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In this section, a set of foundational conceptualizations of collectivity and generativity 
from multiple social science disciplines are summarized and discussed to provide 
the theoretical underpinnings for a theoretical discussion and empirical study of 
generative collectives (Van Osch and Avital, 2010). 

2.1 Existing Perspectives on Collectivity

Collectivity is generally defined as the quality or state of constituting an aggregated 
whole. A collective is a number of persons that are considered as one group which 
can be characterized by some sort of similarity among its members (Webster, 2009), 
such as akin attribute, shared interest or common objective. In general, collectivity 
refers to an assemblage of independent but interrelated elements—potentially people 
and artefacts—comprising a unified whole and linked together for some common 
purpose or function. Collectives can range from small groups (e.g. work teams) 
to organizations, from ad hoc alliances to longstanding federations, and various 
instances of society at large. Moreover, the degree of collective engagements may 
range from lower-order collective action—based on shared memory, routines, and 
culture—to higher-order collective action—based on high-quality collective tacit 
knowledge and collective improvisation (Erden et al., 2008).

The concept of collective is closely related to that of community, derived from the 
Latin word communitas, which broadly refers to joint possession or use, fellowship 
or organized society (Oxford Latin Dictionary). More specifically, a community 
can be defined as a unified body of individuals with a common (e.g. professional) 
interest, characteristic or location (Webster, 2009). Although the terms are often used 
interchangeably, the fundamental difference between a collective and a community is 
that for the former all individuals are exchangeable, yet the members of a community 
are not, and hence the former is generally more fleeting and temporary, whereas the 
latter is considered to be more static and stable (Petersen, 1936). Furthermore, the 
term collective is broader as it encompasses groups of all sorts, ranging from more 
fleeting and temporary structures—with exchangeable members—to more stable 
and permanent ones—with permanent members. In the current virtual context 
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characterized by unremitting restructuring of arrangements and relationships, 
the notion of community evokes a sense of order, coherence, homogeneity and 
harmony that seems less suitable than the notion of collectives (Linkdvist, 2005). 
Hence, in this thesis the term generative collectives is used to refer to all kinds of 
generative groups and communities are considered to be just one instance of a  
collective. 

Collectivity has been applied frequently in the context of the social sciences and 
humanities, as evidenced by the plethora of illustrations in Table 2.1. In what follows, 
each of these collectivity concepts will be briefly explored.

Table 2.1 Applications of Collectivity Concepts in Various Disciplines

Theory Discipline Collective Feature

Collective consciousness Sociology (Durkheim, 
1893)

A higher order consciousness shared by all 
members of (traditional) societies and is based 
on collective representations

Thought Collective Philosophy of Science 
(Fleck, 1935)

A group of persons mutually exchanging ideas 
or maintaining intellectual interaction

Collective Unconscious Psychology (Jung, 1953) Encompasses archetypes—definite pre-existent 
forms in the psyche—that are shared and 
identical in all individuals. 

Collective Action Political Science, Sociology, 
Economics (Olson, 1965)

The pursuit of a shared goal or set of goals, or 
the provision of public goods by a group of 
people.

Distributed or Collective 
cognition

Cognitive Science, 
Psychology (Hutchins, 
1990, 1991, 1995)

Focuses on the distributed cognitive system 
which encompasses a group of people 
interacting with each other and representational 
media in order to accomplish a common goal.

Collective Mind Organization Science 
(Weick & Roberts, 1993)

A pattern of heedful interrelations of actions 
and collective mental processes of a group of 
individuals 

Collective Intelligence Communication Science 
(Lévy, 1994)

A shared or group intelligence results in 
enhanced intellectual performance.

Creative Collectives Organization Science 
(Hargadon & Bechky, 2006)

Creativity is the result of the (re)combination of 
ideas from individuals with shared interests who 
jointly engage in creative collectives.

