al.,
2001). While the term “strategy” has its origins in Ancient Greek thought (Freedman, 2013;
Kornberger & Vaara, 2021), the genesis of modern strategy can be traced to the modern

corporation phenomenon that emerged in the United States close to the nineteenth century. A
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new class of general managers, who did not possess the shares of the organizations they
managed, were required to address the intricacies inherent in this novel organizational structure
while overseeing their organizations’ operations (Chandler, 1962, 1990; Perrow, 2009).

Grasping this new phenomenon contributed to the first development of the field.

In the decades that followed, the establishment of a course on business policy in 1912
at Harvard University’s business school served to augment the study of this phenomenon. This
course, which is firmly embedded in business practice, sought to equip the incoming class of
general managers with the competencies to make informed decisions regarding the management
of their respective enterprises. The pedagogical materials, initially derived from Bostonian
business cases and subsequently from written cases, “provided an empirical base for the
development of concepts of practice” (Bower, 2008, p. 270). A first theorizing movement
occurred within the strategy field at that time. Subsequent pedagogical initiatives from various
universities contributed to the expansion of the strategy field, including the Carnegie school
(Gavetti et al., 2007), particularly the work of Igor Ansoff (1965), who developed a more
theory-based perspective by applying rationalist and planning-oriented perspectives on
strategy, in stark contrast to the case-based approach that had been the prevailing perspective

at Harvard.

The entry of the Boston Consulting Group (BCG) into the consulting market in 1963
initiated a new impetus for conceptual development in the strategy field, including research
dedicated to new phenomena such as the experience curve and the related growth-share matrix,
a framework that was subsequently duplicated by its competitors. In response, McKinsey & Co.
increased the range of studied phenomena, including corporate culture, implementation, and
change (Kiechel, 2010; McKenna, 2006). Concurrently, within the broader context of the
academization of management as a whole (McLaren, 2019), a theory-based agenda emerged

within business schools’ strategy curricula. This shift in focus, from general managers to
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narrower questions, was characterized by the adoption of a deductive approach anchored in
economics (Bower, 1982; Camerer, 1985). This development led to two notable consequences.
First, Michael Porter’s frameworks grounded in industrial organization (Porter, 1981) became
the foundation of Harvard University’s business policy course, which subsequently spread
globally. Second, the establishment of the Strategic Management Society conference in 1981
and its associated journal, the Strategic Management Journal, which was dedicated to
developing a rigorous body of knowledge inspired by economics (Hambrick & Chen, 2008),

led to the emergence of research in the strategy field.

This comprehensive analysis of the strategy field over more than a century reveals that
strategy initially developed at the intersection of general managers, educators, and consultants
before subsequently reaching academics. Therefore, the three of the field tenets—research,
education and practice—all need to be analyzed to take stock of the strategy knowledge
accumulated within the field either from a phenomenon or a theory basis, especially regarding

the analysis of the intersection between the field of strategy and the natural environment.

2.2. The strategy field’s struggle to integrate the natural environment
Throughout its three tenets—research, education, and practice—and historical development,
the strategy field has struggled to integrate the natural environment. Businesses have been very
slow considering it. While the Limits to Growth Report, published more than fifty years ago
and the Brundtland Report more than thirty years ago, have irrigated society at large, it is not
until January 2025 that the largest companies operating in the European Union will have to
comply with the European Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), thus altering

companies’ strategy?. In academia, it was not until the 1990s that the first publications with an

2 Obviously, this rapid overview overlooks the numerous constraining environment-related legislations
that have been put in place throughout the years before January 2025, either from an industry and/or country
perspective. However, there is consensus within strategy and management scholarship that these initiatives have
remained limited.



interest in global warming were published in top-tier journals (Goodall, 2008), that theoretical
elaborations were performed (e.g., Freeman, 1984; Hart, 1995; Porter & Kramer, 2011), or that
the interest group Organizations and the Natural Environment was established at the Academy
of Management to represent this topic. Finally, with regard to the matter of teaching, impactful
initiatives have only recently emerged, as evidenced by the establishment of the Business
Schools for Climate Leadership (BS4CL), which brings together eight founding European
business schools to address the subject, and the Open Climate Curriculum initiative, which aims

to disseminate teaching materials on climate change.

