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WHO DECIDES THE SHAPE OF PRODUCT MARKETS?

THE KNOWLEDGE INSTITUTIONS WHO NAME AND

CATEGORIZE NEW TECHNOLOGIES

Neil Pollock and Robin Williams
University of Edinburgh

We consider naming and categorization practiceliwithe information technology (IT) arena. In
particular, with how certain terminologies are alitecolonise wide areas of activity and endure for
relatively long periods of time, despite the divtgrand incremental evolution of individual techalic
instances. This raises the question as to who deaidhether or not a particular vendor technology is
part of a product category. Who decides the bouiedaaround a technology homenclature? Existing
Information Systems scholarship has tended to ptéeeminologies as shaped by wide communities
of players but this does not capture how particldends of knowledge institutions have emerged in
recent year to police the confines of technologiigddls. The paper follows the work of one such
group of experts — the industry analyst firm Gartime. — and discusses their current and past iole
the evolution of Customer Relationship Managem@RiW) software. We show how they make
regular (but not always successful) ‘naming inteti@ns’ within the IT domain and how they attempt
to regulate the boundaries that they and otheretlaeated through episodes of ‘categorisation
work’. These experts not only attempt to exeramsgrol over a terminology but also the
interpretation of that name. Our arguments are iinfed by ethnographic observations carried out on
the eve of the contemporary CRM boom and intervemmgucted more recently as part of an ongoing
investigation into industry analysts. The papedbas a number of disparate bodies of literaturenfro
Information Systems, Economic Sociology, the Smgyobf Scientific Knowledge, and Science and
Technology Studies.

Electronic copy available at: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1928866



1 INTRODUCTION

Names matterThe ways in which new technologies are named ateborized is a matter of basic
importance to Information Systems (IS) researchathdr social scientific analyses. As those who
have studied the information technology (IT) arfaraany length of time will tell you, there appears
compulsion within this domain to rename technoleg®wanson and Ramiller 1997, Currie 2004). IT
vendors periodically (and repeatedly) designaterirffjs differently from those of previous
generations or from competitors. Between 1990 &2 2for instance, industry application software
vendors used nearly 400 different terminologiegdscribe products (Pontikes 2008). The
conventional explanation for this is that competitpushes vendors to differentiate products from
those of rivals. No one wants to be seen to be&mgla competitor and a new name would appear to

constitute one important way to distinguish a défece.

Yet, despite this compulsion, certain designategpsear able to colonize wide areas of activity. &om
technologies may be given a standard nomenclatatean then prevail for a significant period of
time (as evidenced by the recent examples of MRRPN) ERP, CRM etc.). These names refer not to
a specific homogeneous product but to a more srieterogeneous collection of artefacts (software,
management techniques) which then went onto licramunity (or, rather, several overlapping
communities) of suppliers, intermediaries and agigptSuch terminologies proposed a boundary that
linked a group of (often quite various) artefactslevdifferentiating them from others. This begs an

important question that IS scholars have yet fidlgnswer.

Who decidesWho determines the boundaries around a produwiriefogy? By this we intend the
question as to who judges whether or not an indalitechnology instance is included as part of a

wider terminology. In other words, who, if anyoisenaming and categorizing technological fields?

Current scholarship has tended towardsmmunitariarframing of this important issue. Who shapes
a nameThe community doe$he overall conception of a product market isigeebe moulded not
by any one specific individual or group but by vers] adopters, journalists and consultants together

in what Wang and Ramiller (2009) have describea@dioas the ‘innovation community’.
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Terminologies gain traction precisely because regmoup or actor has the final say on their shape
and meaning. Passing through many hands a namembes@hook that can facilitate a variety of
understandings and interpretations leading alssafrvendors to rebadge their systems according to
the latest terminology. Indeed, such diversity ambiguity in meaning is seen to lead to richnesk an

robustness in the process of innovation aroundmainelogy (Swanson and Ramiller 1997).

This kind of formulation seems less adequate todlagpresents a rather imprecise way to
characterise what in fact has become a more org@dpicocess. One only has to look back at the
recent history of information systems developmfattinstance, to see that, although the early stage
of recent major innovations were characterisechitial ambiguity, later developments were pursued
in a more structured manner. This was because atutset of today’s modern corporate information
system, the ‘institutions of information technologsere often rudimentary and inchoate (and early
accounts of these categories resembled the comemiamitaccount above), but, over time, the
institutional framework surrounding these techn@edave become better established (Abrahamson
and Fairchild 2001, Wang and Swanson 2007, 2008nSen 2010). Comparing the development of
information systems today with the developmentystams from just a couple of decades ago, we are
struck by the number of specialised intermediahas now surround workplace information

technologies.

We suggest that the communitarian view might bengfthened through foregrounding the emergence
in recent years of thenowledge institutions of information technoldbgt attempt to draw up and
police the boundaries that surround new technadddields of activity (Swanson 2010). Clearly,
vendors and other members of the wider commurniltyfesiture centrally in the designation of a
technology. However, the consensus surroundingraargng field can often nowadays be steered
inter alia by specialist forms of consultant known as ‘indysinalysts’. We are not alone in noting

this important development. Wang and Ramiller (2@ have pointed to how it is industry analysts
who are often the ‘originators’ of new terminolagjiar, if not the authors, the body at least which

attempts to “provide the first public articulatioh[an] innovation” (see also Swanson 2010). What w



want to do here is to develop this insight furttieough describing and conceptualizing in detagl th

work of one highly influential industry analystrfic

Our argument is that it is industry analysts wheehestablished the cognitive authority to exercise
control over the labelling of a technology and stphgent interpretation of that name. They do so
through making continuous ‘naming interventionsthiri the IT domain and then attempting to
control how that name is carried forward througiseges of ‘categorisation work’. We focus
specifically on one highly influential organizatierperhaps the most prominent firm of analysts in
relation to workplace information systems - Gartimer (formerly the Gartner Group). We discuss its
role in shaping the development and evolution aft@uer Relationship Management (CRM)

technologies.

The empirical part of the paper is presented im facts’. The first discusses how the analyst firm
critically assessed a vendor seeking to enter &ahéor which it had no experience or reputatiod an
where it was proposing to offer a novel CRM proditte second describes the various factors that
shaped the analyst firm’s judgement — what we daseas its ‘knowledge frame’ (Beunza and Garud
2007). As well as focusing on the capacity of induanalysts to shape technological fields, we also
attend to the constraints on how they proceed.iéethem to be operating in a highly complex
environment where their interventions can be, dtehare, contested. Thus, thirdly, we describe the
opposition that can swell up around assessmentshwhn then force the analysts to havddtend
their position. Contestation also reveals the irdkdisagreements that can emerge around these
naming/categorization practices. We show how imllial analysts within in the same firm were at
odds with each other about whether or not the qdai vendor was part of the CRM field (or indeed
to which field it belonged). Fourthly, we concluol discussing the ambiguity that has now grown up

around CRM and what this means for the shape andtdin of this particular technological field.

Conceptualising the work of these market expenwisstraightforward and requires the bridging of a
number of disparate bodies of literature. Thisudels supplementing our conceptual toolkit with gdea
from Economic Sociology on ‘critics’ (Zuckerman B9%Roseet al 1999, 2003), the ‘finitist’

perspective from the Sociology of Scientific Knodde (SSK) (Barnest al 1996), and recent



Science and Technology Studies (STS) investigatinseconomic and financial markets (Beunza
and Garud 2007). Our article is based on a longiaddtudy that includes ethnographic research
conducted on the eve of the birth of contempord®vGnd interviews carried out more recently as

part of an ongoing study into industry analysts.

2 COMMUNITY VERSUS COMMODITY

A number of scholars have argued for the needyagiantion to the nomenclatures of technology
supply and associated commentary as a site whehnadgy futures are worked out and promises
articulated and validated. In this respect, the teawinologies emerging within the IT sector have
been conceptualised variously as ‘technologicabus (Webster 1993), ‘organising visions’
(Swanson and Ramiller 1997), ‘practice-based inags’ (Hyysalo 2006), ‘technological
imaginaires’ (Flichy 2007), ‘fashions’ (Baskerviked Myers 2009), ‘IT innovation concepts’ (Wang
2009), to name but a few. We focus here predomniinatethe notion of organising vision as it offers

perhaps the most comprehensive account of thisgohemon in the IT application sector.

Swanson and Ramiller (1997: 460) define an orgagixzision as a “focal community idea for the
application of information technology in organizais”. They developed the notion to show how the
constant proliferation of ‘buzzwords’ in the infoatron technology sector was not specious or hollow,
as some had argued, but played an important rotebilising the material and intellectual resources
needed for innovation. One of the key aspects alxgatnizing visions is that they are shaped not by
specific individuals or groups but the wider IT awation community. Terminologies are essentially
seen as discourses that gain traction preciselusecno one group or actor has the final say an the

shape and meaning:

The organizing vision is developed by many différgorytellers, who modify and embellish it to suit
their own and their audiences’ tastes and interasts only more or less fully, never in completd an
definitive detail. It necessarily changes and growsr time in the re-telling, as the community 8rith
way (ibid. 463).

The analytical concept of an organising vision giaen impetus to others to investigate the work
names do in processes of innovation (Currie 200dn&\and Swanson 2007, 2008, Swanson 2010).

Relevant to our empirical focus, for instance, W&@09) has similarly theorised the rise of



Customer Relationship Management as an ‘IT innowatoncept’. He underlines how the term CRM

was interpreted and understood differently acradiffase and heterogeneous group of actors:

...the customer relationship management (CRM) conaegtcreated and developed by the CRM
community. The once leading vendor, Siebel Systei@spite its dominance in that community, never
owned the concept; anyone interested in CRM cah tezar, write, and talk about the concept.
Members of the CRM community may agree or disagreeertain aspects of the concept and, thus,
promote or discredit the concept accordingly (Wag9: 6).

