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A B S T R A C T   

This essay argues that as a consequence of the projectified society there is a need to consider the individual as 
inherently different from what rational and administrative decision-making ontologies suggest. ’Homo Projec-
ticus’ is introduced as a new set of ontological assumptions, and the aim of this essay is to outline its characteristics 
and discuss its implications. In contrast to previous assumptions, we argue that the projectified society produces 
action seeking individuals who are guided by the notion that life is organized within multiple temporal contexts 
that both follow each other and exist in parallel. Thus, a key concern is how to create boundaries, or limits, in 
ways that enable action. Two key mechanisms are used: ‘time bracketing’ to define time limits, and ‘scope 
bracketing’ to define issues or tasks. Consequently, with an aim of completing tasks through appropriate actions, 
the rationality guiding decision-making and actions is ‘bounded by brackets’, which means that, in contrast to 
previous ontologies, the limits for rationality are created by the decision-makers themselves. Through bracketing, 
sensible segments are created, which enables action to be reached.   

1. Introduction 

In today’s society it is hard to imagine a business organization that 
never engages in projects. In a way, projects have become the modus 
operandi of contemporary businesses and, in recent decades, an 
increasingly common way to organize within the public sector. Lundin 
et al. (2015) described the present state in terms of a “project society” 
that has emerged due to a vast number of interrelated “push” and “pull” 
factors, where the intrinsic attractiveness of projects as a vehicle for 
action and change is presumably the most prevalent pull factor. 

As part of this development, projects have become an intrinsic way of 
thinking and acting that have penetrated all the way into people’s pri-
vate lives. It is no exaggeration, therefore, to say that projects today 
constitute a key vehicle for economic and social action and that we 
today live in a projectified society where projects have become a “human 
condition”, to use the vocabulary of Jensen et al. (2016:21). 

In this projectified society, projects lead to new projects that lead to 
other projects that lead to other projects; and at the center of all these 
projects is the individual who makes decisions for the future. With a 

mindset that has been shaped by the projectified society, people make 
global large-scale decisions that, for example, impact the future of our 
children, cutting across every aspect of the 17 UN goals, as well as small 
personal decisions that could be focused on decluttering, following the 
advice given by Gretchen Rubin (2009) in her book “The happiness 
project”. Large or small, global or local, it is clear that projects and the 
decisions they involve play a key role at multiple levels in today’s so-
ciety. Given the impact and omnipresence of projects, it is not 
far-fetched to ask which ontological consequences this “new” projec-
tified have led to. 

In this essay, we propose that to capture modern conceptions about 
organizing and decision-making in the projectified society, there is a 
need to reconsider previous ontological assumptions about the nature of 
human rationality. The new assumptions will be discussed under the 
label ‘Homo projecticus’1, and the aim of this essay is to outline its char-
acteristics and discuss its implications. 
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2. The Need for a New Ontology 

One of the key foundations of social science theories is a set of as-
sumptions about the nature of being and existence. According to Guba 
and Lincoln (1994), these assumptions are triggered by the following 
questions: ‘What is the nature of reality?’ and ‘What can be known about 
it?’. With a ‘philosophy of science’ terminology, these assumptions are 
‘ontological’, and it is from them that epistemological considerations 
and methodological choices should logically follow. Despite the 
importance of these assumptions for social science at large, they are not 
always explicit in, for example, the framework of a certain theory, but 
nevertheless inherently present in both the process and outcome of 
research. 

In studies of projects, however, ontological assumptions have not 
generated major interest or been a common topic of inquiry, although 
there are exceptions, of course. Two notable examples that have pushed 
the boundaries are Jensen et al. (2016) and van der Hoorn & Whitty 
(2015), both of which provide reflections on the impact the projectified 
society has had on ontological assumptions and individuals’ actions. 
Still, in most project studies, considerations and verbalization of onto-
logical assumption rarely go beyond adherence to somewhat sweeping 
categories like objectivism, pragmatism, or subjectivism. Despite the 
potential that these categories have to provide insights into the 
perceived nature of existence, they say very little about some key as-
sumptions about human rationality and decision-making which are not 
only central to the project domain but, over the years, have played a key 
role in both administrative and economic theory. However, these two 
grand theoretical areas have used different ontological assumptions 
about the nature of human rationality in general and decision-making in 
particular. 