The explanations of this late focus on the natural environment can be found in the path
dependency of the strategy field, which has found it difficult to break out of the field’s inertia
(Sterman & Wittenberg, 1999). First, the business schools that have housed strategy courses
since the beginning of the twentieth century were founded for a purpose that highly differs from
the present-day efforts to combat climate change: namely, to legitimize the emerging new class
of general managers by training this new managerial elite. The disruption in business education
in the 1950s, led by the Ford and Carnegie foundations, reinforced this emphasis by
transforming business schools to train large numbers of managers and adopting the capitalist
ideology (Augier & March, 2011; Khurana, 2010). The consequences have been manifold: the
reluctance of business schools to address moral issues (Anteby, 2013), the teaching of ethically
questionable theories (Ghoshal, 2005), and few adaptations in curricula with respect to
sustainability (Shantz et al., 2023). In turn, managers have then applied in their organizations

their finance-oriented business school learnings (Jung & Shin, 2019).

A second path-dependency effect occurs within the field of strategy itself. Although
strategy was defined early on, for example, by Chandler as the determination of the long-term
goals and objectives of an enterprise and the adoption of courses of action and the allocation of

resources necessary for carrying out those goals (Chandler, 1962), subsequent perspectives on
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the field have taken on an economic grounding (Bower, 1982, 2008; Camerer, 1985; Hambrick
& Chen, 2008), thus placing more emphasis on performance over time (see Ronda-Pupo &
Guerras-Martin, 2012 for a discussion of the evolution of the definition of the strategy concept).
Strategy publications that have focused on the natural environment have found it difficult to
break away from this path dependency (e.g., Hart, 1995; Porter & Kramer, 2011), which has

led to the perpetuation of a “business-as-usual” approach (Nyberg & Wright, 2022b).

3. AMULTIPLICITY OF PERSPECTIVES ON STRATEGY TO ADDRESS THE
CLIMATE CRISIS

Despite the aforementioned path-dependency effects that have hindered attention to the natural
environment, recent attempts have been made to break away from the dominant paradigm, for
example, by offering a new strategy for strategy (Bansal et al., 2024), thus constituting a
diversity of “tent poles” within the strategy field (Gulati, 2007), as this perspective conflicts
with proponents in favor of a status quo regarding the ecological crisis (Foss & Klein, 2024),
or others of a sidestep perspective (Davis & DeWitt, 2024). This situation is quite representative
of the lack of cohesion within the strategy field (Durand et al., 2017; Hambrick, 2004) and thus
illustrates the diversity of approaches that have developed in terms of research, education, and

practice to address the climate crisis.

Such diversity in perspectives can be theorized on the basis of the paradigmatic
evolution of the field (Prahalad & Hamel, 1994; Schendel, 1994), with a focus on its dynamics,
which has evolved from being theory driven or phenomenon driven over time (Landstrom &
Harirchi, 2018), across the three tenets of the field. To this end, we have developed a framework
that focuses on strategy field development, from a theory basis (academic theories, folk
theories, or theories-in-use) or from an object basis (research objects, teaching objects, or
strategic objects of interest) (see Table 1). Accordingly, the strategy field develops by relying

either on theories from within the field or through the adaptation of theories from other
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disciplines by “domesticating” them (Oswick et al., 2011). For example, Michael Porter’s
reliance on industrial organizations to develop the structure—performance paradigm illustrates
how strategy has developed by borrowing theories from another field, here economics (Porter,
1981). The same logic applies to folk theories or theories-in-use coming from within or outside
the field. The strategy field can also be developed by concentrating on objects from either within
or outside the field (McKinley et al., 1999). For example, the use of metaphors from ecology,
such as ecosystems, builds on objects coming from outside the strategy field. The same logic
applies to teaching objects or strategic objects of interest. Within each of the four configurations
displayed in Figure 1, we analyze from an academic standpoint how the strategy field—
research, education, and practice—has dealt with the climate crisis and offer a critical

evaluation of the different approaches.