We find particularly useful the literature that wsaattention to the wide range of constituencies no
involved in the shaping of a new field and the s interpretive flexibility that can often sutnad

an emerging technology. However, its focus on tleerse interoganizational community’ (Swanson
and Ramiller 1997: 458) may not sensitise fieldwoskio the presence and influence of the kinds of
market actors described here. Moreover, whilst ek@mewledge that the development of a
technological field is not a spacenedby any particular group of practitioners, vendoisers or
analysts, it is also (increasingly) true that daertastitutions now exert particular influence over

The IT innovation community (Wang and Ramiller 2@8hilst it isa communityis not open and
equal in the way in which we might conceive of &tific communities’, say, operating under the

Mertonian ideal (Mulkay 1976).

In some of the first large-scale packaged workpilaftiemation technologies, the main institutional
repositories were practitioners: user organisatior@agement professions and professional
associations (Swaet al.2003). However, we also note a pattern familianfother innovations: the
establishment of a division of expert labour. Fiitve 1970s onwards, we have seen the increasing
influence of management consultants, and by th@4,9%®nsultancy organisations were beginning to
collate information about supplier offerings, whilg the twenty-first century we find a much more
elaborate system of consultancy and advice, andrtiezgence of specialist industry analysts, making
available formalised and systematised assessmipé#stizular vendors and their offerings (Swanson
2010). Analysts are attempting to make comparasse=ssments of vendor technologies on a more
commodified basis, a prerequisite for which is éfire vendor systems and the application goals to
which they are geared. What we witness is thatkebés being built for new kinds of knowledge-
based products. We would point to how, today, #gnetbpment and evolution of technological fields

are increasingly shaped by processes of ‘commadiifin’. This imparts particular sets of dynamics to



the community. As Adler and Heckscher (2006: 3@)gest, whilst commenting on the ineffectiveness
of new kinds of markets for supplying knowledgedividuals get the output of specific expertise but
not the ability to interact with it and improve.itNe think there is an important point to be made i
relation to how new kinds of actors and forms adkfedge constitute markets. Unpacking this further
requires that we combine insights from IS reseauitth relevant scholarship from Economic

Sociology on ‘mediated markets’.

2.1 Mediated Markets

Economic Sociologists describe mediated marketseaplaces where ‘critics’ (as in ‘food critic’,
‘theatre critic’, ‘wine critic’ etc.) play a pivoltaole in shaping the nature of transactions betwee
consumers and producers (Zuckerman 1999, Rbgh1999, 2003). Critics are said to shaeenand
through endorsing products and this is said to aubg choices of publics in certain directions.yrhe
also shapsupplybecause whereas vendors are said to strive todatitiate themselves from
competitors they are, through the presence otsrifeemingly forced to conform their goods in line
with the main characteristics of other offeringshaproduct categoryargeted. Critics will seemingly
only review those products that fit comfortably hifit the areas they cover (Zuckerman 1999). Those
that do not fit within a particular category — besa they are unclear, overly complex or ‘too novel’
will be ‘screened out’ of consideratiomi@l.). Products that fail to attract reviews and eneloesnts

can be seen as ‘illegitimatab{d.).

From the point of view of Economic Sociology, theguct category becomes the central aspect in a
mediated market. It is described by Zuckerman (188 ‘social screen’. This screen is “not
designed by the actor but external to her, givethécategories that comprise market structued
1404). Actors, in other words, are forced to tdke form of knowledge into account but are not

necessarily able to shape it (cf. Adler and Hecks@006).

The analysis of market critics provides usefulghss into how product categories can shape product
development through exerting (often isomorphiceptees on vendors. However, we see two

weaknesses with the approach as it is currentlgugefirst, whilst reading this literature, weriea



rather little about the complexities and possiligagreements that may exist around categorization
work. Critics appear able to apportion vendors inithe confines o$tableclassifications and
according tdixed vendor product properties. This lends to the reathat the screening of vendors is
a routine and unproblematic activity — a view withich sociologists interested in classification

would almost certainly take issue.

The “finitist’ perspective within the Sociology 8tcientific Knowledge (SSK), for instance, portrays
the creation and maintenance of classificatioragether differently. For them, the categorizatién o
an artefact cannot be fixed in advance (Bagtesd. 1996). Deciding whether something counts as a
particular instance of a wider classification regsia decision to be taken and a process to bedarr
out. This is often a difficult and ambiguous prageshich can be delegated to various forms of
‘categorization work'’. In this delegation, Barneslaolleagues (1996) note the central role of
individual and collective ‘judgement’ in decidinigoreover, even when a choice is made, there is
every possibility of contestation, that a decistounld be challenged: “No act of classificationvee

indefeasibly correct”ipid.: 56).

Second, in weighing up the work on market crittbgre are also obvious opportunities to bring in
scholarship from Science and Technology StudieS{Saspecially from those who have turned their
attention to economic and financial markets (Call®88, 2007, MacKenzie 2006). These include
scholars exploring the varionsaterial artefactsandintellectual equipmemecessary for markets to
operate (MacKenzie 2009). Researchers here havesee&ing to recast and widen the debate on
markets from one that focuses predominately orinkerpretative’ capacities of actors towards the
tools and devices underlying and facilitating mé#ieking processes (Call@t al. 2002). Extending
this analysis to the work of critics, it might heggested that conceptualising product categories as
purely ‘social’ (or cognitive) would imply that tiidnave a rather weak influence. An alternativelywa
to explain the constitutive effects of product gatées might be to focus on teguipmeninvolved in
the screening processes. An exemplary instandgsofatter ambition is a recent discussion of how

securities analysts evaluate the issue of firmitadaifity (Beunza and Garud 2007).



2.1.1 Critics Construct Frames

Beunza and Garud’s (2007) attempt to broaden tieedé Economic Sociology through suggesting
that market categories are only one of the factbaping the work of mediators. When securities
analysts, for instance, attempt to value the patieprofitability of a firm their view is shaped lhwyhat
they call, drawing on Goffman, an ‘analytical frdmn analytical frame is made up of a range of
socio-material devices. Once constructed theseefsaare said to act to focus the security analyst's
attention on a specific set of circumstances, @cetkclusion of other market information, directly
suggesting how a new phenomena should be judgiedestingly, they note how frames are
susceptible to ‘controversy’. Indeed there caneafteh are ‘frame disputes’, which as Goffman (1974:
323) notes are ‘endemic to framing’. These dispates® because, once committed, securities analysts
tend to persevere with a frame. To do otherwisejldveeemingly diminish their ‘credibility’ (Beunza
and Garud 2007). This commitment inevitably leaddisparities between different securities analysts
- particularly between those reviewing the samenpheena whilst using differentframe. A

controversy can lead an analyst eventuallgidandona frame in favour of another.

In what follows, we employ several of the aboveagléNe bring together the work on ‘organizing
visions’ with that of ‘product categories’ (for nadesignations are surely also attempts to redraw th
boundaries around classes of technology). We slmowthe industry analyst firm studied attempted to
evaluate one particular vendor's CRM offering aond/tihis was complicated and fraught with
disagreements; but also how analysts appeared/@dsdablished methods and tools for seemingly
resolving such matters, which, influenced by Beusrzad Garud (2007), we describe as their
‘knowledge frame’. We find useful Beunza and Gasu@iid.) suggestion that frames can lead to
disputes. However, our focus differs from their®ime important respect in that we give greater
attention to how industry analysts vigoroudBfendtheir frame. Before turning to the empirical

material, we provide some detail on how we condliote study.



3 RESEARCH METHODS

3.1 Research Setting

Our focus is specifically on the commercial reskditen known as ‘Gartner Inc.’. With over 4,000
employees and offices in 80 countries around theédwGartner is widely recognised as the most
influential of industry analysts (Burks 2006, Fiethd Swanson 2002). It is reported to have over
60,000 clients from 10,000 different organizati¢Dsobik 2010). Founded in 1979 by Gideon
Gartner, the firm operates (almost exclusivelyhwitthe information technology sector, where it
provides four kinds of services: it runs ‘executpregrams’; it has an established consultancy wing;
organises regular themed conferences and symposiamwarious emerging technological topics; and
it produces research for the IT market. It is titéer activity that forms the bulk of its entergris
where 80% of revenues are generated, and the tyapbits 1,200 analysts are employed (Drobik

2010).

The influence of Gartner’s research has been neithih 1S research (Ramiller and Swanson 2003,
Firth and Swanson 2005, Burks 2006, Swanson 20ifh) the episode attracting most comment

being their authoring and subsequent shaping oEttterprise Resource Planning (ERP) terminology.
The successful designation of ERP by Gartner ighidcknowledged as a key development in the
recent history of information systems. This wa® @snoment in which this group of experts appeared

to gain a certain amount of cognitive authority.

It was in their scenario documeBRP: A Vision of the Next-Generation MRREWYylie 1990) that
Gartner first coined the term ‘ERP’, proclaiminghie‘ new information system paradigm’. Mabett

al. (2001: 69-70), for instance, noted that Gartneéromly created the term but set out what

functionality it should contain:

The Gartner Group coined the term ‘enterprise nesoplanning’ in the early 1990s to describe the
business software systems that evolved as an éxtessMRP II-type systems. They stipulated that
such software should include integrated moduleséoounting, finance, sales and distribution, HRM,
material management, and other business functiassdon a common architecture that linked the
enterprise to both customers and suppliers.