A rational decision-making ontology was first proposed by John 
Stuart Mill and mainly used in economic theory. It is a model for human 
behavior that portrays actors who are unswervingly rational and who 
have full knowledge of possible alternatives with a capacity to also fully 
understand the consequences of those alternatives. The model of the 
decision-maker, called “homo economicus”, only chooses alternatives 
that are optimal and thus makes decisions that will maximize utility 
function. However, this is not a very realistic set of assumptions for 
theories trying to encompass processual aspects of organizations. Simon 
(1946) was among the first to acknowledge the limitations of the ra-
tionality assumed in economic theory and the weakness of such as-
sumptions for administrative and organization theory. Empirical 
research has also shown that individuals are not rational, partly due to 
lack of mental capabilities, partly due to the role emotions and morality 
play in life, and partly due to a lack of rational aspirations in the pure 
economic sense. Without going further into the critique of economic 
rationality (for a more elaborate discussion of these matters, see, for 
example, March 1994), it can be concluded that although assumptions 
about fully rational decision-making might prove to be useful in certain 
areas of economic theory, this set of assumptions do not help us to 
improve our understanding of decision-making and organizational life 
as it really happens. 

Simon (1947) outlined an alternative view of the nature of human 
rationality, aiming to explain decision-making as it happens, and also to 
build an administrative theory. Simon’s starting point was the fact that 
decision-makers are not aware of all possible alternatives and do not 
have full knowledge of all the consequences connected to the different 
alternatives. Instead of being rational, decision-makers exhibit ‘bounded 
rationality’, and instead of choosing the most optimal alternative, they 
choose an alternative that satisfies their needs. Decisions reached 
accordingly are bound not to be rational in the sense used in economic 
theory, which means that Simon’s decision-maker is okay with an 
outcome that is ‘good enough’. 

Assuming that organizations are populated with Simon’s decision- 
maker, rather than fully rational decision-makers, is undoubtedly a 
more appropriate and realistic point of departure for organizational 

analysis. Plenty of studies over the last 70 years have also proven Si-
mon’s point in making decision-processes the core of administrative 
theory rather than rational economic choices. This was also the start of a 
successful and profound development of behavioral decision theory, to 
which A Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Cyert and March, 1963), is a key 
contribution. 

Even though the ontological assumptions of administrative theory 
can be interpreted as being a severe criticism of those of economic 
theory, the two nevertheless have some characteristics in common. They 
both concentrate upon decision-making in one way or another and tend 
to disregard the full impact of contexts outside the limited (decision) 
problem at hand. Even though economic theory assumes full rationality 
and knowledge on all alternatives, and administrative theory is built on 
the assumption of ‘bounded rationality’, experiences and learning, this is 
not the same as contextual dependency in decision-making. Concen-
trating on decision-making as such means that less attention is paid to 
the actions carried out after the decision, or the wider social or orga-
nizational context where decisions are being made. It is assumed that 
decisions are best understood as a single point in time and space and that 
they cause appropriate actions. 

Furthermore, disregarding the wider organizational context implies 
that context is virtually stable or less important for decisions made at a 
specific point in time. In other words, ‘full rationality’ and ‘bounded 
rationality’ are assumptions within stable administrative systems. 
Therefore, explanations of how decisions are made in these two ontol-
ogies are in fact explanations of how bureaucratic decisions are made by 
bureaucrats that exist in organizational settings presumed to survive 
into the foreseeable future, containing recurrent activities attended to 
by the decision-makers. 