Collective Improvisation Organization Science 
(Erden et al., 2008)

Collective improvisation is the capability 
of a group to cooperate and act together 
spontaneously even in uncertain and unfamiliar 
situations.
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Within the discipline of sociology, the idea of collectivity is developed in the classic 
work of Durkheim’s De la Division du Travail Social2 (1893), where he introduces the 
notion of la conscience collective, i.e. collective consciousness. Based on the analysis of 
traditional tribal societies, Durkheim (1893) argues that religion played an important 
role in unifying the members of society by creating a common consciousness. In 
these traditional societies, the individual’s consciousness is largely shared with all 
the other members, creating a mechanical solidarity—a form of solidarity based 
on kinship ties—through mutual likeness. Even though according to Durkheim 
(1893) the modern society is characterized instead by organic solidarity—a form of 
interdependence that arises due to specialization and the division of labor—various 
forms of collective consciousness, such as groupthink,3 memes,4 and solidarity still 
prevail in the modern society. Collective consciousness is a higher order consciousness 
based on collective representations and communal language-based reflective 
processes, i.e. collective cognition (Burns and Engdahl, 1998).

Within philosophy of science, Fleck’s (1935) theory of thought collectives aims to 
explain how scientific facts are collectively created and developed rather than objec-
tively discovered. Fleck defines thought collectives as a group of persons mutually 
exchanging ideas or maintaining intellectual interaction. Although the thought col-
lective consists of individuals, it is not simply the aggregate sum of them. Through 
prolonged interactions between individuals of the thought collective a thought style 
emerges which subsequently directs perception as well as action and leads to simul-
taneous mental and objective assimilation. Consequently, cognition or thinking is not 
the realm of individual action, but rather a supremely social, that is, collective, acti-
vity. Hence, results that arise from collective thinking do not belong to an individual 
but to the collective since findings arise out of the collective work of transforming, 
negotiating and reinforcing ideas and knowledge for establishing facts or scientific 
truth. Furthermore, Fleck (1935) distinguishes between different structures of 
collectives that have a varying influence on the ability to challenge and transform 
existing knowledge and ideas.

In the field of psychology, Jung (1953) introduced the notion of collective unconscious 
that refers to a part of the psyche which unlike the personal unconscious does not 
owe its existence to personal experience, but rather to heredity. While the personal 
unconscious is made up essentially of contents which were conscious at one time, 

2 The Division of Labor (French).
3 See Janis, 1972.
4 See Dawkins, 1989.
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but have been forgotten or repressed, the contents of the collective unconscious have 
never been in consciousness. The collective unconscious is made up of arche types—
definite pre-existent forms in the psyche—which seem to be present always and 
everywhere. This theory of the archetypes was built on the notions of répresentations 
collectives of the French philosopher Lévy-Bruhl (1923) and primordial thoughts 
of the German anthropologist Adolf Bastian (1868). The collective uncon scious 
implies psychological—cognitive—forms that are shared and identical in all  
individuals. 

Within economics, sociology, and the political sciences, the theory of collective 
action has received a great deal of scholarly attention. Collective action is about the 
pursuit of a shared goal by a group of people. The discussion of collective action by 
the economist and social scientist Olson (1965) is primarily concerned with the 
problem of ‘free riders’ in the provision of public goods—those goods that require 
group action in order to be provided, but are simultaneously non-rivalrous and 
non-excludable. Economists (Coase, 1937) and political scientists (Axelrod, 1984) 
have generally adopted a rational choice perspective to understand problematic 
group decision-making situations in which the uncoordinated actions of each player 
result in sub-optimal outcomes.5 Sociologists have addressed the collective action 
problem to analyze the emergence of social movements and social integration and 
have analyzed those instances of collective behavior (Blumer, 1951) that arise 
spontaneously without reflecting existing social structures. In sum, collective action 
thus relates to the pursuit of a goal or set of goals or the provision of public goods 
by more than one person. 

In cognitive theory, Hutchins (1990) coined the distributed cognition theory to 
analyze and understand the cognitive processes that occur in a system of actors 
interacting with each other and an array of artefacts—representational media—to 
perform some sort of ‘collective activity’. Human agents collectively make distributed 
cognitive systems work and provide intentional cognitive agency in the system. Yet, 
at the same time, they are embedded in—and hence constrained by—these systems. 
Distributed cognition theory holds that we can understand cognition by looking at 
the use of embodied representational media (artefacts) in everyday practices of work. 
The unit of analysis is therefore the distributed cognitive system, which essentially 
entails a group of people interacting with each other and with artefacts in order to 
accomplish a common goal (Perry, 2003). 