10



Soon after, other players (most notably vendorscangultants) began to flesh out what ERP was and
how it worked, followed by adopter accounts of tihganizational benefits of its adoption (Wang and
Ramiller 2009). Outwith this initial involvementa@ner appeared to exercise a hold over the

activities of ERP vendors, in particular through groduction of various ‘research tools’. This
included, for instance, theiivendor briefings’ that worked to consolidate thesence of this domain

of technological activity. Vendor briefings constiéd particular vendor offerings — a technologe lik

SAP’s R/3 system, for example - as an instanceR# EAuthor Study 2009).

Gartner continued to chart ERP’s future developnireggctory (Maberet al. 2001, Judd 2006). In
2000, for instance, they boldly declared ERP ‘dead mapped out a transition to the next phase
(described as ‘extended ERP’ or ‘ERP II' [Boaidal. 2000]). However, on this occasion, Gartner’'s
death sentence turned out to be premature. Thigeses how these organizations wield complicated
and highly uneven kinds of influence. Not all imentions are able to sustain themselves. This throw
up questions in relation to how we understand thenprence of these actors — an influence
characterised by demonstrable moments of succeésddouequally failure — in subsequent

technological fields.

3.2 Research Approach

We have been able to map out the changing dynashic®M and Gartner’s role in shaping CRM
over the period of several years. The benefitslohgitudinal approach are that it will reveal htive
capacities of the various knowledge institutionsaatrol and police the boundaries surrounding CRM
are not static but changing over tirfidis has been possible through conducting studidsfarent
stages in the development and maturation of CRMc#eed out an initial study at the turn of the
century where we were able to withess Gartnerts irohdvising potential adopters of the benefits an
disadvantages of particular CRM packages (Authodys2007). We were able to return to this study
through conducting further fieldwork almost a dextater on the more general influence of industry
analysts. Here, as well as collecting new datayes® able to gain particular insights by re-examgni

with the benefit of hindsight our initial findings.
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Fieldwork for our first study was completed on #we of the emergence of contemporary CRM. Then
there appeared to be little doubt that Gartnet §ast had done a few years previously with ERP)
would have a strong hand in influencing the diatf this new field. All of its early writing poied

to how this would be the case. For instanc&ap Ten Trends in CRM for 20@artner fired a

warning shot over the heads of any IT vendors wightrhave been thinking of simply rebranding
their existing solutions as CRM systems: “About 8d®erprises claim to sell CRM software, but only
200 actually do so” (Gartner 2001: 2). Our latefdivork, however, reveals that in this context
Gartner did not have anything like the same kinthfdfience. There now appears to be a number of
industry analysts or equivalent organization spegakiith authority about this field (Wang 2009).
This observation highlights the importance of agitudinal perspective in understanding the
evolution of technological fields (see Author Stigfii1). It also reminds us that whilst certain neark
actors can exert influence, the achievement ofnafiedd takes place in an extremely heterogeneous

landscape, involving a diverse and unevenly maléealbyay of social and material elements.

3.2.1  The First Study (2000)

Our interest in Gartner grew when one of us coretliatyear long ethnographic study at a public
organization (the bulk of which is reported in [Aat Study 2007]). This large institution (hereafter
‘UserOrg’) was attempting to complete the procurenaf a new CRM system and had contacted
Gartner to help in the evaluation of a number opective vendors. The procurement team were
finding it difficult to assess critically the vatie options, thus an IT manager telephoned a Gartner
analyst specialising in CRM. The advice received tn fed back to the wider procurement team
(he would type up notes of his various discussanscirculate these at meetings of the wider
procurement team). However, rather than clarifysibgation, the analyst’s intervention created
further confusion. It led to a hotly contested delidetween Gartner and one particular vendor about

the nature and novelty of their offering. This amtation is discussed below.

One of the authors had good access to UserOrgréaraoperiod of a year. He was able to attend and

observe the various meetings concerning the prowemg to collect material such as email

12



communications and official correspondence, arehuntw the various players involved in the
selection process. In total, the fieldworker ateghchore than a dozen such meetings and conducted

over twenty interviews.

3.2.2  The Second Study (2009-2011)

Our second viewpoint on Gartner was when we retbtoestudy their role in shaping CRM several
years later as part of a further study into theireaénd role of industry analysts. Here we condlcte
interviews with Gartner as well as with a rangetbfer players in the industry analysis space.rnmge
of which Gartner analysts we choose to intervidw@se were not chosen randomly but we deliberately
singled out those we had witnessed in our eadigearch at UserOrg. The aim was to see whether
(and how) Gartner’s view on CRM had developed lsssguent years. Two analysts in particular had
been influential — one based in the UK and therdthdlorth America. The American analyst has now
left Gartner and is no longer an industry analysdtus was not contacted. The UK analyst is still
highly active in the field and we have interviewenh twice as part of our current study. We have als
interviewed and had informal discussions with thoteer members of the CRM team. We also
interviewed Gideon Gartner, the founder of Garttehelp understand the history of Gartner’'s
naming practices. We interviewed several analysts bther competitor firms to ask them about
Gartner influence in naming technological fieldsatdition, finally, we have interviewed a number
of analyst relations (AR) experts (actors who aglVisfirms on how to interact with industry

analysts).

We have also been able to observe industry anapatg about their activities. For instance, weéhav
attended on two occasions the annual two-day ‘@a@iRM symposium’ in London. Here we have
been able to observe and talk to with memberseoiider Gartner CRM team as well as Gartner
clients. We have participated in a number of Gariveb seminars on the topic of CRM. We have
visited Gartner’s offices in London. Furthermores ave been involved in a number of telephone
conferences organised by analyst relations (ARgegoncerning the topic of CRM. Furthermore, a

large part of the work of industry analysts conmea published form. Some of these documents have

13



been downloaded from the internet and other pikaes been passed to us from the various industry
analysts and Gartner clients interviewed. Dataagaty has not ceased. We will continue to monitor

the activities of industry analysts for at leasbther year.

In terms of how we gathered data, our initial precoent study was exploratory (we were principally
interested in the means and methods by which aanaation compared several computer systems
before selecting one). It was towards the endisfdtudy that our attention was drawn (and this was
something of a surprise) to the influence of induanalysts like Gartner. As we came to understand
better Gartner’s research process, we becameydarticaware of the importance of their ‘naming
interventions’ and ‘categorization work’. Since rhuaf the work of industry analysts appeared to be
related to these two activities, this is where amused our data collection. Thus, in the secorgksta

of the research we purposefully directed interviewd discussions towards understanding how (and
why) analysts named new technological trends, ey tvere able to categorise vendors as belonging

to a particular classification, and so on.

3.3 Data Analysis

These two episodes of fieldwork have led to théectibn of a large body of data. We initially
identified those aspects of this data set that wedeted to naming and categorization and then set
about sorting these into primary themes. For irgtathis included the process of “how industry
analysts actually categorized vendors”, “what kremgle, practices and tools they had for doing this”,
“what tensions/difficulties surround such the psxfeand so on. This roughly followed the open
coding process found within Grounded Theory (Glasef Strauss 1967). Later we continued to
develop our analysis through constructing a naaty gain further insight into how these themes
related to the chronology of events in the proceneinstudy we had previously observed. We
eventually settled for a dramaturgical structureaose of the resources it offered for organizirig th

data. This was in particular the notion of ‘the dtte idea that a ‘drama’ was unfolding and theu®

on ‘actors’ and the various ‘roles’ they play (Falh 1995). We felt that presenting our study imiffo

14



acts’ usefully conveyed the sense that there wae $and of performance going on and that there

were a number of elements that went into the madfrtpat performance.

4 ACT ONE: YOU'RE NOT ON OUR LIST

We begin by discussing Gartner’s intervention dyitime UserOrg procurement. Gartner had been
asked to provide the organization with informatimthe various CRM systems being considered.
The ‘vendor briefing’ is one of the most commoneaash tools used by Gartner and other industry
analyst firms to scope out the market. It is thagiple vehicle whereby IT vendors present offesing
and business strategies to analysts covering pleiicular product market (Gartner, no date). Teai
is for analysts to collect information about vergjavhich then form the basis of later assessments o
recommendations. Gartner purportedly conduct nitae 12,000 briefings with vendors every year
(Drobik 2010). Vendors are ‘selected’ for briefirfagsed on the research interests of the particular
analyst firm but, also, in the case of Gartneralse this firm is attempting to “cover the breaafth

IT subject matter” (Gartner, no date). It is alsonenon for Gartner’s clients to ask for briefingsto
undertaken on their behalf. Alternatively, vend@specially newcomers) may contact Gartner in
order to brief them. Whilst Gartner advertise tlogiverage to be extensive, it also acknowledgds tha

no analyst firm can covell vendors in a markeii(d.).
4.1 Providing an Assessment of Vendors

Gartner was sent the names of the vendors as sviiesbasic description of the kinds of solutions
offered. A Gartner analyst based in the UK (hesgdfiom’), responsible for providing research
specifically on the CRM market, responded withviégwv on each of the possibilities. These were then
summarised in a document by a UserOrg IT manaderdbeing circulated within the wider

UserOrg procurement team. The analyst’'s comments described as follows:

LAGAN has done a good job in Birmingham and BelfastyTdre very specifically working in the
Local Government marketplace, they know the busimedl and [Tom’s] view is that they should be
on the list of products to be consider&NYX is a US company and...work mainly in the private
sector. Their products are good, but there woulddme concern over scalability if we expected the
operation to extend to hundreds of users in thetfoffice....[Tom] has a list of some 500 vendors of
CRM, many of which he meets on a regular basisaitkithe development of their products.
[PICOLO] is not on the list, he had not heard of themtdtik an action to speak to a colleague based
in America and come back to [UserOrg] on what ti&Ahalyst knew of thenSIEBEL has the largest
share of the commercial marketplace, but he [Tatt]that in a few year©RACLE will have
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emerged as the leading supplier to the Local Gawent market. This is not because it has the best
products, but because it is better at selling toal&overnment (note circulated within UserOrg).

