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ABSTRACT 

This paper discusses the concept of an “actor’s emerging-object-of-activity” and its potential use towards increased 

understanding and learning of the complexity of organizational change management in organizations. The argument 

that organizations, as activity systems, offers managers of organizational change an antidote to simplistic 

interpretations of the nature of individual knowledge and action, and organizational cultures and competencies was 

critically appraised. Paths for understanding the hidden challenges posed by actors’ emerging objects of activities” in 

the management of new organizational practices are hypothesized. It is concluded that by recognizing the importance 

of human interpretive activity to organizational change, the role of organizational influences in conditioning such 

interpretive activity will be understood and managed.  

Keywords: Organizational change management; Organizational activity system; Interpretive activity; Emerging-
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Introduction 

One of the most important challenges facing organization’s today is the ability of their 
managers to acknowledge and appreciate cultural values, practices, and subtleties in different 
parts of the world. This is based on the realization that while globalization opens many 
opportunities for business, it also creates major challenges that managers have to contend in 
their efforts to exploit such opportunities. Most experts in international business agree that for 
organizations to succeed in global business there is the need for their managers to have the 
flexibility to respond positively and effectively to evolving organizational practices and values 
that may be drastically different from what they are accustomed to. This raises the issue of how 
managers can understand and manage the way their employees’ sub-conscious activities (i.e. 
wildfire activities) influence the organization’s objective, when such employees are engaged in 
new work practices. A manager understanding such employee-work-related issue is of relative 
importance during the organizational change process. By viewing an employee’s work activity 
alongside Leontiev’s (1974) lenses, managers can learn to understand that undertaking such 
employee work activity will entail an attempt by the employee to transform a need (both self-
oriented and organization-oriented) into the organization’s set objective or goals. This is 
because, the goal of the employee’s action can be perceived through Leontiev’s (1974) lenses as 
the conscious mental representation of the outcome to be achieved by the employee. As such, 
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the realization of employee work-related activity could be deemed as goal-oriented actions 
with each action having a unique history that managers need to understand and be able to 
manage. Therefore, in this paper, the signification of the concept of “actors’ emerging objects of 
activities” in understanding the complexity that is normally associated with the 
implementation and management of new (transformed) organizational practices is discussed.  
An attempt is made to understand the influence of wildfire-activity formation in an actor’s sub-
consciousness on the process of learning and managing new organizational practices, but 
which phenomenon remains unexplored. Paths for understanding the hidden challenges posed 
to managers of change by such wildfire-activities” are then hypothesized. The purpose is to 
provide an understanding on employee’s sub-conscious work activities (or emerging-object-of-
activity), and how such understanding can be used towards increased learning of the 
complexity of organizational change and the management of the work environment. In this 
regard, the following question raised: (i) To what extent have we really sought to understand 
the possible formation of wildfire activities (Engeström, 2006) in an actor’s sub-consciousness 
and which goes unnoticed in the process of learning new organizational practices? (ii) In the 
act of implementing and managing new practices models during the organizational 
transformation processes, how can change managers learn to understand the dynamics of this 
sub-conscious wildfire activity and its pervasion in the mediation process relative to the 
subject of activity (actors) and the objective for the activity?  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Organization may emerge through conversation, but they do not emerge for the sake of 
conversation. They emerge and continue to exist in order to produce goods, services, or less 
clearly definable outcomes for clients or users (Engeström, 2004). In this regard, many 
attempts have been made to identify the root causes of the problems associated with 
organizational learning and to show a way forward (Virkkunen & Kuutti, 2000). The vagueness 
of the key concept “organization” is a major hindrance to progress (Schmidt, 1994). 
Researchers have tried to cope with this problem in different ways (Virkkunen & Kuutti, 2000). 
Some based their argument on mentalistic analogies of individual learning (e.g., Huber, 1991; 
Dodgson, 1993; Jones, 1995). Others, although speaking about “organizational learning”, focus 
on a more limited unit of analysis within an organization such as a management team or an 
organizational routine or concentrate only on a specific aspect of the organization, for instance 
its corporate culture. Some writers proposed that other concepts, such as “knowledge system” 
(Pentland, 1995), “community of practice” (Brown & Duguid, 1991; Hendry, 1996) or activity 
system (Blackler, 1993; Løwendahl & Haanes, 1997) should be used in analyzing organizational 
learning (Virkkunen & Kuutti, 2000). Thompson (2004), proposed the concept of “emerging 
object of activities”.  Thompson (2004) argued that since organizations (as subsets of society) 
offer employees just some number of possible images and symbols to live with and live by, then 
the continuing enactment of organizational life is a process that draws on both organizational 
and non-organizational components. Thompson’s (2004) position is in tandem with Leontiev’s 
(1974) observation that an organizational activity is oriented by the transformation of a need 
into an objective (or motive), and as such actions are fundamental components of activities and 
are subordinate to specific goals. This is based on the premise that the goal of an action is a 
conscious mental representation of the outcome to be achieved (i.e. by a subject of an 
organizational activity) with its function being the orientation of the action. The implication 
here is that, activities are realized as goal-oriented actions, and as such, each organizational 
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activity has a history of its own and a historical analysis of this development is thus often 
needed in order to understand existing developmental situation of the organizational activity.  