Theories within the strategy ~ Theories outside the strategy

field field
Objects within the strategy Current strategy objects and  Strategy to be rethought with
field theories theories external to the field
Objects outside the strategy ~ New strategy objects within  External theories to be
field current strategy frameworks  mobilized to focus on new
strategy objects

Table 1: Framework for analyzing the strategy field in light of the climate crisis

3.1. Current strategy objects and theories
The first quadrant of our framework delineates how the strategy field has addressed the climate
crisis while adhering to the objects and theories developed within the field. This represents the

dominant approach to the study of strategy and climate change.

Research. One perspective inherent to this quadrant is the one followed by some researchers
who posit that the advancement of the strategy field has already contributed to addressing
climate change issues, thus assuming that no further theories or objects are necessary to address
the climate crisis. For example, Foss and Klein (2024) contend that “/c]/onventional’ strategy

frameworks, theories, and tools [already] direct our attention to the critical problems of



allocating scarce resources to high-valued ends, building and sustaining organizations and
institutions that coordinate tasks, jobs, and complex interactions, and encourage

entrepreneurship and innovation that drive economic growth and improvements in the standard

of living” (p. 2).

Accordingly, current investments in corporate social responsibility, i.e., those developed
within current frameworks and worldviews, are perceived as sufficient to address climate
change. The rationale is then to make the business case for sustainability by demonstrating that
investments in corporate social responsibility are financially profitable (Margolis et al., 2009).
This approach has been termed “sustainability strategy”. It is defined as a “firm’s detailed plan
for achieving environmental integrity, social equity, and economic prosperity” (Barnett et al.,
2021, p. 648). However, maintaining consistency in theories and objects does not preclude
researchers from questioning current ways of approaching corporate social responsibility. For
example, Knott (2024) suggested expanding strategy research in the areas of nonmarket

strategy, strategy cognition, and strategic innovation.

Education. In the context of education, such a position on climate change translates into the
development and use of instructional materials that illustrate the business case for sustainability
(Aragon-Correa et al., 2017) and the modification of existing curricula to integrate
sustainability-related content (Mailhot & Lachapelle, 2024). For example, the business model
canvas can be adapted to integrate a sustainability dimension (Pepin et al., 2024). One particular
pedagogical content that is valued is the application of experiential learning, as it exposes

students to “real-life” learning experiences (Mailhot & Lachapelle, 2024).

Teaching about sustainability and climate change then becomes a way to provide a
critical and reflexive analysis of the role of business in addressing societal and environmental
issues (Mailhot & Lachapelle, 2024). However, there remains two major challenges. First, this

discourse is becoming increasingly difficult to communicate given the decline in the number of
10



individuals who adhere to scientific principles, particularly with respect to climate change,
especially in the U.S. (Hoffman, 2016, 2021b). Second, given that the prevailing institutional
framework and managerialist control of business schools tend to prioritize the rewards that
students receive upon the completion of a business school degree, both professors and students
are reluctant to invest in the production or reading of instructional materials that may not
directly align with students’ immediate professional goals (Adler & Harzing, 2009; Billsberry

et al., 2023), unless they do (Harrison et al., 2024).

Practice. In the context of strategic practices, the business case for sustainability is the dominant
perspective at hand, as it involves sustainability changes that do not alter the operational
procedures of organizations. The typical approach is mostly calculative, as companies derive
benefits from implementing sustainable business practices (Barnett et al., 2021), which are
twofold: improving environmental responsibility and improving competitiveness and
legitimacy (Bansal & Roth, 2000). For example, sustainability standards are used to enhance
the social legitimacy of the firm rather than to improve internal practices and environmental
performance (Heras-Saizarbitoria et al., 2020), especially in cases where the visibility of the

firm’s corporate social responsibility activities is limited (Wu et al., 2020).

3.2. New strategy objects within current strategy frameworks
The second quadrant of our framework delineates how the strategy field has addressed the
climate crisis, with a particular focus on new research objects and an emphasis on current

strategy theories.

Research. While individual studies have sought to shift their focus from traditional strategy
research areas to investigate how firms adapt their strategies in response to climate change (e.g.,
Li, 2024), a vivid stream of research has sought to encapsulate these initiatives under the
umbrella concept of “grand challenges”, which are defined as “global problems that can be

plausibly addressed through coordinated and collaborative effort” (George et al., 2016, p.
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1880). For example, Couture et al. (2023) relied on “grand challenges” to investigate how
people collectively respond to the degradation of water health in Australia’s critical Great

Barrier Reef region.