Prima facie there was nothing particularly surprising aboesthreviews. Only one vendor (Lagan)
appeared to receive an unqualified endorsementrdrnainder were seen to have both a number of
strengths and weaknesses. It was only through gajase attention to the detail of the document tha
one finds the bombshell. The vendor we are calligplo’ appeared to be something of an anomaly
in Gartner’s eyes. It did not appear on any ofligts’, meaning the analyst firm could not provide
specific commentary on this vendor. The analysedthow he would check with Gartner colleagues
based in the US as to whether they could providesrdetail. In the meantime, he provided some

preliminary comments based on his analysis of tweichentation sent:

They speculated that the [Picolo] product was ¢ktbmather than a full solution. In this case thei
concern would be how much expertise [the ‘jointtuea partner’ working with UserOrg] had with the
product. It was explained that [Picolo] staff woile likely to be involved in the installation asle
[Tom] would then be concerned about the ongoingsttpnce the [Picolo] specialists leave the site.
He felt that [UserOrg] would be the Guinea Pigstfos solution and in our position he would not be
prepared to take the risk (note circulated withsetOrg).

Based on limited information, the analyst was ableise a number of concerns about Picolo,
consisting mainly of the fact that Picolo appearetito have a ‘complete’ local government CRM
solution available. Since previous customers whifiecan different sectors (telecommunications and
banking), this meant it would have to carry outesive redevelopment of its existing system.
UserOrg would potentially therefore be ‘guinea pfgs this work. In the analyst’s view, it was not
worth taking the ‘risk’. Later the same week thet@ear analyst gets back in touch to say that he had
spoken to his US colleagues and they too wesvareof Picolo. No vendor briefings had been
carried out on this vendor. Gartner therefore canaldprovide further information. This latest news
caused some disconcertion amongst UserOrg employamdo had attracted many complimentary
comments about both its technical ability and thiengness of its technical staff to address thedse
of UserOrg. For many people it was their ‘preferoption’. This was now seemingly being

challenged.

UserOrg thought it necessary to give Picolo theooppmity to respond to the (potentially damaging)
review, which it choose to do and in a robust manigolo pointed to a number of issues related to

the status of its software (this included the fhat whilst its solution was ‘new’, the various
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components going into it were “tried and testeddpots” already running in various other sites
around the world). It also raised some objectiorthé kinds of research produced by industry anhalys
firms. In particular, it pointed out how “...at pres¢hese companies do not have a category for what
[Picolo] are offering...”. As a result, because af tharrow way these experts currently conceived of
Customer Relationship Management, Picolo had thexéf..not spent any time making itself known

to industry analysts”.

When informed about Picolo’'s comments, Gartnetuin, sought to defend its own position. The
analyst pointed out how it was rfatn problematising Picolo but the Gartner client ba#e describes
how one important way Gartner gets information watssimply through “being briefed” by
technology vendors but through contact with theinalients. He goes onto add how the CRM team
had conducted over 150 CRM vendor briefings inldilseyear alone and only a small number of these
had been initiated at the request of vendors. Tiledame through requests from their clients. The
important point, he notes, was that in all thesgiests “[n]o client has asked us to ask for a ingef

from [Picolo]”, which he thought was something dbarprise’.

To summarise, the industry analyst firm Gartnertheswn into question a procurement choice
through casting doubt over one particular vendtirenewcomer that had emerged as the favourite. In
the eyes of Gartner, Picolo was an unknown quamiythey saw it, they wemot part of the CRM

field. They thus provided a potentially critical/rew of this particular offering — one that lateadls to
Picolo beingemovedrom the user organization’s list of possible ops (for more detail on this see
Author Study 2007). This begs the question: Why thisvendor problematised in this way?

Answering this requires investigating Gartner'ssggsh process.

S ACT TWO: GARTNER’'S KNOWLEDGE FRAME

5.1 Making Sense of a Bit of Chaos

The information technology market is extremely cterplt is fast changing with the constant arrival

of innovations, concepts and terminologies (SwamsahRamiller 1997). Through conducting their
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research industry analysts see their job as ‘triongake sense of a bit of chaos’ (interview, Gartn
analyst). They are attempting to provide some figlaio those paying for their services. Here we
want to show that they have established meansoiagdhis. This includes the methods to scrutinise
the claims vendors make about technologies. Thisitafacilitated by a wide range of social and
technical components. Perhaps another way to &aistthat these analysts have established ‘frames’
(Beunza and Garud 2007) through which they viewetigsments in the market. Let us look in more

detail at the nature and form of these frames.

5.1.1  Naming Interventions

An essential part of Gartner’s framing of an emaggiechnological field is the various ‘naming
interventions’ it makes. Gartner are prolific irs@ating technologies - the successful naming of
ERP being only the tip of the iceberg (Mabstral 2001). Here an industry analyst reflects on why

firms like his have emerged to perform this role:

...often they [IT vendors] don’'t have the clout irithown right to name... They haven't got the
independence to be able to; unless they are sothagthey dictate, determine what the market is
called. But that is rare. Normally somebody wantisial party to make that ‘naming intervention’. It
could be academia that does it; sometimes it outd be a group of vendors who get together and
start using common terms. But normally the ven@doesdesperately trying to use different terms
because they don’t want to be seen to be copyirfigilowving a competitor. So what happens with us is
we [Gartner] are in effect drawing a starting Isaying: ‘there is the line’. And everybody lines up
behind it... (interview, Gartner analyst).

Naming interventions are the analysts’ means dfrapthe world for its clients. It is not just thei
expertise and knowledge that makes them well pléxed this but also because - and apparently
unlike other commercial actors — as the analyss @o¢o describe, they have no ‘axe to grind’. They
seemingly have the ‘independence’ and ‘credibilityhame a technology. They are the only ones able
to draw a ‘sensible box’ or ‘starting line’ from wh others can build. A Gartner analyst talked us

through what he thought his firm was doing in cognhew terms:

When something like CRM comes up or ERP or whatexar'll find that what was going on there was
that analysts were going: ‘Look there’s a pattditmere’s a trend. It's consolidating. This is coalrg

or whatever. This vendor has bought that one. iBhj®ing to go in that direction. It's all going ¢md

up like that. And that’s going to be called [paukeseffect] ‘ERP”. We are doing that for the user
The vendors then go: ‘Great. That is where we amegg Boom! We're an ERP vendor’. They do it
because they can see that we have drawn a boxcaeomnarket that they are slap right bang in the
middle of and they feel that they can dominate have a serious part to play (interview, Gartner
analyst).
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Gartner is attempting to make sense of developnientsers The particular analyst is clear about

this. He repeated it several times during intergiend discussions. However, he also notes how these
interventions affect the activities of vendors —owill often align themselves around a new
terminology. He explained this (constitutive) etfdwough describing how Gartner had been

influential in classifying some of the technologietated to CRM:

...we coin[ed]...acronyms like ‘MRM’, which is MarketinResource Management in about 2001.
EFM - | think we came up with in about 2005..... Bw,example, in marketing, we used to talk about
MOM...which is like MarketingOperationsManagement. We decided we would prefer the term
MarketingResourceManagement. | can’'t remember exactly why, butaswbout the resourcing,
staffing and operational issues, and it is inténgstow you will hardly ever see the term MOM. us§
gotslaughteredoy MRM. And every vendor says ‘We are an MRM vendand it got its own
momentum and off it went. That is kind of how itnke (interview, Gartner analyst).

According to the analyst, their terms acquire theeim momentum’ and that seemingly ‘is kind of
how it works’. Of course, justowit works is the issue that needs to be explaidéten pressed for
further detail on what Gartner did when coiningrtsy the analyst talked us through an example that

he and a colleague had recently been involved in:

| can tell you the story of EFM very clearly, besau have been involved in that with one with my
colleagues.... [He] and | were looking at it and sgyi.‘well wait a minute. There is an elite group of
Feedback Management vendors here who are givinti-aannel, real time, and they are doing
analytics, and they are handling multiple differprdcesses with one tool, and they are pitching
themselves as a means to consolidate, a bit like, BBwn to one tool for handling all inbound and
outbound feedback between themselves and the cest@o we said it is:something-eedback
Management’. And we noticed that there is a compamin Boston [who] started to use the term
‘EFM’ — Enterprise Feedback Management — and wet \tleait’s the term we like’. So we basically
stole it and started using it. We said...‘this is ERN this is FM. This is Feedback Management and
this is Enterprise Feedback Management and theshaplayers in the market and this is what is
going on’. We started that about...2005. And if yoaK around now, any Feedback Management
vendor who is of any decent type will have EFM plegb all over their website because that is the term
(interview, Gartner analyst).

Interestingly, as the analyst (perhaps unintentipniets slip, Gartner are not always strictly the
authors of terms. However, it is the organizatiwat further develops and gives increased impetus to
them; they helghepherderms. And the analyst thought that Gartner’s segmbility to successfully

promote terms as related to ‘timing’ and its extemgsonnections to the wider community:

If Gartner steps in at the right moment - and @dalescing; and no term has got dominant position
with Gartner getting in and stamping it, with thght timing, then that is what the term becomes.
Because Gartner has got a rough contact with sy mastomers; because that is where we get our
information. Yet we know most of the vendors. We arbig organization. We can get organizations to
agree that is the term. Because we in effect drbaxaaround something and say: ‘That is the market.
There’s the definition of it. These are the eleraefhese are the players. This is how you evaitiate
This is how you compare’ (interview, Gartner anglys
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Gartner (more than any other industry analyst finag been successful in naming technologies.
However, whilst it appears to have had continuettass, there has also been a number of ‘failures’.
What is interesting to note is that the majoritylase are not public failures because most naming

interventions tend to ‘die internally’:

More difficult is where you try something out andloesn’t fly. What tends to happen there is that i
tends to die internally more often than not. Ineotivords, an analyst becomes an advocate of
something...there’s a team of people who creatdaliftthe key issue is that there is a team of people
involved but there is one leader who is passioahtait it and relentless. That is the key things It
partly the intellectual curiosity and the intelleat exercise of ‘that’s the way things are goiridiat’s
the trend’, and being right! It is a combinationtloét but also being an absolute heavy, marketitay i
death - internally first, because unless it fliezinally it will never get outside. So normally the

time it has got outside it has got 20 or 30 analpstind it, going ‘yeah. That's the term we arango
to use. That's the term. That makes sense. Tha'serm I'm going to use. I'll make sure that I'll
reference that in my work’. And so it has got motnemin it. And Gartner will hammer away at it for
several years often, till it gets enough momentomet it going (interview, Gartner analyst).

