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Extended Abstract Comment Form 

Preconference Symposium "Interrogating Information Realities of 
Information and Communication Systems" ASIST 2006. 

Please fill out the following information about the abstract that you are 
reviewing for the preconference symposium.  Use as much space as you 
think is necessary.   

Name of commenter _ Fletcher Cole  _____________ 

1. Title of abstract reviewed:   Technological identity … (Michael 
Tyworth) 

2. Eprint # of abstract reviewed:  1470 

3. The main question or concern this research addresses is: 

The motivation is to contribute to the theoretical resources more 
specifically available to researchers in social informatics, by 
exploring the relationship between the notions of “organizational 
identity”, “boundary objects” and “users as social actors”. The 
basic hypothesis is that “ICT designers have an image of the user 
which gets embedded in the material properties of the artifact”.  

A notion of “alignment”, reminiscent of ‘fit’ in organizational 
studies, is introduced with the conjecture that “when the identity 
of the organization and image embedded in the artifact are 
relatively aligned, the artifact remains relatively stable”, and 
“unstable” if they are not.  

The underlying assumption is that ICTs are “mutually constituted by 
both the material properties of the technological artifact and the 
complex social environment in which the artifact is used”. Thus a 
particular position is adopted on the relationship between the 
technological and the social; “ICTs are neither exclusively 
technological or social creations”, meaning more precisely that the 
social forms the context (“environment”) for technology. All this is 
consistent with typical socio-technical conceptualizations of the 
relationship.  

Other positions are possible of course, and it may be that as the 
research unfolds the researcher will find that these provide a more 
satisfying idea of what “mutual constitution” might mean when 
dealing with such highly synthesized concepts as “identity” and 
“image” (and “object” for that matter). 

A major concern for the researcher is how to identify and measure 
“the relatively abstract concepts of identity and image” and one 
might add “alignment” and its (tautological??) twin “stability”, in 
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order to test his theory. What constitutes “empirical” to the 
researcher will guide the selection of methodology. I guess 
developing a set of constructs is envisaged, such as can be utilized 
in a Structural Equation Model, for instance. This is one option, 
but there are phenomenologically-based alternatives, that aim to 
explore the empirical meaning of these concepts rather than “test” 
them. The choice will also depend on the constraints imposed by the 
particular organizational setting, field situation, study population 
and the ICTs involved.  

4. The most interesting thing about the research described by the abstract 
is: 

What it might mean in particular and actual situations that “ICT 
designers have an image of the user which gets embedded in the 
material properties of the artifact”. Will be interesting to see how 
this is identified.  

5. The biggest question I had after reading the abstract was: 

How far can the researcher go with this combination of ideas? It is 
rather ambitious to propose as THE basis for THE theory of SI, given 
the wide-ranging nature of the field and the diverse backgrounds and 
viewpoints of researchers in it, but it is likely to be a useful 
addition to our theoretical options. Anyway, do we need a unified 
theory to make progress in our understanding (interrogation) of our 
subject? Debates on this question in other fields would suggest not.  

6. The author should look at the following topics or sources as they 
continue their study: 

Plenty of (too many) suggestive precedents in the social studies of 
technology, information systems research and organizational studies. 
It seems the researcher is aware of many of these.  

 

Thank you for completing the comment form.  Please save this form to 
your desktop, and if possible convert to PDF format.   You will then need 
to upload the completed form to dLIST.  Please see the following 
website for further instructions on how to upload your comments:  

http://slisweb.lis.wisc.edu/~kreschen/dlistcomment.htm 

 