However, this approach is criticized for translating climate change into a “business case”
in which risks and opportunities are identified and eventually managed (Nyberg & Wright,
2022b). 1t is thus found responsible for reinforcing the “business-as-usual” rhetoric by
acknowledging the reality of climate change while maintaining an interpretation of the issue

within the prevailing paradigm of strategy (Nyberg & Wright, 2022b).

Education. New topics, such as climate change, can be incorporated into strategic pedagogical
approaches on the assumption that the reality of climate change will significantly affect our
lives in the coming decades (Nyberg & Wright, 2022a). Relying on new teaching objects has
yielded fruitful pedagogical results. For example, Audebrand et al. (2017) demonstrated that
teaching about cooperatives provides an excellent opportunity for students to engage in
paradoxical thinking, providing valuable insights into how to adapt to the ever-changing
conditions of the future, including the inherent ambiguities and paradoxes associated with

climate change.

This pedagogical approach has several limitations. From an individual perspective, it
implies a cognitive overload due to the complexity of studying such grand challenges, an
emotional detachment between climate change and the everyday life of a learner, and an
organizational obliviousness due to the disregard that the business school might have in
focusing on them (Gatzweiler et al., 2022). In addition, from an institutional perspective, it
involves the recruitment of faculty members trained in disciplines other than strategy, thereby
further fragmenting the strategy field by creating an additional novel subcommunity within the

existing strategy community (Durand et al., 2017).
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Practice. In terms of strategic practices, we can observe examples of organizations that have
shifted their strategic object, as Patagonia did in 2022 by adopting a new form of corporate
governance to align with its purpose: “100% of the company’s voting stock transfers to the
Patagonia Purpose Trust, created to protect the company’s values, and 100% of the nonvoting
stock had been given to the Holdfast Collective, a nonprofit dedicated to fighting the
environmental crisis and defending nature. The funding will come from Patagonia: Each year,
the money we make after reinvesting in the business will be distributed as a dividend to help
fight the crisis.”® Beyond the communication, the effectiveness of redefining a firm’s corporate
purpose for the actual decision-making processes of companies has yet to be demonstrated (for
a review, see Durand & Huynh, 2024; Zenger, 2023), as one must remember that before it was

a scandal, Enron was a highly lauded case used in business school classrooms (Ghoshal, 2005).

3.3. Strategy to be rethought with theories external to the field
The third quadrant of our framework delineates the way the strategy field has addressed the
climate crisis by focusing on the same research objects and drawing upon theories from outside

the strategy field.

Research. The academic field of strategy, and business studies in general, draws heavily on
theories developed in the field of ecology for the study of climate change. This position is
supported by Jarabkowski et al. (2021), who, in their editorial to a special issue dedicated to
research at the intersection of strategy and sustainability, call for a radical rethinking of strategy
research through the lens of sustainability. For example, ecological science is seen as useful for
challenging the theory of organizational adaptation in light of the climate crisis (Howard-

Grenville & Lahneman, 2021), and sustainable ecology provides an opportunity to expand

% See https://www.patagonia.com/ownership/ (consulted on November 20", 2024)
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dynamic capabilities theory from its sole focus on the firm and its economic environment

(Borland et al., 2016).

Two theories were identified as particularly relevant. First, the framework of planetary
boundaries was first introduced into management studies by Whiteman et al. (2013) and
includes nine critical Earth system processes and their associated thresholds, including climate
change and biodiversity loss. Second, the Anthropocene (and related concepts such as the
Capitalocene) is defined as the geological epoch in which human activities have impacted the
environment to a degree that constitutes a distinct geological epoch (Crutzen, 2002). It calls for
the integration of the natural environment through the adoption of a relational ontology that
removes issues of scale and hierarchy and rejects the nature—human dualism that is pervasive

in strategy (Purser et al., 1995).

However, while these approaches are encouraging for a deeper understanding of climate
change, their ontology is incompatible with the prevailing tenets of mainstream management
research (Heikkurinen et al., 2016, 2021), including strategy. Their adoption would also
reinforce the formation of subcommunities within strategy, a phenomenon that has already been

identified as a source of fragmentation in the field (Durand et al., 2017).