Conceiving of and shepherding a name is not simpliintellectual exercise’ but equally involves
enrolling and convincing others. If a terminologytd get outside Gartner, then, it must alreadghav
mobilised an internal community of support. Thisame that individual analysts must become
‘passionate’ about a concept such that they casupde others of its benefits (‘marketing it to deat
internally first’). Thus by the time it gets ‘oudi&’, if it is indeed to get outside, then there thus
already a significant group committed to its suscétere we get a glimpse of both the internal
community that must be mobilised within Gartner #igb of the organizational machinery that needs

to be set in train to help shepherd a term.

5.1.2 Intellectual and Material Equipment

Thus far, in common with the notion of organizirigien (Swanson and Ramiller 1997), we have
talked primarily about new terminologies as ‘diss@s’. However, in the last section, we also
introduced the notion of ‘organizational machineBy this, we intend that the frames of industry
analysts are both symboknd material. Names are aided in their operation wéthious kind of
‘equipment’. We saw this quite vividly in the casfePicolo where a classification worked to
problematise this particular actor (a classificai®what MacKenzie [2009] might term ‘intellectual

equipment’). Gartner’s definition of CRM was natngily a theoretical construct but one supported by
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various kind of listings, as we see below, inclgdists of players and their products’ core

characteristics.

This said, it should be noted however that manjhese lists appeared to have a particularly ‘local
flavour’. We describe what we mean by this throdgitussing Gartner’s attempts to computerise
their lists (see Leyshon and Thrift [1999] for aalission of the automation of lists). In principists
could be held on enterprise-wide electronic datdasthin Gartner, such that information belonging
to one analyst could be made available to colleagisewhere, especially those located in different
geographical locations. However, as we saw in tbeudsion of Picolo, even those analysts
specialising in the same area did not appear relytio share information with each other. The UK
analyst, for instance, had to check via the telaphwith US colleagues as to whether anyone in the
US offices had information on Picolo. It seemsdbmputerisation of lists occurs but only in a rathe

limited way. An analyst explains why this is so:

We've got skills databases: ‘who knows what'. Cliservices team uses that, so it is to route théaa
the right analyst. Each team has knowledge bas$es; ffied these glorified schemes of having a
centralised knowledge base. Theresomecompany wide ones...But we are not keeping voluofies
information on each vendor because it changesstptéamaintain it. It is usually just garbage maofst
what is in there. You look at it, and you go: ‘Waehe hell did this come from? It is about 3 ye#ds.
Hopeless! So it's got to be maintained frequergly.what you are really seeing is that each anhbst
to maintain their own ‘pod of knowledge’ and thé jwill be to find the analyst with the knowledge
(interview, Gartner analyst).

The analyst notes the problem of how informati@mext within centralised information sources
quickly becomes ‘garbage’. Obviously, as notedhatdutset of the paper, this is a world that is
changing quickly, where knowledge is contextual emtingent. It thus appears that analysts do not
work with formalised (centralised) kinds of infortizan but keep control of their own individual ‘pods
of knowledge'. Lists and knowledge are attachepiaiicular (groups of) analysts. We return to this
point in Act Three, where we argue that a corolizrhis is that analysts can often end up emplpyin

different frames when analysing the same vendor.

5.1.3  Frames are Entangled within the Wider User Comnyunit

Discussing these local forms of knowledge beggjthestion as to how analysts form their views (or

compile their lists). Where does their knowledgmedrom? There appears to be three main sources:
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talking amongst themselves (for instance, wherg ‘ieer review’ each others reports); meeting with
(and quizzing) the actual vendors that are beisgss®d (the ‘vendor briefings’ discussed above); an
through interacting with their clients (who areeoftthe actual users of these technologies). louall
dealings with Gartner, these latter interactionsavgaid to be the primary opinion-forming source fo
analysts (and this was evidenced by the discusdi@icolo above). A Gartner analyst expresses the

scale of the interactions analysts might have aveormal’ year:

...some of the analysts last year were doing a thmleaquires, that's a thousand calls a year, 200
working days doing five calls a day, that's fiveun® on the phone a day just talking to

customers. Then face to face like | am doing here, there mighinother 150, 200 conversations like
that in a year so, [then] 700 face to face convinss of 20 minutes up to an hour. That's a lotlafa

in just one area. So as long as you are narrowggmiouyour focus, you would have to be an idiot, |
personally believe you would have to be an ididttnavork out what is going on in that area
(interview, Gartner analyst).

Thus built into a frame is this process of intei@civith clients. This can involve relatively sinepl
interchanges: for instance, the number of timeareatyst is asked about a particular vendor. It can
also — and perhaps especially — come from morétqgtia forms of dialogue: such as continually
hearing comments of a certain type about a vedoanalyst describes how most of these comments
came when they were explicitly searching for feetttan particular vendors (as when they called up
the ‘references’ supplied by vendors) but alsotivepinteractions where it was common for their
clients to be candid about their experiences wathdors. An analyst gives an example of typical &ind

of feedback:

‘Oh yeah, | forgot to tell you that they were coetelidiots. They did x,y,z’. And you go ‘Right. Why
that?’ ‘Oh, they did this. They sent this guy al@gl his name is’, that sort of thing. Sometimes yo
can even get down to which individuals in which pamies are screwing up (interview, Gartner
analyst).

To summarise, what we are arguing is that, in ordenake sense of the IT domain, Gartner builds
knowledge frames. These frames then go onto cbeatedaries within the marketplace (primarily but
not exclusively through ‘naming interventions’)ethgenerate certain kinds of problematics amongst
technology vendors (through episodes of ‘categtiamavork’). The frames of industry analysts are
supported by intellectual and material equipméstyland databases); and are shaped by the
interactions analysts have with wider communitiegsers. The next section shows a further aspect of

frame making which concerns the ability of industnalysts to ‘defend’ their frames. We examine
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this by returning to Gartner's encounter with Pacahd showing the further forms of contestatiorn tha

emerged between these actors.

5.2 Gartner Defend their Frame

The discussion around Picolo’s system was charaeteby two starkly contrasting positions. On the
one hand, Picolo saw itself as an innovative playiering more than a simple CRM solution. The
problem, in their view, lay with Gartner’s ratherrow classification of CRM. On the other hand,
Gartner strongly disagreed. Everything in theinfeapointed to the fact that Picolo would be ‘a’risk
They were not, in their view, part of the CRM fiekhe issue came to a head when Picolo were asked
to say what exactly was unique about their propd@saitner, in turn, was invited to comment on these
claims. The episode was played out when Picoloymed a document describing how their solution
differed from those offered by competitors. We ogjuce the main parts of the exchange here. Picolo

begins by outlining the novel features of theirteys

[Picolo] is the first vendor to provide amegrated framework approadPicolo documentpur
emphasip

The ‘integrated framework approach’ is Picolo’s a@wrminology. This seemingly provides a more
connected type of CRM solution. Gartner’s reposténer is that Picolo’s claims are exaggerated and

that their approach is similar to what other vesdire already offering:

Loud Cloud. Graham Technologies and several ott@ve said the same in the past (Gartner
Comments appended to Picolo document).

Picolo sets out the details of how its offerindetié from others — emphasising particularly the

disconnected and ‘patchwork’ nature of competiéchnologies:

With other vendors, [UserOrg] would be buying sepaproducts for CRM, Portal front-end, CTI,
workflow and document management, email automati@hrules engines. While individually these
might compare favourably with the [Picolo] compotseithis would be a patchwork solution and it
would be very difficult getting these componentscassfully integrated (Picolo document).

Picolo state that competitor systems are made dgsbhct components that have to be brought
together through laborious (and potentially riskoms of programming work. They point to how
their solution already contains important integmatiunctionality that other vendors would be regdir

to bring in from elsewhere. Gartner refute thigjmmphow there are already systems on the market
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with most if not all of these capabilities. As Geat see it, other vendors could market their system

the exact same way:

The majority of vendors in this space will provisleme form of portal front-end, call management,
eService, workflow, email automation and rules eagiplus CTI integration (but not CTI). Usuallysthi
is achieved through partnerships with a small nunalbgartners (e.g. Interactive Intelligence with
Onyx and Siebel with Avaya) (Gartner comments agpdrto Picolo document).

Gartner then focus on the similarity between Pisodmd one other vendor system:

It is interesting the degree of overlap with eG#life would see eGain as a vendor that already
competes in the eService, email, workflow and dgbdront-end but not in the area of CTI or call
management. Software vendors have not traditiomatigsed the boundary between application and
infrastructure but Avaya with Quintus and Altituskeuld make the same arguments as those made here
(Gartner comments appended to Picolo document).