5 E.g. the famous Prisoners’ Dilemma.
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Within the organization sciences, the aforementioned theories of distributed 
cognition and communities of practice were adopted to develop the notion of the 
collective mind (Weick and Roberts, 1993), which aims to understand and explain 
collective mental—i.e. cognitive—processes in organizations. The theory focuses on 
the interrelations of actions and collective mental processes, which jointly influence 
an organization’s performance. As humans construct their own actions (contribute), 
they envisage a social system of collective actions (represent), and they interrelate 
their constructed actions with this envisioned system (subordinate). Collective mind 
thus refers to a pattern of heedful interrelations of actions of a group of individuals, 
and the capacity of the group to act intuitively and spontaneously through collective 
improvisation (Erden et al., 2008). 

In communication science, Lévy (1994) introduced the collective intelligence theory 
to shed light on the potential role of information and communication technologies 
in promoting the construction of intelligent communities. Within these intelligent 
communities our social and cognitive potential can be mutually developed and 
enhanced, thereby establishing a collective intellect or imagination based on 
shared mental abilities. He argues that the major architectural project of the 21st 
century will be to build and improve an interactive cyberspace, which will assist us 
in navigating knowledge and enable us to think collectively. Collective intelligence 
is thus a shared or group intelligence that emerges from technology-enabled 
collaboration among many individuals and which results in enhanced intellectual 
performance.6

In organization science, the work of Hargadon and Bechky (2006) links the concept 
of collectivity to creativity through the concept of creative collectives, which stresses 
the importance of shifting the level of analysis from the individual to collectives in 
studies of creativity. Creative insights and solutions do not emerge from the sole 
province of individual cognition, but rather emerge from the interactions between 
individuals—from the “fleeting coincidence of behaviors”. It is through social and 
collaborative processes of cognition that knowledge and ideas are created, shared, 
amplified, enlarged, and justified in organizational settings (Alavi and Leidner, 2001). 
Creativity is thus the result of the (re)combination of ideas from individuals with 
similar interests who jointly engage in creative collectives. 

6 Some researchers analyze collective intelligence in bacteria and animals, but since the focus in this paper 
is on collective generative capacity in task-driven contexts, this is not immediately relevant in this respect.
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A final application of the collectivity concept in organization science is collective 
improvisation as developed by Erden et al. (2008). The authors start from the 
idea that innovation is not the product of a single person, but rather of a collective 
working together and therefore draw attention to “group tacit knowledge” (GTK), 
a socio-cognitive process, which is socially complex and difficult to imitate, as the 
foundation for innovation and collective action. This GTK allows groups to deal with 
uncertainty and to engage in fortuitous actions. Therefore, group tacit knowledge 
enables members of the group to anticipate the actions of other members in the 
collective and therefore facilitates collective improvisation, that is, the capability 
of a group to cooperate and act spontaneously even in uncertain and unfamiliar 
situations. 

In short, when juxtaposing these multiple foundational conceptualizations of col-
lectivity, the common denominators underlying all these conceptualizations are: 
(1) shared interests or goals; (2) collective activities (e.g. exchanging ideas); and 
(3) mutual engagement. Furthermore, the above conceptualizations emphasize 
different dimensions of collectives that are relevant to obtaining a comprehensive 
understanding of generative collectives. Some conceptualizations emphasize 
dimensions of structure (Durkheim, 1893; Fleck, 1935; Olson, 1965) whereas 
other conceptualizations focus on cognition (Jung, 1953; Hutchins, 1990; Weick 
and Roberts, 1993; Lévy, 1994; Hargadon and Bechky, 2006; Erden et al., 2008), 
and still others emphasize the importance of artefacts and technologies (Hutchins, 
1990; Lévy, 1994). This implies that disentangling the cognitive processes, structural 
configurations and technological artefacts that emerge from, evolve in, and entangle 
with Internet-based collectives is crucial for obtaining a holistic understanding of 
collective generative capacity. 

Additionally, conceptualizations of collectives and communities in general emphasize 
the significance of groups or systems as meaningful units of analysis, hence, denote that 
there is something transcendent about collectives and their respective processes of 
dealing with ideas and knowledge, which cannot be achieved by any one individual 
in isolation. Yet, in effect, individual cognition and actions are essentially constitutive 
of collective cognition and activities. This assumption that collectives are meaningful 
units of analysis lies at the core of my theorization and analysis of generative 
collectives; however, before continuing the discussion of the characteristics and 
idiosyncracies of generative collectives, the following will first examine the concept 
of generativity in more detail. 
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2.2 Existing Perspectives on Generativity

Generativity is defined generally as the ability to originate, produce or procreate 
(Webster, 2009). The term generativity was coined by the psychoanalyst Erik Erikson 
in 1950 to denote “a concern for establishing and guiding the next generation”, 
hence, it can be perceived as creativity between the generations, as trying to make 
a difference and to take care of one’s community and surroundings. 