Education. Similar to the suggestions made in research, proposals have been made to expand
higher education in management beyond the prevailing neoliberal paradigm (Colombo, 2023).
For example, Colombo suggested that it be constructed either within a social-ecological
framework (Colombo, 2024; Colombo et al., 2024) or by building on the concept of civility
(Colombo, 2023). Similarly, the Responsible Management Learning and Education movement
proposes pragmatism as a new foundation for business education (Mailhot & Lachapelle, 2024).
These shifts generate a critical, relational, interdisciplinary, reflexive, and engaged approach to
learning and teaching (Colombo et al., 2024; Mailhot & Lachapelle, 2024). Given the novelty

of these proposals, they lack practical applications (for a counterexample, see Lachapelle et al.,
14



2024) and hindsight on the results of these approaches. More importantly, to our knowledge,

no proposals have been made for the strategy domain.

Practice. In the pursuit of sustainable strategy development, companies adopt a variety of novel
ideas. For example, some companies develop ideas that foster cooperation and cocreation with
different stakeholders, including nongovernmental organizations, other firms, or government
agencies (Barnett et al., 2021). Others embrace industrial symbiosis, which aims to achieve
greater efficiency through increased codevelopment among geographically proximate firms
(Paquin et al., 2015). While these ideas deviate from the typical neoliberal agenda, they do not
offer the shift that has been demonstrated in research and teaching. For example, even if there
is a corporate discourse on the philosophy of degrowth, it is currently more of a rallying cry for

social movements than an actual concept applied by corporations (Petridis et al., 2015).

3.4. External theories to be mobilized to focus on new strategy objects
The fourth quadrant of our framework delineates the way the strategy field has addressed the
climate crisis, with a particular focus on new objects and theories that are not typically

considered within the strategy field.

Research. In strategy research, the focus on new research objects and theories tends to
challenge the prevailing view of strategy and offer an alternative. For example, Bansal et al.
(2024) recently argued that the current approach to strategy research is flawed due to an
ecological fallacy—the assumption that aggregating the effects of firm-level actions contributes
to overall economic efficiency and social welfare, whereas market failures associated with
common pool resources and the limits of natural resources in terms of their regenerative
capacity show the opposite. Therefore, to gain a nuanced understanding of the specific
temporality and relationships of the natural environment with organizations, the authors
advocate broadening the current object of strategy research to include the natural environment

and organizational systems, drawing on themes that have been developed in climatology.
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Similarly, Starik and Kanashiro (2013), after identifying shortcomings in the major strategy
theories in the field with respect to environmental sustainability, established the foundations for
a new theory of sustainable management. This is defined as “the formulation, implementation,
and evaluation of both environmental and socioeconomic sustainability-related decisions and
actions” (p. 12). A final example is provided by Winn and Pogutz (2013), who build on the
foundations of ecology and social ecology to introduce research aimed at understanding how
organizations manage their relationships with the goal of avoiding the destruction of the very
life-supporting foundations provided by nature. In doing so, they shift the focus of strategy
research to ecosystems, biodiversity, ecosystem services, and ecological resilience, challenging

conventional notions of risk, competition, and value creation.

As these different illustrations show, a variety of disciplines, some more closely related
to strategy than others, are being drawn upon. This is consistent with the imperative to expand
research at the intersection of strategy and climate change beyond conventional avenues
(Wohlgezogen et al., 2022). However, while interdisciplinary research has the potential to
generate new insights and foster impactful, problem-focused research (Reinecke et al., 2024),
it comes at some cost to researchers, as the current institutional system does not encourage

researchers to draw from fields other than their own (Schoolman et al., 2012).

Education. With respect to research approaches, some authors have proposed radical
approaches to integrating climate change into strategy education. Some have called for a major
restructuring of the basic structure and philosophical underpinnings of business education
(Hoffman, 2021a). Others have advocated a shift in the focus of teaching and the ideas conveyed
to students. Fotaki and Prasad (2015), for example, suggest broadening the scope of teaching
topics, utilizing practical methods, and integrating multiple transnational perspectives to engage
in autoreflexivity and self-consciousness. A final line of inquiry has called for shifting current

teaching to focus solely on climate change, leading to the adoption of new theoretical
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frameworks in line with the new ontological perspective that such a shift entails (Laasch, 2024).
Beyond these various desires, however, to our knowledge, this type of teaching is rare in

management and even rarer in strategy.