Nonetheless, in the projectified society, most organizational settings 
are not of this type. The obvious case is a project that is known at the 
outset to be terminated at a specific point in time in the future. A setting 
that is perhaps less obvious, but of major importance for the argument 
presented here, is that of the individual who in practice works with a 
number of delimited and also parallel issues, rather than one set of 
‘eternal’ activities. Although the individual is responsible for recurrent 
(and eternal) activities such as budgeting, accounting, or training, his/ 
her working life is organized around a number of issues with beginnings 
and endings. Issues of this kind are typically substantial rather than 
formal (for example, designing a new accounting procedure for sub-
sidiaries rather than annual accounting) and context-dependent rather 
than context-independent. Bengtsson et al. (2007) described this as a 
coordination challenge. They analyzed coordination as a basic feature of 
organized action and how coordination can be defined in different ways 
depending on context variables such as complexity and ambiguity. This 
is a comprehensive feature of business and organizations today. Thus, in 
a wider perspective, the need to reconsider previous ontologies could be 
seen as a way of better depicting the current and future challenges of 
organizing. 

However, it is important to note that temporality is not given; it is 
something agreed upon by involved actors. In this sense, projects, 
temporary organizations, and tasks are, as Winch (2014) described 
them, determinate. Thus, behavior can be expected to be different in 
temporal contexts than in situations where actors agree that the context 
is permanent, or indeterminate. However, the latter is only ‘true’ on an 
aggregated level. In practice, both determinate and indeterminate con-
texts are built up by a constant flow of temporal issues that involve in-
dividual decision-makers. 

So far, this general notion on temporal aspects of organized life has 
not been transformed into new, or renewed, ontological assumptions. 
However, to build ’new theories’ that capture the essence of organizing 
and how decisions happen in the projectified society, we argue that 
there is a need for an alternative take. 
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3. Action Between Beginnings and Endings 

The suggestion to leave behind the ontological assumptions of both 
economic and administrative theory is a bold one and requires a shift to 
a new interpretation of human nature under a new label fit for the 
projectified society. Unlike previous assumptions, human rationality is 
guided by the general notion that life is organized in multiple temporal 
contexts that both follow each other and exist in parallel. In other words, 
life is organized around multiple ’beginnings’ and ’endings’. 

As mentioned, most individuals today tend to organize and think of 
several aspects of our lives as distinct activities. What the distinctions 
are, and which distinctions we are able and willing to make, are 
certainly affected by cognitive capabilities and by relations to other 
people. Further, the distinctions can be perceived as part of a mechanism 
for how sense is made of the world, and how individuals organize 
themselves. 

Distinct activities also tend to be designated with a beginning, and 
since very few activities are considered ’eternal’, they are also assigned 
an end. Since these activities have been designated with some measure 
of distinction, with a beginning, and with an end, it is also implied that 
they are, in various respects, separable not only from each other – that is, 
from other activities, but also in time. 

As individuals, we describe these separable activities and evaluate 
them ex post as accomplishments. By evaluating in this way, we simul-
taneously stress the fact that the activities have finished and can be, 
perhaps entirely, discarded and that attention can be directed towards 
other matters. As individuals, we also feel relieved when we can put 
anything that we describe as activities behind us. This relief arises from 
the fact that we are done with that particular activity, and partly from 
the fact that we are now free to do something else, such as concentrating 
on other activities on our agenda being carried out in parallel or initi-
ating something completely new. 

Beginnings and endings need to be in balance, at least in the long run; 
otherwise, the world would soon overflow with things that are initiated 
but never terminated. Even though they need to be in balance, it should 
be noted that beginnings and endings cannot necessarily be regarded as 
symmetrical in relation to the activity. A beginning indicates that ac-
tivities will be planned and executed, while endings are a sign of ac-
tivities that have been carried out and accumulated to an 
accomplishment. In order to avoid discontinuing the comparison with 
projects and project management, it might be said that a project man-
ager prescribes beginnings to activities by project start-ups and endings 
by project termination. 