Generativity has been applied repeatedly in the context of the social sciences and 
humanities, as evidenced by the abundant illustrations in Table 2.2. Table 2.2 is 
adapted from Avital and Te’eni (2009) and extended for the purpose of this paper by 
adding the notions of generative building (Kornberger and Clegg, 2004), generative 
learning (Yorks, 2005), generative systems (Zittrain, 2008) and generative fit (Avital 
and Te’eni, 2009). In what follows, each of these generativity concepts will be briefly 
explored.

Within psychology, Erikson (1950) articulated stages of psychosocial development 
in order to explain the eight stages of healthy human development. The stage of 
psychosocial generativity is the concern of establishing, nurturing, and guiding the 
next generation. Here generativity is not treated as mechanical reproduction, but 
rather as regeneration. Hence, psychosocial generativity is related to the vital human 
drive for continuity and rejuvenation through the next and hopefully further refined 
generation.  

Within linguistics, Chomsky (1972) developed the framework of generative grammar 
to develop a general theory of the deep structure of language which underlies the 
richness and variety of any natural language as well as its infinite expressive capacity. 
This deep structure of language, which consists of a finite set of rules, can generate 
infinite syntactical (re-)configurations. Hence, generative grammar implies infinite 
and incessant possibilities.  

Within organization science, Schön (1979) introduced the role of generative 
meta phor—a figurative description of a social or organizational situation which 
subsequently shapes the way in which problems are handled—as a mechanism by 
which one changes perspectives on the world and gains novel insights. Generative 
metaphors therefore help us create and enact the world around us. Hence, given 
that they represent images of envisioned future states, generative metaphors have 
transformative power to reshape and reframe existing social realities and conse-
quent actions.  
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Table 2.2 Applications of the Generativity Concept in Various Disciplines

Theory Discipline Generative Feature

Psychosocial 
generativity

Psychology (Erikson, 1950) A focus on productivity and creativity; the drive 
to rejuvenate and to reproduce

Generative grammar Linguistics (Chomsky, 
1972)

A finite set of rules that generate infinite 
syntactical configurations.

Generative metaphor Organization science 
(Schön, 1979)

A figurative description of social events by which 
we gain new perspectives and reframe attitudes 
and behaviors

Generative lexicon Lexical semantics/ 
Computer Science 
(Pustejovsky, 1991)

A focus on the distributed nature of 
compositionality in language; the multiplicity 
of word meaning; our ability to give an infinite 
number of senses to words through finite 
means.

Generative capacity Social psychology (Gergen, 
1994)

The ability of the individual to challenge the 
status quo and to transform social reality and 
social action. 

Generative schemes Architecture (Alexander, 
1996)

A set of simple instructions that allows anyone 
with basic skills to create a well-constructed 
artifact and gives rise to infinite variations.

Generative evolutionary 
design

Computer science (Frazer, 
2002)

Generating design concepts, which are capable 
of being expressed in a variety of forms in 
response to different environments.

Generative inquiry Social studies (Zandee, 
2004)

A recurring, reflective hermeneutic process 
that generates theoretical quantum leaps and 
offers a revitalization or reframing process of our 
epistemic stance.

Generative buildings Organization science 
(Kornberger and Clegg, 
2004)

An undefined space that invites its inhabitants 
to (ab)use and (re)define space in infinite ways.

Generative learning Educational science (Yorks, 
2005)

A form of learning that is necessary for 
transformational changes in practice, 
assumptions, and interpretive schema. 

Generative systems 
(generativity)

Internet law/ Computer 
science (Zittrain, 2008)

A system’s capacity to produce unanticipated 
change and innovation through unfiltered 
contributions from broad and varied audiences.

Generative fit Information systems (Avital 
and Te’eni, 2009)

An aspect of a system that enhances one’s 
generative capacity; one’s ability to produce 
novel configurations.
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Within lexical semantics and computer science, Pustejovsky (1991) developed 
generative lexicon as a theory of linguistic semantics which focuses on the distributed 
nature of compositionality in natural language. Pustejovsky aimed to offer a theoretical 
framework for understanding how humans are able to deploy a finite number of words 
in natural language in an unbounded number of contexts. Hence, generative lexicon is 
primarily concerned with the multiplicity of word meaning and the human ability to 
give an infinite number of senses to words in spite of a finite amount of words through 
reconfiguring.  