Here they concede a novel feature of the Picoltesys that it is has ‘crossed the boundary between
application and infrastructure’ - but also point baw other vendors might make the same claim (see
Raoet al [2005] for a discussion of the difficulties thisd of ‘boundary crossing’ within product
categories brings). Gartner also refutes the stiggethat integrating the various components in one
system would be problematic — highlighting how Raagself might suffer the same kind of

integration difficulties:

We disagree that all combinations are very diffitolget them to work together — it depends on the
combination of products selected and whether thathbénation has been achieved before. [Picolo] is
not exempt from integration with the ACD system #imel existing eGain applications (Gartner
comments appended to Picolo document).

This exchange highlights further aspects of Gaidrfeme — in particular the issue of
commensuratiorEspeland and Stevens (1998) suggest that povaatols attempt to maintain
existing classifications (and resist enlargementcmount for more variability) to preserve theiiligb

to commensurate. That is, to maintain comparalalityngst vendors (Lounsbury and Rao 2004). In
other words, their methods are fundamentally netatihey assess vendors not as stand-alone
organizations but always in relation to others. Tdmult is that Gartner is able to point out that t
apparently novel features of Picolo’s Integrate@ink@work Solution are already contained within

existing offerings.

To summarise, what we have shown is that when stadteGartner will robustly defend its frame. It
does this mostly through processes of commensuaratibich, as argued by Espeland and Stevens

(1998), can appear a highly robust mechanism tengke$eemingly controversial decisions. It is one
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that seemingly puts decision making on a ‘neupkdhe (everyone can see the characteristics of
competing systems, such that individual bias isaegmtly pushed out of the frame). Act three
continues this focus on contestation but this tilmeugh discussing a face-to-face meeting between
Gartner analysts and Picolo employees. Here welfagkrame shapes the way industry analysts

assess a vendor then what happens if a vendaniggithrough different frames?

6 ACT THREE: INTERNAL DISSENT: NOT ALL IN GARTNER

VIEW THINGS IN THE SAME WAY

6.1 Different Reactions to the Same Data

Since the confusion surrounding Picolo was growather than declining, and because there were no
available research papers on the vendor, User@ideatibto ask Gartner to conduct a vendor briefing
on their behalf. (As a Gartner client, they hadghssibility of commissioning a number of briefings
each year). Thus, several weeks later, a numbdEdiased analysts finally sat down with Picolo
employees to quiz them about their technologies. Mketing appeared productive for both parties.
One Gartner analyst (identified throughout as ‘Drf&ds back her thoughts and assessment to

UserOrg:

[Dr S] covered [Picolo’s] reasons for not makingniselves known to Gartner before, i.e. an emerging
company whose product doesn't fit neatly into émgstategories. They see themselves as providers of
business process utility solutions/service proddether than simply software suppliers. They
customise their products for a particular indusegtor and aim to share the cost across the custome
base to reduce costs. [Dr S] felt they had a Veepretical way of presenting themselves and haddou

it difficult to find the appropriate analyst (hatgculated within UserOrg).

This comment appears double-edged. On the one Bar&lpoints to the problem new IT vendors
experience when starting out (they are an ‘emergampany’ and their products do not nearly fit into
existing industry analyst categories). She idesgifiow Picolo thought itself ‘residual’ (Star and
Bowker 2007) in relation to the way Gartner catesgpand define CRM. On the other, she also
indirectly criticises them for failing to undersththe role and influence of industry analysts (fiow

relate to them, how much effort to invest in intdirag with them, how to present its strategies and
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products, and so on). However, Dr S then goesrassfto suggest that UserOrg shoutd give too

much weight to the initial assessment of her UKeagues:

She advised not to read too much into the factttiet were not known to Gartner. It was in [Pics]o’
interest not to be classified with other CRM versdas they offer broader services. They did not want
to be seen as simply a software vendor. They hethpe failed to take a more pragmatic approach to
this (note circulated within UserOrg).

Indeed the analyst explicitly points out how it vemlvantageous for Picotetto be compared with
other CRM vendors since they were offering someghlifferent/more. She then lists further (mostly

positive) aspects about Picolo that were not sedae the initial assessment:

Analysts attending the briefing had been impress#id [Picolo’s] knowledge of their marketplace and
their understanding of software evolutiofRicolo] have a legacy of customers in the Insueanc
Banking and Telco sectors both as [Picolo] and ésroompanies. Less so in the Government sector.
The client list is impressive (note circulated witkiserOrg).

The analyst commented positively on their ‘knowlkedd the marketplace’ and their ‘understanding of
software evolution’, two of the important critebig which Gartner rates and evaluates vendors (see
Author Study 2009). She also passes comment onitiigiessive ‘client list’, which, as already
mentioned, was another of the criteria by whichdgea are judged. When the conversation turns to
some of the more thorny issues, the analyst gigesibw of the ‘risk’ of going with an unknown

quantity:

Asked for comments about it being risky going wathompany we had not previously heard of, she
said that it is not necessary always to go witliganeme, but the risk has to be managed. A key
question is who is responsible for delivery. It vexplained that [a joint venture partner] is thamar
contractor and [Dr S] said we then have to ask hawvill be protected by [the joint venture partner]
against non-delivery (note circulated within UsegiOr

What this analyst does is bring into the frame othetors. In particular, this is the fact thatdticis

not acting alone in supplying its systems but sutgoloby a joint venture partner organization -rgda
telecommunications company with a recently esthbtissoftware and systems integration division. It
is made clear that it is the joint venture parthet is ultimately responsible for delivering a sessful
project. The analyst also points out that it i®afsPicolo’s direct interest to ensure the projec

Success:

[Picolo] is still an emerging company and has tddoal list of satisfied clients. [Dr S] would théoee
expect them to ensure that projects were a su¢oets circulated within UserOrg).

Comparing this assessment with the previous ondingehat the analysts are focusing on the same

vendor but coming to different conclusions. In dading the US analyst makes a point that goes

26



some way to explaining these contrasting assessmidet area of expertise is not strictly speaking

CRM solutions; she specialises in ‘Business Pro@egsourcing’ (BPO):

[Dr S] said that she was not a CRM specialist; Bess Process Outsourcing was her speciality. It had
been [Picolo’s] choice not to go into the CRM catigg She emphasised, however, that [Picolo] isanot
Business Process Outsourcer. They work with pastmerhaps the most significant being a recent
project in Australia with EDS as the partner (nateulated within User Org).

A way to conceptualise this, perhaps, is to sugipastthe analyst is not committed to the same dram
as her UK colleagues. She is investigating Usefforg a different modality. It could be argued that
vendor qualities are being constituted through dvfi@rent frames, and because these organise
responses, they each create different kinds ofl@naditic. Viewed through the initial ‘CRM frame’
Picolo is compared to other CRM vendors (and is sede replicating only what is already in the
marketplace). There is the use of particular kimfdsquipment and interactions (‘lists’ constituted
from community engagement). The problems raiselddecPicolo’s absence from ‘lists’, that they are
‘not known’ to the community, there is not a comelsystem available, which means there is a high
level of ‘risk’ involved, and so on. Alternativelthe ‘BPO frame’ appears more diffuse. It is oreg th
includes but is not limited to CRM (there are npltioverlapping technology suppliers who have a
potential claim to be involved in this area). Winemstituted through this frame it is recognised how
Picolo is offering ‘broader services’. Here the ipguent includes ‘lists’, but this time of ‘impressi
clients’. The issue on which the vendor is asseisstit fact that it is backed by a significaninjo
venture partner’. Further, the US analyst reiniigpthe problems raised by the earlier analyst
(unknown, risk, etc.) and concludes that these maiynecessarily be reasons for concern. They could

equally be understood as reasons whghimosePicolo.

6.2 Competing Frames

What does this example of competing frames telllus@ggests that this large industry analyst
organization is not a ‘unity’; there is no singlar@er-wide community. Frame building appears to be
an idiosyncratic ‘craft’ (as opposed to a standadiscientific) model of knowledge making. Analysts
are highly reputed individuals trading in the Gartrealm — attempting to further their own

reputations (authority). Indeed, and recallingdiseussion above about how analysts work not with
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centralised but witindividualised pods of knowledgan analyst revealed that one of the main

difficulties Gartner has is of getting its peopbespeak with one voice:

...Gartner’s like a herd of cats. It's like herdingt& The different analyst groups are all very
independent of each other...We work in teams, wherevark very tight in the teams, so we can back
each other up, and we know what each other is d@ntside of that team, there is a bit of a
consolidation but at the kind of company levelasto be driven almost top down to make us look up
and say ‘what is going on in your area?’ And wecaline to meeting where we learn about each others
research areas. But is more of an kind of intargdtackground information. It is not going to heip

do my job (interview, Gartner analyst).

Interestingly, the passage above points to thecdiffes of regulating this kind of knowledge and
actor. Gartner regularly attempts to establish eengorporate view but analysts are seemingly pulled
in alternative directions. This perhaps explaing@rt) the internal contestation that exists adoun
understandings of new technologies. Different ‘tearontinue to read developments in different
ways. They have their own ‘lists’ and ‘pods of krledge’. Those located in different geographical
locations, for instance, and specialising in thelgtof one or other related technologies, came to
differing conclusions. To make sense of this weiarthat these analysts applied a different frame to
the same vendor and this produced contrastingtse$tlurns out that there were often ‘competing
frames’ at play within the analyst firm. The examd telling because it shows how the technological
field Gartner is attempting to shepherd is contesteernally. What we want to do now is show how
the field was also contestedternally This brings us to the final act where we consla®ax frames

are ‘adopted’ but also how they can be ‘abandofieelinza and Garud 2007).