The tendency to think in terms of beginnings and endings is of pro-
found importance for projects and for project work. It makes it easy for 
individuals to accept and to internalize project work at an intra- 
individual level. The rationale for the rationality inherently involved 
in engineering projects, to take that group of projects as an example, is 
self-evident without further argumentation. The task of the engineering 
project is to get things done in an efficient way and on time, and that is 
something that most individuals can subscribe to as being valuable. The 
profound importance of beginnings and endings is also evident in clas-
sical studies of project teams. A well-known example is the work by 
Gersick (1988, 1989), in which she shows how mental orientation to 
beginnings and ending can create sudden revision of the ’framework for 
performance’, and thus influences group behavior and individuals ap-
proaches to their work. 

So, if work-life and life at large is lived between beginnings and 
endings, it is relevant to assume that a considerable amount of time will 
be devoted to start-up, implement, and terminate issues. This is not to 
say that instrumentality works in the sense that everything between a 
beginning and an end is plannable, but rather that individuals will use a 
’phase-theory’ to get things done. 

In such a context, decisions will not be of primary interest and 
neither will the search for economic rationality or satisfactory choices. 
In the projectified society it is, so to speak, not primarily a decision-maker 

but an action-seeker that needs to be understood and depicted. We call 
this this action-seeker homo projecticus. How to enable actions, how to 
act, and why to act, are important questions to consider in any temporal 
context. Thus, it becomes important to find ways to make the world 
understandable, to find means for outlining what matters and what 
needs to be done (that is, what actions to perform). 

However, homo projecticus focus on action does not imply irratio-
nality. It is simply a question of how rationality is gained. Whereas 
economic theory assumes decisions to be fully rational and adminis-
trative theory finds rationality limited, in the projectified society ra-
tionality is reached by focusing on action within certain temporal 
contexts whilst overlooking others. It can be argued that decisions are 
one type of action, and that every action can and must be connected to a 
decision to act. In such a way, any action theory is also a theory of 
decision-making. Thus, in the projectified society the focus is to find out 
how action should be organized and, as previously mentioned, therefore 
mechanisms are utilized to make the world interpretable in such terms 
that can guide actions. 

4. Bracketing as a Means to Facilitate Action 

So far, the focus has been on describing the prerequisites, or basis, for 
a new ontology that builds on an action-seeking behavior between be-
ginnings and endings. Consequently, one major concern for homo pro-
jecticus is how to set those beginnings and endings, or, in other words, 
how to create containers or segments, limited in ways that facilitate 
action. 

This concern includes two different, but related, questions. The first 
is how homo projecticus temporally defines time limits and the second 
how issues or tasks are delimited. Two key mechanisms are used to 
establish those boundaries or limits; ‘time bracketing’ for defining time 
limits, and ‘scope bracketing’ for defining issues or tasks. 

Time bracketing is a general mechanism that guides the interpretation 
of time. Setting a time bracket means that either a beginning or an end is 
created. This calls for an interpretation of history and also for a 
conception of future, which is not done in a random manner. At every 
given ’now’, there are several issues that call for attention. Issues can be 
acute problems, renewal projects, technological solutions, building 
projects, upcoming budget-meetings, decisions calling for some kind of 
attention, and so on. Issues are not given. For each of these issues, it is 
necessary to look into the past to try to figure out the history of the issue, 
and into the future to find some possible or achievable outcomes of the 
issue. 

There might be a number of institutional rules or action-patterns 
available that clarify how and why time brackets should be set. This is 
not much of a problem in, for example, construction projects, as pro-
cedures are well known in the industry, but this might be a major dif-
ficulty for, say, a change project within large corporations. Still, time 
bracketing has to be done, otherwise it will be difficult to attend to the 
issue. As discussed earlier, setting the end-bracket might be done 
differently from defining the beginning. Miles (1964) suggested a 
number of mechanisms for ending an issue; for example, the project or 
issue can be ended at a certain date, or when a certain result is accom-
plished, or when all actors have officially left. Usually, creating time 
brackets is a social and interactive process. There is a need for social 
agreements, typically from team members, managers, or stakeholders in 
general, depending on what kind of context it is. 