Practice. Despite these calls for change in strategy research and teaching, there has been little
effort by firms to change the established rules of the strategy game by simultaneously changing

the prevailing theories underlying current strategies and the objects of firms.

4. PROPOSITIONS FOR MAKING THE STRATEGY FIELD EVOLVE IN LIGHT

OF THE CLIMATE CRISIS

4.1. Finding coherence in the strategy field fuzziness regarding the climate crisis
This work represents a pioneering effort to explore the strategic landscape in the context of
climate change. While further investigations could be made regarding what occurs in the
classroom and in strategy practices from teaching and practical perspectives, the delineation of
four distinct positions underscores the pervasive reliance on novel objects and theories within
the field. This reliance, as highlighted in the article, perpetuates the compartmentalization of
knowledge, a phenomenon that can result in fragmentation and incoherence (Durand et al.,

2017; Hambrick, 2004).

To establish coherence within the strategy field, three hypotheses are proposed for
consideration. First, and in accordance with Bansal et al. (2024), who advocated for the
development of a novel strategy field in response to climate change, the initial hypothesis is
that a unifying vision for the field prevails. However, we adopt a pessimistic stance regarding
this proposition because of the risk that such disruptive change never materializes, that climate
change was merely an ephemeral academic trend, and consequently, that the strategy field

reverts to its previous state.
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The second hypothesis posits that one of these perspectives on climate change will
evolve into a distinct field, akin to the emergence of heterodox economics, which represents a
range of economic schools of thought that do not conform to mainstream economic paradigms.
Alternatively, it could be akin to social marketing, a marketing approach that aims to influence
behavior with a primary objective of achieving the common good, utilizing elements of
commercial marketing. If the strategy field with an interest in climate change adopts the
approach followed by orthodox economics, this would entail the implementation of novel
theoretical assumptions and theories. Conversely, if it adopts the approach followed by social
marketing, this will involve the focus on a new object, with the application of current strategy

theories.

The third hypothesis posits that these four visions of how the strategy field embraces
climate change will succeed in one another. Some of the visions are more short-term in nature,
emphasizing the critiques of the strategy field’s current evolution. In contrast, other visions are
more long-term, suggesting disruptive changes that require more time for implementation. This
second dynamic is exemplified by the proposals to develop a novel ontology of strategy or to
engage faculty members from other scientific disciplines to offer courses on emerging subjects

of interest.

4.2. Recoupling strategy research, practice, and education for the development of a
strategy field that considers climate change

In our examination of the way the strategy field has embraced climate change, it has become

evident that there is a discrepancy between research, education, and practice. Academics often

believe that the concepts generated within academia are applicable to teaching and strategy

practices. A particularly salient example can be found among proponents of novel theories and

concepts, whose research ideas become nonapplied teaching aspirations and do not infuse

practices.
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This phenomenon has been previously observed in the domain of management, where a
discrepancy has been identified between research and practice (Carton & Mouricou, 2017;
Kieser et al., 2015, p. 20215) and between teaching and practice (Burke & Rau, 2010). This
phenomenon can be traced back to the establishment of the management field, which was
founded on the premise that academic knowledge would permeate teaching and practice
(McLaren, 2019). However, observations of this phenomenon are scarce, and they have been
noted primarily within the framework of agency-theoretic logic (Jung & Shin, 2019). This
theoretical framework has been identified as being responsible for the conduct of bad

management practices (Ghoshal, 2005).

One hypothesis that can be posited is that the phenomenon of climate crisis is
underaddressed within the strategy field because of the decoupling of strategy research,
practice, and education. For example, the counterview that practices inform research has been
overlooked, given the aforementioned belief that academic knowledge would permeate
teaching and practice (Nicolai, 2004). We thus posit that addressing the climate crisis
necessitates the recoupling of strategy research, education, and practice. For example, Hoffman
(2021Db) calls for engaged scholars that foster public engagement, thus breaking the barriers

between research, education, and practice.
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