7 ACT FOUR: FRAME TRANSFORMATION

7.1 Adopting/Abandoning a Frame

Gartner are widely seen as the coiners of the CBhept (Norton 2000). However, whilst it was an
early player in CRM’s development, it was not thigioator of the term. This is identified as therwo
of marketing academics whom were talking and wgitibout the importance of ‘customer
relationship marketing’ during the 1980s (Firth dradvrence 2006). Gartner’s interest is said to have
begun in the early 1990s when they noticed a grgwviterest in new kinds of software. One analyst

described this early involvement:
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| found in...1993 Gartner created a Sales LeadeiStigtegy Service...And we created a Sales
Leadership Strategy Service, and a Customer Sar@opport Strategy, and an NKT service to focus
on the marketing director. And that was betweea®8 95. So we were quite early in looking at the
technologies for sales marketing, customer sendoespletely separately. Then with about you know
probably only 2 or 3 analysts in each team....Thaniszingly early from a Gartner perspective. It was
about 93, 95 we set up those services. | think ahbyut 96, 97 we decided to put them togetheranto
common group (interview, Gartner analyst).

Once this emerging field was identified (and ingiag with its practice of performing naming
interventions) Gartner set abaatdesignatingt. Even though already widely identified @astomer
Relationship Management the analyst firm attempiee-label the field a§echnology Enabled

Relationship Management’:

And around about, just after maybe 98 or probaBlyl guess, 98, 99, [Gartner] came up with the term
‘TERM'’. Because [Gartner] said it'§echnology EnableRelationship Management’. So we were
pointing out that we’re only going to look at teotwgy not the strategy aspects of it. Our job ibotuk

at the technologies that companies use. So thethpuhree teams together under one bucket called
‘TERM’ (interview, Gartner analyst).

Recalling the logic behind this new terminologye timalyst notes how the existing designation was
founded on an interest in the ‘strategic’ aspesisted to customer relationships (the interesttsof
academic founders). Gartner’s proposed name instaadaid to reflect an interest in purely the
‘technologies’ of CRM. This naming intervention didt enjoy the same kinds of success as earlier
ones (the ERP terminology, around this period, jwstsreaching the heights of its popularity). Whils
Gartner attempted to extend the notion amongst ithaiistry contacts, using all of its organizationa

apparatus and community networks, the name sinajdiydf to ‘ignite’

What we were defining as TERM was what most peajgleld understand as CRM today. But nobody
bought into the term TERM. It just didn’t catchditin’t ignite with people ... In effect, the indos

itself decided it was CRM. That was the term the&yengoing to use. So it was one of these, it cdmes
a point when it is no good pushing against the titleen though technically we were more accurate; it
didn’t matter (interview, Gartner analyst).

The analyst puts it quite starkly stating how tb&an ‘went down like a lead balloon’ with the rest
the industry. Had the term been constitutive? Haffécted how vendors labelled their products? The

analyst was certain that it had not:
No, not really. There might have been the odd aieguit in their literature but they weren't sayitge
are a TERM vendor'. It didn’'t work. It never took ¢interview, Gartner analyst).

The result was that Gartner was forced to abanu®term TERM:

We [Gartner] probably killed that in about 2000lal$ted probably only about a year, a year andfa ha
between about 99 and 2000 (interview, Gartner ataly
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What, if anything, does this failure tell us? leislemonstration of the contingency surrounding the
work of a powerful market actor. The industry asal@artner plays a crucial role in mobilising
consensus around emerging technological fieldstBsitexample shows however that it is not able to
impose its view. Even the seemingly most infludrdgfandustry analysts can still fail to mobilise
others around its vision of the world. We labous tioint because we think it significant in ternfis o
the shaping of a major organizational technologg. &ffeculate that Gartner’s failure to impose its
frame had important consequences for this solu@iv has not seen the same kinds of stability that
one finds in earlier fields (like ERP). The biogngmf CRM appears to be different and perhaps more

diffuse because of this.
7.2 Result of Abandoning: Increase in Ambiguity?

Shortly after the turn of the century, CRM techmgithad begun to resemble the ‘organizing visions’
described by Swanson and Ramiller (1997). The natias being pulled in many different directions

by various players. A Gartner analyst notes sombetransformations that CRM has experienced:

CRM has been called customer interaction managersahinology-enabled relationship management,
enterprise relationship management, demand chamagesment and customer value management
(Maoz 2001).

During this period, one of the only things that coemtators appeared to be able to agree on was the
level of confusion that had now developed arourdéchnology. A Gartner analyst interviewed in

the practitioner press makes the following point:

Well, I think the people that are confused are ysia) journalists, vendors and, perhaps, conssltant
don't think the organizations that are involvedtheg confused about what they're trying to de I'v
called it the ‘flag-of-convenience’ problem, in thihey have a name for the program, the projeet, th
initiative, the ‘whatever they call it’, internallyAnd, the term ‘CRM’ lost its shine in about 208b,
they renamed it in many cases, or they shut it dommepackaged it or refocused it, whatever
(Thompson 2004).

Here the analyst points to how CRM has become mgthiit a ‘flag of convenience’ — a term that
could be ‘shut down’, ‘repackaged’ or ‘refocusedpénding on a player’s interests and
circumstances. Interestingly, despite their loasggjrip on the field, this does not prevent Gartner
from making periodic attempts to make further iméstions. During the period, pushed by the

apparent disaccord, but also the fact CRM was dauygin the fallout surrounding the bursting of the
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dot.com bubble, Gartner continued to set up meetwith the idea of getting the major players to

agree a new name:

It is interesting, around 2001, we talked to conipsnWe were talking about CRM strategies to people
and they were saying: ‘We would rather call it cusé¢r strategy supported by CRM technology’. So
around 2001, when it got discredited with the ‘Bust2001, 2003, there were a lot of companies
saying that they don’'t want to call it CRM anymdrefact, we had meetings with all the major
integrators, consultancies to say: ‘Shall we comeavith a new term?’. The problem was nobody could
agree a term. Everybody tries to fragment in défferdirections. So it never, CRM ended up having th
double meaning: it means something to do with mssirstrategy...which is the original meaning; and it
means to do with the technology. So it has this, @onfusing to people... (interview, Gartner anglys

What this suggests is that the framing capacitiésdustry analysts change over time. Despite its
organizational machinery and extensive communitynegtions, Gartner were seemingly unable to
get the players to agree a common term. Thus tleeerfitom a rather rigid position to a more
encompassing and open one. As a result, a certenrd of disorganization becomes evident in the
sector. Indeed one analyst interviewed in the ftiacer press describes how he advocates, when

talking to clients, that they should now developitibownunderstanding of the term:

About 1998 Gartner sat down and wrote a big définjtwhich starts with the word, ‘CRM’, and
defines it specifically as a business strategy,wage stuck with that definition now for about—iyel
ever since '98. But, since 2002, our message hasretty straightforward, which is: Ignore our
definition of CRM, and in fact, ignore everybodgek definition of CRM and come up with your own
definition....In fact, something we're doing rightglmoment is questioning not the definition of CRM
but whether the term "CRM," itself, should still bsed. And, we're wondering whether it's finally
coming to an end as a useful acronym. Gartner ERINT up till about '99. And, since then, we've
stuck with the industry phrase of CRM (Thompson400

We have argued that the knowledge frame industajyats apply to an area of activity allows them to
inform and regulate the various goings on in thehaHowever, the frame that appeared applicable
back in ‘1998’ now no longer seemed to apply. Wlarihe beginning of the century Gartner was
attempting to regulate the offerings of vendorbail, just a few years later, as one analyst pinte

out, become ‘less dogmatic than [it was] were ba@8’. Gartner appears no longer to be the sole

actor attempting to shepherd this particular field

To summarise this section, what we have showraisthfe industry analyst firm studied was not able
to impose its view on the CRM field in the same wdad done in earlier years. CRM was now being
understood and interpreted in many different waysh(s respect the work of Swanson and Ramiller
[1997] shows itself still to be highly relevant)onWever, whereas these scholars suggest that @rcert

amount of) ambiguity can aide the proliferatioraaiew name, we would argue that it is precisely thi
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ambiguity that industry analysts are attemptingdbce. If a technological field cannot be defined
then it becomes difficult to regulate vendors withi Thus, the increase in ambiguity meant that

Gartner was forced to modify its position — orpther words, to ‘break frame’ (Goffman 1974).

8 DISCUSSION

We join scholars interested in making sense oathendance of new terminologies that continue to
proliferate within the information technology domgBwanson and Ramiller 1997, Wang 2009). Our
particular entrance point has been to note thecgaypin standard and stable designations emerge and
come to be applied to broadly similar, or, in sarases, differing set of artefacts. A more or less
similar collection of rapidly evolving artefactsrche given common nomenclatures that then go on to
endure for prolonged periods of time. We have sbtagganswer the question aswbo decides

whether or not a particular vendor technology i¢ phia wider terminology. Who, in other words,
decides the boundaries around different nomenes®ivwe have pointed to the effort of the
‘knowledge institutions of information technologybrahamson and Fairchild 2001, Wang and
Swanson 2007, 2008, Swanson 2010) that shepheodtisensus around new and emerging
technological fields. This is in particular theedf industry analysts — and specifically of Gartine.
—who appear to play a role in deciding not onhaae but also the interpretation of that designatio

Below we outline the various ways in which theytkis (i-vii).