METHODOLOGY 

Data has been collected by a traditional literature. To cover as much information as possible in 
the literature review a number of different databases and search tools were used. These 
included Informaworld, Science direct, SAGE Journals online, Academic Search Elite, SCIRUS, 
Scopus, Oxford Journals, CSA, WEB of science, Google Scholar, Pubmed and Ergonomic 
abstracts. Different combinations of the following search words were used: activity system, 
interpretive activity; emerging-object-of-activity, subconscious activity, wildfire activity, 
organizational activity, organizational change, change management. Relatively few relevant 
articles were primarily identified and compiled. After reading the articles 29 of them were 
finally judged as relevant enough for the purpose of this study. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The results obtained from the data analysis are appraised and discussed under the following 
three themes: (i) Wildfire activities as emerging objects of activity, (ii) Understanding actors’ 
emerging objects of activity, (iii) Actors and activity realization in organizations, and (iv) 
Making visible actors emerging objects of activity. 

WILDFIRE ACTIVITIES AS EMERGING OBJECTS OF ACTIVITY 

There are various views and perspectives that tried to answer to the question “what is an 
activity?” Before discussing such perspective variations, the contextual interpretation of the 
concept of activity is firstly appraised. Such appraisal is important because such contextual 
clarification will put into perspective the possible shifts in meanings ascribed to the notion of 
activity. According to Leontiev (1974), activity is a molar and non-additive unit of the life of a 
material subject. He noted that in a narrower and more psychological sense, activity is a unit of 
life mediated by mental reflection whose real function is to orient the subject to the world of 
objects. Leontiev (1974) viewed activity as a system possessing structure, inner 
transformations, conversions, and development. Leontiev explained that the basic or 
constituting characteristics of activity is its objectivity, with the term “objectless activity” being 
devoid of any meaning. He clarified that even though an activity may seem objectless, scientific 
investigation of an activity necessarily required that its object is discovered. Leontiev clarified 
that:  

Nowhere was activity marked as to which science it belongs to. Besides, scientific 

experiments show that isolating activity as an object of someone’s specific sphere of 

knowledge, “praxeology”, cannot be justified. Just like all empirically given reality, 

activity is studied by various sciences; it is possible to study the physiology of 

activity, but just as proper is it to study it in political economics or in sociology, for 

example (Leontiev 1978, p. 55).  
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Leontiev (1974) explained that the original ideas that brought Vygotsky to the problem of the 
origin of internal psychic activity in external activity differ principally from the theoretical 
concepts of other authors who were his contemporaries. He pointed out that these ideas of 
Vygotsky came from an analysis of the features of specifically human activity – work activity; 
productive activity carried on with tools, activity that is indigenously social (i.e. develops only 
under conditions of cooperation and sharing by people). It is based on this idea that Engeström 
(1987) viewed the structure of an activity to be constrained by cultural factors, such as 
conventions (rules) and social strata (division of labor), and which calls attention to the 
mediational role of the community and that of social structures including the division of labor 
and established procedures. Based on these perspectives, Miettinen (1997) has argued that the 
study of activity ceased to be the psychology of an individual and instead focuses on the 
interaction between an individual, systems of artifacts and other individuals in historically 
developing institutional settings. As Bardram (1997) explained, an activity consists of several 
actions, and each action also consists of several operations. in this wise, Adams, Edmond, and 
ter Hofstede (2003) have noted that an action is a single task performed to achieve a self-
contained, pre-conceived result relevant to the overall activity, whilst operations are the work 
functions or routines within each action determined by the actual conditions and contexts of 
the action during its performance. As Leontiev (1974) clarified, it is the community of the 
macrostructure of external practical activity and internal activity that theoretically allows it to 
be analyzed by abstracting it initially from the form in which it occurs. In his arguments, he 
noted that separate concrete types of activity may differ among themselves according to 
various characteristics: according to their form, according to the methods of carrying them out, 
according to their emotional intensity, according to their time and space requirements, and 
also according to their physiological mechanisms, among others. Leontiev (1978) noted that 
the main thing that distinguished one activity from another is the difference in their objects, 
and hence, it is exactly the object of an activity that gives it a determined direction. In this wise, 
“the object of an activity is its true motive, and this motive may be understood to be either 
material or ideal, either present in perception or existing only in the imagination or in thought 
(Leontiev, 1978). Based on this perspective, it is of interest to understand the true motives that 
belie an actor’s pursuant of his/her “transformed” organizational activity as defined by new 
(transformed) organizational practices. Thus to explain an actor’s true motive for an 
organizational activity will require an understanding of the associated wildfire activities 
(Engeström, 2005), and the actor’s “emerging object of activity” in the pursuant of his/her 
“transformed” organizational activity.    