Within social psychology, Gergen (1994) introduced generative capacity to refer to 
a characteristic of a radical theory that unsettles common assumptions and opens 
up new possibilities or novel forms of action. Generative capacity is ‘the capacity to 
challenge the guiding assumptions . . . to raise fundamental questions . . . to foster 
reconsideration of that which is taken for granted, and thereby to generate fresh 
alternatives for social action’. Hence, generative capacity refers to the ability of a 
theory or idea to challenge the status quo, to imagine the unimaginable, and to 
subsequently transform and revolutionize social reality and social action.

Within architecture, Alexander (1996) identified generative schemes as atom-like 
building blocks of architectural designs. Generative schemes are sets of simple 
recipes that allow anyone with basic skills to create or assemble a well-built artifact 
or building object successfully. Despite their simplistic nature of the instructions, 
generative schemes enable the generation of infinite variations by means of high 
contextual sensitivity. The ability to rejuvenate and reconfigure in the light of 
changing environments and needs makes generative schemes timeless patterns in 
the deep structure of the human experience. 

Within computer science, Frazer developed generative evolutionary design as a method 
for the computer-assisted generation of potential solutions to wicked or ill-defined 
problems (Simon, 1969). Generative evolutionary design is focused on the generation 
or discovery of multiple novel design alternatives that evolve from one another into 
unique and unpredicted solutions. The generative design algorithm aims to trigger 
potential design alternative that are potentially inspiring to designers or design options 
whose main purpose is to challenge and revolutionize existing designs. 

Within social studies, Zandee (2004) introduced generative inquiry as an alternative 
to the rationally-structured theory development that she argues is dominant in 
social studies. Generative inquiry is an iterative hermeneutic process in which we 
move between reflection and experience, thereby shifting our attention to intuitive 
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experiences and a paradigmless indefinite reflection. Therefore, generative inquiry 
offers a rejuvenation process of our epistemic stance that can redefine our personal, 
professional, collective and social existence.

Within organization science, Kornberger and Clegg (2004) introduced the concept of 
generative buildings to refer to undefined spaces within organizations that invite their 
inhabitants to (ab)use and (re)define space according to the context and situation 
at hand, thereby allowing for infinite reconfigurations of space and function. 
Generative buildings provide the stage on which people can interact freely and enact 
their ideas creatively, which gives rise to the emergence of surprises.

Within educational science, Yorks (2005) uses the term generative learning to refer to 
a type of learning that is necessary for transformational changes in practice. Therefore 
generative learning resembles Argyris and Schön’s (1974) concept of double-loop 
learning, which involves the questioning and reframing of existing assumptions 
and interpretive schemes. 

Within the disciplines of Internet law and computer science, Zittrain (2008) uses 
the term generativity and generative systems (or technologies) to denote a system’s 
capacity to produce unanticipated change through unfiltered contributions from 
broad and varied audiences. Generative systems thus provide an open platform 
that invites people to tinker with it, hence, these systems foster innovation and 
disruption—i.e. revolutionizing. Furthermore, generative systems develop among 
large groups of people and therefore these systems provide an environment for new 
and best practices to spread and diversify further within them. 

Within information systems research, Avital and Te’eni (2009) coin the term 
genera tive fit, which is an attribute of a system and refers to the extent to which 
the functionality and process support of a (computer) system are designed to 
complement and enhance the generative capacity of its users. Systems with high 
generative fit help people realize their generative capacity and therefore systems 
with generative fit are more conducive to the production of new, ingenious (re-)
configurations and output.

In reviewing these multiple foundational conceptualizations of collectivity, the 
common denominators underlying all these conceptualizations are: (1) the 
production of novel or altering of existing configurations and possibilities (i.e. the 
ability rejuvenate and reconfigure); (2) the drive to reframe the way we see and 
understand the world (i.e. the ability to reframe); as well as (3) an attempt to challenge 
the normative status quo (i.e. revolutionize). 
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Furthermore, the above conceptualizations emphasize different dimensions of 
col lectives that are relevant to obtaining a holistic understanding of generative 
collec tives. Some conceptualization emphasize dimensions of cognition (Erikson, 
1950; Chomsky, 1972; Schön, 1979; Pustejovsky, 1991; Gergen, 1994; Zandee, 
2004; Yorks, 2005), other conceptualizations stress aspects of structure (Chomsky, 
1972) and/or technology (Alexander, 1996; Frazer, 2002; Kornberger and Clegg, 
2004; Zittrain, 2008; Avital and Te’eni, 2009). This implies that understanding the 
cognitive processes, structural configuration as well as technologies and artifacts 
that emerge from, evolve in, and entangle with Internet-based collectives is crucial 
for disentangling collective generative capacity.