If time bracketing is a way of defining beginnings and endings, then 
scope bracketing is the mechanism for delimiting tasks. This is to say that 
the definition of time is not enough to make action possible. The issue, 
task, or project must include a number of ‘scope’ criteria. These involve 
definition on action areas due to the subject at hand, such as whether it 
is a production issue, an accounting issue, or a marketing issue, or any 
other issue that is relevant, even one dealing with family and friends. 
Scope bracketing is necessary since it facilitates action and makes the 
world understandable. Once a scope is defined, it is also possible to 
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design appropriate actions (or make decisions) since scope bracketing 
includes defining an end state to be achieved. 

Like time bracketing, scope bracketing may also involve institutional-
ized ways to go about it, but it might also be a question of negotiation 
and competition between actors and “issues“. Institutionalized rules or 
experiences will link one particular issue to past experiences or future 
events as it connects what is inside the brackets with relevant similar 
issues that have been organized in the past or will be in the future. 
Again, this may be easily done in some settings, such as when architects 
define their task, but for unique efforts, there may be lengthy discussions 
on how to define the issue. In still other cases, models (such as strategy- 
development models) may be used to finally agree upon what to do. 
Some institutional contexts contain strict processes for scope bracketing 
while others do not. Some contexts may have a strict hierarchy defining 
which positions have the final word on scope bracketing. As for time 
bracketing, scope bracketing includes social agreements since most is-
sues require the cooperation of several individuals. It is important to 
note that scope bracketing also includes the creation of commitment and 
the allocation of resources (such as people and economic resources) to 
the issue. 

Thus, both time bracketing and scope bracketing are key mechanisms 
that enable actions. Out of ’chaos’, a number of contained areas, or 
segments, are created by homo projecticus through the bracketing mech-
anisms. Compared to economic and administrative theory, decision- 
making and the carrying out of action is highly dependent on the ca-
pacity of the decision-maker to create brackets. Actions (and decisions) 
are performed as part of contexts and sequences, not as individual de-
cision points. Appropriate action is what contributes to the end state or 
goal, not what is most beneficial due to calculations made in relation to 
individual decision points. 

Two aspects of bracketing are worth clarifying at this point. First, 
bracketing does not only involve projects or assignments part of an or-
ganization’s formal agenda. Our point is that bracketing is used on an 
individual, as well as organizational, level to make a complex world 
manageable and, thus, to facilitate goal-oriented action. Similar basic 
bracketing mechanisms are used in the private sphere with many short 
time issues, such as grocery shopping or travel preparations, and in the 
public sphere when planning a major construction project or industrial 
renewal initiative. Second, when we have outlined these bracketing 
mechanisms, they might appear as always being clearly and sharply 
defined, which is not necessarily the case. Brackets can be ambiguous, 
blurry and changeable. More so in some situations and contexts that are 
less formal, and less so when applied on organizational and formal is-
sues. However, brackets can, even though they are unclear and under 
negotiation, still reduce complexity and facilitate action. 

Table 1 outlines the distinctive characteristics, differences, and sim-
ilarities among the three sets of ontological assumptions: The economic 
decision-maker with full rationality, The administrative decision-maker 
with bounded rationality, and the projectified decision-maker (or homo 
projecticus) who is bounded by brackets. 

5. Homo Projecticus in Context 

As initially argued, we believe that there is a need to reconsider the 
ontological assumption in the projectified society. Where many tasks 
require attention, bracketing is a key mechanism to create appropriate 
contained areas for action. We have exemplified contexts where this 
projectified decision-making (i.e., homo projecticus) can be found; it can 
be in private life as well as in a professional or industrial environment. It 
is important to reiterate that these new assumptions are not only 
applicable to individuals and decision-making with projects as a formal 
organizational form. Homo projecticus is definitely well fit for the pro-
jectified organization with many tasks being organized in parallel as 
projects or defined assignments, but this is not the only habitat for this 
ontology. 

Consequently, an important strength of homo projecticus is the 

capacity to create projects (or issues). That involves being able to define 
meaningful time brackets and scope brackets, segments that subse-
quently trigger action and make coordinated action both possible and 
required, wherever needed. This is not always easily done, but an 
important outcome of bracketing ability is the reduction of organiza-
tional complexity. A world that is overly complex and difficult to un-
derstand is turned into several manageable, understandable, and 
defined areas where action can be designed and decisions made in 
relation to an outcome or goal. 