UNDERSTANDING ACTORS’ EMERGING OBJECTS OF ACTIVITY 

The significance of the organizational activity theoretical orientation was highlighted by 
Engeström (1987, 1990) when he applied the localized formulation of activity theory to the 
study of organizational activities of both individuals and groups. In pursuance of this, 
Engeström (2001) noted that a theory of expansive learning (Engeström, 1987) has been 
developed within the framework of organizational cultural-historical activity theory. According 
to Engeström, the driving force behind this is that the idea of internal contradictions as the 
driving force of change and development in activity systems has gained its due status as a 
guiding principle of empirical research. In this respect, Engeström (2001) emphasized the need 
for the development of conceptual tools to understand the dialogue, multiple perspectives, and 
networks of interacting organizational activity system. Blackler (1993) has argued that the 
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theory of organizations as activity systems offers managers an antidote to simplistic 
interpretations of the nature of individual knowledge and action, and organizational cultures 
and competencies. Applied to management and organization studies, activity theory analyses 
expertise by exploring how people achieve their knowing and doing. The approach points to 
the recurrent and embedded nature of human activities, the tentative nature of knowledge and 
its action orientation and the significance for collective learning of the tensions that inevitably 
develop within and between activity systems. According to Blackler, Crump, and McDonald 
(1999), each new work system involves as well as depends on the development of new 
practices and conceptions of activity. While management can provide new terminologies, 
procedures and technologies, changes in people’s underlying sense of their activities are likely 
to be more difficult to achieve (Blackler et al., 1999). This insight has important implications 
for the application of such theories of emergence to organizations. Having recognized the 
importance of human interpretive activity to organizational life, the role of organizational as 
well as non-organizational influences in conditioning all such interpretive activity in the 
organizational arena might need to be understood. The acquisition of such broad 
understanding will therefore, require a prior understanding on the issues of expansive 
visibilization (Engeström, 1999), discourse, mediation, and synergism in the organizational 
activity system. By drawing on the views of Kast and Rosenzweig (1985) relative to the notion 
that interrelatedness suggests a social system, an organization can be classified as an entity 
that consist of the following components: - goal-oriented arrangements (containing people 
with a purpose); psychosocial systems (with people interacting in groups); technological 
systems (with people using knowledge and techniques); and an integration of structured 
activities (with people working together in patterned relationships). Using this classification, 
organizations can be viewed as an entity that provides a socially constructed context for 
actions, because as people act practically, they interpret and negotiate such contexts. 
Therefore, the interpretations that people accord such context go on to demonstrate their 
resilience, and such resilience can and do change. Based on these perspectives, it becomes 
apparent that the appropriate unit for analyzing organizational knowledge need not be an 
aggregate of beliefs or rules, but rather a complex of routines, improvisations, setting 
conditions, and (often implicit) contextual understandings of the historical and sociocultural 
frame of organizational activities (Sanda, 2006).  