In aiming to answer the overall research question, namely what dimensions of a 
collective affect its generative capacity, that is, in order to conceptualize generative 
collectives and differentiate between different levels of collective generative capacity, 
this study builds on the notion of generative capacity.7 Generative capacity comprises 
one’s ability to produce new configurations and possibilities, to reframe the way 
we see and understand the world and to challenge the normative status quo in a 
particular task-driven context (Avital and Te’eni, 2009), i.e. one’s ability to generate 
creative ideas that lead to innovation or produce overall value. In this thesis, the 
currently common conceptualization of generative capacity is extended beyond its 
original focus on the individual8 by integrating theories of generativity with theories 
of collectivity, through developing a theoretical framework of generative collectives 
and by directing attention toward the collective generative processes that occur 
within and between collectives.

In order to answer the sub-question regarding the technological dimensions that 
enhance collective generative capacity, I primarily build on the notions of generative 
systems (Zittrain, 2008) and generative fit (Avital and Te’eni, 2009). Generative 
systems and generative fit both describe an aspect or capacity of a system to produce 
unanticipated change and novel configurations, through evoking and enhancing 
people’s generative capacity. 

7 Generative capacity is inherently linked to creativity, yet, for a discussion of the fundamental differences 
between creativity and generative capacity, see Avital & Te’eni (2009).
8 The notion of generative capacity has its origins in psychology and hence does not consider the collective 
as a unit of analysis. 
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Table 2.4 Dimensions of Collectivity and Generativity for Further Theoretical and Empirical 
Exploration

Collectivity 	Structure (Durkheim, 1893; Fleck, 1935; Olson, 1965) 
	Cognition (Jung, 1953; Hutchins, 1990; Weick and Roberts, 1993; Lévy, 1994; 

Hargadon and Bechky, 2006; Erden et al., 2008)
	Technology (Hutchins, 1990; Lévy, 1994)

Generativity* 	Structure (Chomsky, 1972) 
	Cognition (Erikson, 1950; Chomsky, 1972; Schön, 1979; Pustejovsky, 1991; 

Gergen, 1994; Zandee; 2004; Yorks, 2005)
	Technology (Alexander, 1996; Frazer, 2002; Kornberger and Clegg, 2004; 

Zittrain, 2008; Avital and Te’eni, 2009).

* The terms “generativity” and “generative capacity” have been used interchangeably in this context. 

2.3 Merging Perspectives on Collectivity and Generativity

Based on the theoretical insights from this section, several motifs of collectivity and 
generativity are identified and summarized in Table 2.3 as follows, which jointly provide 
the foundation for our conceptualization of generative collectives in the next section.

Furthermore, based on the review of these conceptualizations of collectivity and ge-
nerativity, three dimensions of collectivity and generativity can be identified, which 
need to be explored empirically to obtain a holistic understanding of the functioning 
of generative collectives (see Table 2.4), namely structure, cognition and technology. 
In this context, it is important to note that despite the relevance of other dimensions 
of generative collectives, such as affective, social or political dimensions, this study 
focuses on the relationships between the structural configurations, socio-cognitive 
processes and technological support of collectives and their generative capacity 
given the prevalent emphasis on these three dimensions in the theories reviewed 
and summarized above. Furthermore, as will be further explored in the next chapter, 
the specific conceptualization and operationalization of structure and cognition in 
this study entails and embraces certain affective, social and political components. 

Table 2.3 Common Themes of Collectivity and Generativity

Collectivity 	Shared interests or goals
	Collective acts
	Mutual engagement, interaction, and exchange

Generativity* 	Producing new or altering existing configurations and possibilities 
(rejuvenating and reconfiguring) 

	Reframing the way we see and understand the world
	Challenging the status quo (revolutionizing)

* The terms “generativity” and “generative capacity” have been used interchangeably in this context. 