Related to the reduction of complexity is the reduction of uncer-
tainty. By reducing complexity, it is also easier to connect certain action 
alternatives to outcomes. Thus, the decision-making process is bounded 
by the brackets set by decision-makers and not by a general incapacity to 
act rationally. 

However, the ontology of homo projecticus is not without challenges. 
One obvious challenge that follows from the ability to reduce complexity 
and uncertainty through bracketing is the risk of overlooking important 
conditions or action consequences that are outside the contained areas. 
Appropriate action is designed to achieve a defined goal or outcome, but 
this action may simultaneously have long-term effects that are not 
considered. In other words, while bracketing enables action, the 
brackets can also become blinders that prevent decision-makers from 
seeing the bigger picture, a common challenge in the projectified soci-
ety. It could be unforeseen ethical consequences or consequences related 
to sustainability occurring as a long-term, or parallel, effect of the ac-
tions taken. 

Finally, it should be noted that decision-making in the projectified 
society is active in terms of creating the necessary conditions for 

Table 1 
Three sets of ontological assumptions regarding human rationality   

The economic 
decision-maker 

The administrative 
decision-maker 

The projectified 
decision-maker 

Limits of 
rationality 

Fully rational Bounded rationality Bounded by brackets 

Aim To make 
decisions that will 
maximize utility 
function 

To make decisions 
which are 
“satisficing” rather 
than maximizing 

To get the job done 
through appropriate 
actions 

Information 
processing 

No limit to the 
collection of 
information and 
information 
processing 

Limited time and 
resources to collect 
and process 
information 

Collection and 
processing of 
information is 
situated in a temporal 
reality between 
brackets 

Knowledge Has full 
knowledge of the 
problem or 
decision situation 

Because full 
knowledge is never 
possible, 
knowledge is 
always fragmented, 
limited and 
dependent on 
learning 
capabilities 

Has knowledge based 
on the (theoretical) 
planned delivery and 
achievements at the 
time of decision 

Decision 
process 

Selects the best of 
all possible 
alternatives. 
Thus, decisions 
are optimal in 
terms of making 
the best possible 
choice. 

Because 
consequences of 
alternatives occur 
in the future (full of 
complexities and 
uncertainties), and 
without full 
information, 
consequences are 
impossible to 
predict accurately. 
Therefore, 
decisions are made 
on a good-enough 
basis. 

Creates time brackets 
and scope brackets to 
facilitate action. Base 
actions on an analysis 
of potential 
consequences of 
alternatives for the 
future 
accomplishment with 
the limitations built 
into the plan and 
overall initial 
assumptions. 
Therefore, decisions 
are made as part of an 
action-oriented 
process to reach a 
goal.  
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decisions and actions. In this way, the nature of the limits of rationality 
is quite different from previous ontologies. While decision-making in 
administrative theory is limited by “intellectual capabilities”, decision- 
making in the projectified society is limited by the conditions created 
by the decision-makers themself. Still, in the projectified society things 
must be done, and it is through bracketing that conditions for action are 
created and ‘Homo projecticus’ gets things done. 
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temporary organizations. Söderholm has also been a guest researcher at Stanford Uni-
versity, Royal Institute of Technology, and Åbo Akademi University. He was the rector of 
the Umeå School of Business between 2000-2003. 

M. Jacobsson and A. Söderholm                                                                                                                                                                                                             

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/optGIlW7xMDG6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/optGIlW7xMDG6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/optGIlW7xMDG6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0263-7863(21)00128-9/sbref0013

	An Essay on ‘Homo Projecticus’: Ontological Assumptions in the Projectified Society
	1 Introduction
	2 The Need for a New Ontology
	3 Action Between Beginnings and Endings
	4 Bracketing as a Means to Facilitate Action
	5 Homo Projecticus in Context
	References