Activities in organizations are realized as individuals and cooperative actions, as well as chains 
and networks of such actions, both of which are related to each other by the same overall 
objective and motive. In the same vein, a distinction can be made from one activity to another 
according to their motive. Organizational activities can, therefore, be categorized into three 
levels. These are the activity level, the action level and the operation level. Based on this 
categorization, an organizational activity is viewed to consist of actions or chains of actions, 
which in turn consist of operations. Actions are fundamental components of activities and are 
subordinate to specific goals. But as it is explained by Leontiev (1974), actions are not special 
“units” that are included in the structure of activity. Human activity does not exist except in the 
form of action or a chain of actions. The goal of an action is a conscious mental representation 
of the outcome to be achieved with its function being the orientation of the action. Thus if the 
actions that constitute activity are mentally subtracted from the activity, then nothing will be 
left of activity. As such, different actions may be undertaken to meet the same goal. This then 
implies that activities are realized as goal-oriented actions. Operations are execution ways of 
actions. They correspond with the way of goal achievement and are directly determined by the 
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objective conditions in which the goal is given and has to be achieved. Operations may become 
routinised and unconscious with practice, but as Leontiev (1978) clarifies;  

There is frequently no difference between the terms action and operation. In the 

context of psychological analysis of activity, however, distinguishing between 

them is absolutely necessary. Actions, as has already been said, are related to 

goals, operations to conditions. Let us assume that the goal remains the same; 

conditions in which it is assigned, however, change. Then it is specifically and only 

the operational content of the action that change (Leontiev, 1978, p. 78).  

Thus activity is usually accomplished by a certain complex of actions subordinated to particular 
goals that may be isolated from the general goal. What happens under these circumstances is 
that the role of the general purpose of the activity is fulfilled by a perceived motive for the 
activity which is transformed owing to its being perceived as a motive (goal) (Leontiev, 1978). 
One of the questions that arise here is that of goal formation. Leontiev (1978) related this 
question to the fact that only the area of objectively adequate purposes depends on the motive 
of the activity. This subjective isolation of goals, (i.e. perception of immediate result, the 
achievement of which realizes a given activity which is capable of satisfying a need objectivized 
in its motive), presents in itself a special process whose study is now being given premium in 
cultural-historical activity theory research (e.g. Thompson, 2004). For example, in the event of 
new practices implementation in organizations, the purposes of subjects’ activities are given in 
objective circumstances, and are not contrived or posed arbitrarily. In other words, perceiving 
and isolating actors’ goals is not an instant act, and hence does not occur automatically. Such 
goal perception and isolation occurs through a relatively long process of approbation of the 
goals by action and by their objective filing (Leontiev, 1978). In this regard, organizational 
activities are not static or rigid entities, but are under continuous change and development. 
This change and development process is neither linear nor straightforward, but rather uneven 
and discontinuous. As such, the influence of an actor’s emerging object of activity in 
determining the path for continuous change and development in an organization’s activity 
cannot be ignored. 