The firm of industry analysts studied is most vkelbwn for its(i) naming interventionsThe

designation of a technological field of activityniet trivial. If successful, such interventions cgmon

to provide crucial resourcesd constraints within which vendors and managemedtti@chnology
consultants’ articulate offerings. We have drawrtten’communitarian’ perspective to how new
concepts achieve wide currency in a process calysough the activities of certain key playeis —
the case of Customer Relationship Management (CRMably vendors, consultants and industry
analysts — but also ultimately sustained by theviéies of wider communities of organizational user
and others (Swanson and Ramiller 1997, Wang andIRag@009, Wang 2009, Swanson 2010).
Naming interventions can reduce uncertainty forpéeis and developers alike. The establishment of a

new field draws boundaries around a set of artefaat! their suppliers and thereby create a space in
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which some sorting and ranking may be possibles dfien paves the way for a comparative analysis
by adopters of the relative advantages of partiaffarings for their specific organization. Clusite
new kinds of offerings together may also serveetnforce expectations about what functionality
should be included and where the technology wiligthe future. This also allows vendors to assess
their products, their promotion and enhancemenglation to the features of broadly comparable

products and their likely future development triggeies (in some case differentiating their offejing

However, just as a hame can include it can easitpime a ‘barrier’ - something that ‘prevents’ and
‘constrains’. This can generate controversy, eglg@mongst those that become marginalised by it.
Industry analysts can be seen to police the boigglitivat they and others have previously set out
through performing various kinds (i) categorization workwhere they are able to say whether or
not a particular vendor solution is part of a teslbgical field. They can do this because, as the&kwo
on ‘critics’ informs us, they view the world thrau¢product classifications’ (Zuckerman 1999). in
this view vendors that fall outside this lens “pemalized not simply because they raise information
costs for consumers but because the social bowsdiat divide product classes limit the
consideration of such offeringsib{d., 1404). This perspective usefully flags how thénnovation
community (Wang and Ramiller 2009) is not an ehtiogen and equal community as there are forms
of knowledge that actors are forced to take inttaat but which they are not necessarily able to

shape (cf. Adler and Heckscher 2006).

We have also made use of the ‘finitist’ argumeat ttategorization is not straightforward but inadv
‘a decision’. Reaching a decision can lead to werifmrms of ‘contestation’ and, as Barme¢sl.

(1996) suggest, experts can often categorize tine s&ject in contrasting ways. We saw how the
seemingly novel technology produced by one newcamaarproblematised and then with how, in
turn, it disputed the negative reviews it receifgaing as far as to call into question the industry
analyst firm's research process). The newcomerappeo fall between different ‘frames’ within the
same industry analyst firm, each of which brougfierent problematics and qualities to the surface.
This was damaging for the vendor’'s immediate andéo-term future: it not only lost out in the

procurement contest described here but it alstarass we know, has not been able to enter this
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specific geographical and sectoral specific manket;does it continue to position itself in the gam
way in relation to other CRM vendors. (Even thoitghas at odds with how the industry analyst firm

(and others) conceived of CRM it has since coneline with the prevailing definition).

One other issue we raise with regard to the crg@spective is the suggestion that it is ‘social’
boundaries that limit the consideration of parécwendors. Zuckerman (1999) suggests that actors
employ categories tmterpretthe offers set before them. Yet we are franklyscal that, by
themselves, product terminologies can performries (particularly, as we learn from the finitist
analysis, there can be much complexity and confusiorounding classifications). Something else
must be enabling these screening processes. Gsanredy the work of industry analyst is
‘authoritative’ is that their frames are shot thgbwvith various forms ofiii) intellectual and material
equipmentThe particular equipment we observed during figik was ‘lists’. We might go as far as
to suggest that one of the prime roles of indusitrglysts is filling out emerging technological disl
with lists of varying description. List making agpe to be rife within industry analysts firms. lhai
the Gartner presentations and workshops that wadstl the audience was treated to various kinds of
lists: lists ‘of cool vendors’, ‘of the prioritiesf Chief Information Officers’, ‘of the various kils of
functionality found in systems’, ‘of ranked vendoedc. (see Bowker and Star [1994] for the
importance of list making). Moreover, lists turnt ¢ be particularly effective in sorting vendors.
Whether or not someone appears on a list is (giyjemat thought to be a matter for interpretatién.
vendor’s absence from a list can have an effeat éygeople disagree about the accuracy of

associated categorization process (Author Study200

A further reason the work of industry analysts inflsence is that, when necessary, they will
vigorously(iv) defend their framdt is here our paper adds (in some small wayydonza and Garud
(2007). Industry analysts are not only frame bugdwut they have established ways to evidence and
shore up their boundary work (meaning they arerifralefenders’). Indeed when making claims and
interacting with clients we found there to be diéfiet modalities at play: they were times when
industry analysts sought to signal quite clearlgdopters their (often critical) assessment of ifipec

vendors, as well as contexts in which they were ¢temdid as they sought to protect and shield

34



themselves. This was because, attached to reconatmemgl was the issue of liability and
responsibility. Industry analysts need to makerthiews accountable — in terms of presenting them a
the result of systematic process and in beingtabdiefend their judgements. The principal ways in
which industry analysts appeared to do this wasuiljin commensuration as well as by pointing to the
provenance of assessments. Commensuration appgam/ide industry analysts with a means to
smooth away possible contestation (Espeland ane&te€1998). The literature on product
classifications suggests that placing a venddnéncbntext of others is an attempt to weaken &isrcl
that its offerings are novel (Kennedy 2008). lthough comparing the offerings of different verglor
that it seemingly becomes ‘obvious’ to everyone liowgs really stand. As for the provenance of
their views, industry analysts claim that assesssnare developed out of their many interactions wit
their client base. They rely on the testimony efstnwider communities of users and decision makers.
It is notthemcasting aspersions, they are simply reporting lfacl aggregating) what their clients
are reportedly telling them. In this respect, wgmhiconsider that the frames of industry analysts
depend on these kinds of interactions. In othedgahat they arés) entangled with wider

communities of users

Another way of capturing all these various poiitg) (s to say that new terminologies are often
coupled to the practices, artefacts and commurafiéisose who produce them (Hyysalo 2006). This
attempts to capture the role these market expkysip shepherding terms but also how they are
simultaneously attempting to realise and regulagevarious boundaries proposed by the designations

they and others deploy.

We have also been careful to draw attention tditiés on how industry analysts proceed. These
actorshavebecome highly influential in drawing the boundarégound technologies but they a
able to impose their view. This was best exemmljfiaternally, when we saw how two teams of
analysts failed to agree on the nature of the vetabbinology they were both examining and then,
externally, when the analyst firm was not abledowince others of the merits of a particular
terminology (‘Technology Enabled Relationship Mamagnt’). This evidences how industry analysts

have limits in relation to their capacity to orgssiand speak about the events they come acrose The
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experts are attempting to organise the consenstsusding a technological field. It should perhaps
be no surprise that they come across areas whetmtindaries have already been drawn (or have
been drawn differently to the ones they are pram)siwWhen this happens, the industry analysts may
break framgGoffman 1974). In other words, these @Xperts do not always stick to their frame
This contradicts Beunza and Garud’s (2007) suggesiiat, once committed, analysts necessarily
persevere with a position because to do otherwddrseemingly bring into question their
credibility. However, our fieldwork suggests thlaistmay not be the only element here. Industry
analyst firms recognise (and will at times operdireowledge) ‘misframings’. In other words, they
are not afraid to withdraw a term that is competigginst an incumbent terminology, especially if it

appears only to be adding further confusion.

We also suggest that (vii) tfieaming capacities of industry analysts may chaoger time When
Gartner coined the notion of Enterprise Resouraarithg (ERP) back in 1990, for instance, the firm
had already been in existence for more than a éed#tilst it had a number of rivals (Computer
Intelligence, Dataquest, IDC, Input and Yankee vatirevell established by then) it had managed to
develop the cognitive authority to make this impatthaming intervention. Few other organizations at
the time could mobilise the organizational machjyreexd community connections necessary to draw
and maintain the boundaries around a new techreabfjeld of activity. Ten years later, however,
during the period when CRM was taking off, Gartfeemd itself competing with many other industry
experts. Today, there is a large active body afi$iny experts and consultants writing, bloggingl an
selling ideas about technology. It appears thabnbt has a market for this form of boundary work
been created but that competition between varitiesmediaries has helped foster the ambiguity that
we now find surrounding discussions of CRM. Sinceone player dominates this means that all

attempts to define the particular technologicdtfimay have an effect.

8.1 Further Research
We conclude by calling for increased attentiorhim knowledge institutions of information
technology (Abrahamson and Fairchild 2001, Wang&wenson 2007, 2008, Swanson 2010).

Through their appearance, we have seen a shiftdroehatively simple market of ideas to a more
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organised and structured one. Industry analysisgtaucial role in shaping technological fields.
Their work may have immediate consequences fontdolyy vendors and more broadly for the
direction and pace of innovation within the wid€rdrena. One implication of their work, not
particularly emphasised in the present paper asitimay stifle novelty. Vendors who offer
something different may find their products do catform to standard product definitions and thus
may fall between classification schemes (and bblpneatized). This conjecture alone deserves
further attention. Furthermore, we speculate that context of accelerating technological innovagtio
that gives new challenges and uncertainties tonpiatennovators or adopters, and where the normal
processes of decision-making are deemed to bednatks there will be a growing number of experts
of various types attempting to shape emerging t&olgical fields. Clearly not all these actors will
influence innovation in the same way or to the samtient; only a small number will produce terms
able to designate actual fields; only some willrba position to categorize vendor technologies.
However, there is a need for IS scholars to deviélle@nalytical tools and frameworks to allow
researchers to carry out a systematic and sopdtisticstudy of their influence. Our research also
suggests we may need to address a possible spagtiimowledge institutions with, at one end of the
scale, powerful bodies such as the industry anéitystdescribed here, which explicitly sees itsedf
organising and shepherding technological fields|sivat the other end actors and organizations that
may be less central and may not necessarily evaEgnise their role as such. We have produced a
study covering one part of the spectrum, wheregrogp has managed to command the centre of
attention, but there are many other kinds of ogtion and actor deserving of study. The recent
upsurge of ‘technology bloggers’, for instancepasticularly pertinent in this latter respect (Ddson

and Vaast 2009).
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