ACTORS AND ACTIVITY REALIZATION IN ORGANIZATIONS 

Activities in organizations are realized as individuals and cooperative actions, as well as chains 
and networks of such actions, both of which are related to each other by the same overall 
objective and motive (Kuutti, 1995). In the same vein, a distinction can be made from one 
activity to another according to their motive. Actions are fundamental components of activities 
and are subordinate to specific goals. The goal of an action is a conscious mental representation 
of the outcome to be achieved with its function being the orientation of the action (Leontiev, 
1974). As such, different actions may be undertaken to meet the same goal. This then implies 
that activities are realized as goal-oriented actions. Operations are execution ways of actions. 
They correspond with the way of goal achievement and are directly determined by the 
objective conditions in which the goal is given and has to be achieved. Operations may become 
routinised and unconscious with practice. Therefore, organizational activities are not static or 
rigid entities, and are under continuous change and development which is neither linear nor 
straightforward, but rather uneven and discontinuous. By implication, each organizational 
activity has a history of its own and a historical analysis of this development is thus often 
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needed in order to understand the current developmental situation of the organizational 
activity. Organizational activities can, therefore, be categorized into three levels. These are the 
activity level, the action level and the operation level. Based on this categorization, an 
organizational activity is viewed to consist of actions or chains of actions, which in turn consist 
of operations. Thus the first condition for any organizational activity is the presence of a need. 
Though such a need can be sufficient to arouse and stimulate activities, it is unable to direct the 
concrete orientation of the stimulated activity. In fact, an organizational activity is oriented by 
the transformation of a need into an objective (or motive). Leontiev (1974) also identified that 
individuals within a collective activity may have different tasks to perform, each with its own 
sub-goal, and that combined move the group towards the desired outcome. Thus, various levels 
of the study of man can be isolated. These are the biological level on which he appears as a 
physical, natural being, the psychological level on which he appears as a subject of life activity, 
and finally, the social level on which he appears as realizing objective social relations, the 
social-historical process. The existence of these levels poses a problem about internal 
relationships that connect the psychological level with the biological and the social (Leontiev, 
1974). This conception of the individual’s activity provides a leeway in understanding the 
complexity that is normally associated with the implementation and management of new 
(transformed) organizational practices, as well as its implication for the teaching of human 
resource management and in organization studies. A point of interest here relate to the issue of 
understanding the transitions that associates with the individual’s act of transforming an 
organizational-defined need into an organizational-oriented objective in bids to contribute to 
the attainment of an organization’s group-based desired outcome for implemented change. In 
order words, to what extent have change managers really sought to understand the possible 
formation of wildfire activities (Engeström, 2006) in an actor’s sub-consciousness and which 
goes unnoticed in the process of learning new organizational practices? Also, in the act of 
implementing and managing new practices models during organizational transformation 
processes, how can change managers learn to understand the dynamics of this sub-conscious 
wildfire activity and its pervasion in the mediation process relative to the subject of activity 
(actors) and the objective for the activity? Engeström (2004) has noted that to an increasing 
degree, professional work and discourse are socio-spatially distributed among multiple 
organizational units and form long chains of interconnected practical and discursive actions. 
Actors become dispersed and replicable which renders the focus on actors increasingly 
vulnerable as a research strategy. What can keep radically distributed work and expertise 
together, coordinated and capable to act in concert when needed? Engeström (2004) argued 
that the necessary glue is focus on the object of professional work and discourse, for objects 
serve as centering and integrating devices for regimes of expertise that transcend an expert’s 
lifetime and create the collective conventions and the moral order communitarians are 
concerned about (Knorr-Cetina, 1997). As such, objects should not be confused with goals. 
Goals are primarily conscious, relatively short-lived and finite aims of individual actions. The 
object is a heterogeneous and internally contradictory, yet enduring, constantly reproduced 
purpose of a collective activity system that motivates and defines the horizon of possible goals 
and actions (Leontiev, 1978, Engeström, 1995). Engeström (1999) explained further that as 
soon as an intermediate goal is reached, the object escapes and must be reconstructed by 
means of new intermediate goals and actions. In this respect, one and the same goal-directed 
action may accomplish various different activities and transfer from one activity to another 
(Engeström, 1999). The object is also not reducible to the raw material given or the product 
achieved. It is understandable as the trajectory from raw material to product in the emerging 
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context of its eventual use by another activity system (Engeström, 2004). There is therefore the 
need to trace objects of expert work as they move in space and time, across various situations 
and boundaries. History is not made by singular actors in singular situations, but in the 
interlinking of multiple situations and actors accomplished by virtue of the durability and 
longevity of objects (Engeström, Puonti & Seppänen, 2003). This calls for a conscious 
expansion of attention beyond the subjects to include their emerging objects of work.  

MAKING VISIBLE ACTORS EMERGING OBJECTS OF ACTIVITY 

The object of activity is regarded as the key to understanding change and learning. Expansive 
learning is above all stepwise expansion of the object (Leontiev, 1978). The potential for such 
expansion is best discovered by means of change experiments, interventions which open up the 
zone of proximal development of the activity system (Vygotsky, 1978). Thompson (2004) 
viewed activity theory as an explicit focus on the interaction between actors and their 
surrounding environment which accepts that activity is socio-culturally constructed but 
maintains that much of the meaning available within any one particular context is determined 
in relation to the ‘activity systems’ in which it is embedded. Thompson (2004) explained that as 
a theory of practice, activity theory posits a relationship between the three sides of 
Engeström’s (1987) triangle in an attempt to express dynamism. Thompson (2004) reasoned 
that all the components represented by the three sides are co-constituted, meaning that none 
of them may be isolated from the others. This dynamic, Thompson (2004) noted, has relevance 
to the study of human behaviour in organizations, since it has something specific to say about 
organizational culture, motivation and action. In this context, Thompson (2004) argued that 
the actions of the ‘subject’ component of the triangle are influenced or ‘motivated’ by whatever 
artifacts (organizational or non-organizational) that come to mediate his/her consciousness 
and which at the same time affects the central, emerging object of activity. Thompson (2004) 
viewed the interaction between the ‘individual’ and the ‘community’ to be mediated by rules. 
Similarly, the interaction between the individual and the emerging object of activity is 
mediated by tools (concepts and technologies), and the interaction between the community 
and the emerging object of activity is mediated by a division of labour, in a triangular 
relationship. Thompson (2004) expressed the view that organizations, as subsets of society, 
offer employees just some of a number of possible images and symbols to live with and live by. 
In his opinion, therefore, it follows that the continuing enactment of organizational life is a 
process that draws upon non-organizational, as well as organizational components. Thompson 
argued that in describing an emergent dynamic between ‘whole’ individuals (encompassing 
organizational and non-organizational aspects) and those objects mediating their 
consciousness, it is important to take significant account of the competing influences on 
participants (culturally mediated or not), as well as in determining the meaning and outcome of 
activities within activity networks. This brings to the fore the question of how such competing 
influences facilitate the development of new objects of activity by participants in contradiction 
to the organization’s stated objects. Leontiev (1978) explained that the activity of perception, 
in its developed forms, is not directly connected with practical action of man on the object. 
Such activity of perception has as its product a subjective image of the object and is 
nevertheless an authentic objective activity submitting to its object (Leontiev, 1978). This is 
understandable, because, thought, as Leontiev (1978) explained, does not exist outside the 
accumulated human knowledge. Thus, every separate person becomes a subject of thought if 
only controlling the language, understanding, and logic, which represent generalized 
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reflections of the experience of social practice. Even those tasks that an individual sets for 
himself/herself in thought originate in the social conditions of his/her life. In other words, 
human thought like human perception has a social-historical nature.  

According to Thompson (2004), the unique configuration of participants’ convergent 
expectations which may be emergent within any one organizational encounter consists 
therefore of a complex, political interplay of shared and non-shared types of mediating artifact: 
organizational symbolic configurations, non-organizational symbolic configurations, and the 
emergent state of a person’s self-identity at a particular moment—relationally animated within 
each participating person. This configuration is therefore temporary, personal to each 
participant, and cannot be shared. This is by virtue of the fact that separate concrete types of 
activity may differ among themselves according to various characteristics, with the main thing 
that distinguishes one activity from another being the difference of their object. Thus it is the 
object of an activity that gives it a determined direction. The object of an activity is its true 
motive, which may be material or ideal, present in perception or exclusively in the imagination 
or in thought (Leontiev, 1978). But behind the activity there is always variety of needs for 
which answers are needed. Additionally, activity and action represent genuine and non-
coinciding reality (Leontiev, 1978). One and the same action may accomplish various activities 
and may transfer from one activity to another, showing its relative independence in this way. 
Another important aspect of the process of goal formation consists in the concretization of the 
goal, in isolating the conditions of its achievement. But this must be considered separately, 
because in activity theory, as it is explained by Engeström (1999), the distinction between 
individual goal-directed action and collective object-oriented activity is of central importance. 
Thus the sub-conscious actions of employees in an organization may be depicted by focusing 
on their linear dimensions or focusing on their socio-spatial dimensions. This is because, the 
temporal duration of such employee sub-conscious actions could be relatively short. By 
relating to Engeström’s (1999) views, the development of such employee sub-conscious actions 
can take place in a long historical cycle. Managers must understand such development by 
perceiving each employee’s work activity as a project under construction, which needs to be 
well managed from inception to completion. 

CONCLUSION 

This study has shown that the role of organizational as well as non-organizational influences in 
conditioning all such interpretive activity in the organizational arena can be understood by 
managers by their recognition of the importance of human interpretive activity to 
organizational activity. The acquisition of such broad understanding also requires the 
manager’s prior understanding of issues related to the linear and socio-spatial dimensions of 
work actions in the organizations. By this, manager will need to analyze the total flow of their 
employees’ activities so that they can separate specific activities according to the criterion of 
motives that elicit them. The special feature of this analysis is that it serves to isolate an 
employee’s activities by disclosing its characteristic internal relations. These are the relations 
that conceal transformations that occur as activity develops. In this sense, it is hypothesized 
that since the object of activity determines the horizon of possible goals and actions, then the 
emerging object of a subject’s activity also stand to determine the horizon of possible goals and 
actions that can impact either positively or otherwise on the implementation of new work 
practices in organizations, that is; 
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H1: an actor’s emerging-object of activity determines the horizon of possible 

challenges that his/her actions can impose either positively or otherwise on the 

learning and management of new work practices in organizations. 

This hypothesis implies that the object and motive of a collective activity may typically be 
sought after by means of multiple alternative goals and actions, most of which will evolve from 
actors’ wildfire activities (Engeström, 2006) underscored by their emerging objects towards 
the realization of the collective activity. 
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