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f Distant but close: Locational, relational and
‘ temporal proximity in cloud computing adoption
7
8
9

10 Abstract
11 We show that proximity is significant during cloud computing’s adoption. This is counter to

12 he prevailing assumptions of cloud adoption as being more impersonal and distant, with less
13 ipgeragtion between provider and purchaser than on-premises. We do this through an
14 t e study of cloud computing adopters across Europe. We develop a conceptual
15 fi of cloud proximity which draws attention to its locational, relational and temporal
:? prdXimadlimensions. Our proximal analysis leads us to identify three aspects of cloud adoption
18 wher y plays a key role: mercantile aspect (e.g., cloud sales support), counsel aspect
19 (e.g., a internal and external expertise) and organi-technical aspect (e.g., the
20 understanding®of cloud technology and services alongside their organizational adoption
21 context). By challengi ssumptions of distant and remote adoption, we contribute to the
22 cloud computing research and raise questions for IT adoption in general.

23

;g Keywords: cloud com l@cloud adoption, proximity, cloud vendors, cloud customers,
2% vendor relations, mercanie gbumgel, organi-technical proximity.

27 .

28 1. Introduction @

gg The ‘cloud’ metaphor implicS's ing that is remote and ethereal. This metaphor has
31

32 influenced the perception of cloud computj &eforth cloud) in the business community,
33

34 and 1n research; cloud is assumed as a ‘remot Vich requires minimum interaction
35

g? with the vendor and other relevant stakeholders. However, ogf#ngagement with the business
38 . .

39 community as part of our broader research agenda on clou n showed that location of
40

41 data and services and close partnerships with vendors remain i thus leading us to
42

ji question this perception of remoteness and motivating us to study cldud gfogmity in depth.
45 . . . . g

46 We understand such proximity as “being close to something on a certain de Knoben
47

48 and Oerlemans 2006). To be proximal is to be co-present and thus always “locate™¥igfin fime
49 P
50 and space” (Urry 2002, p.159).

51

gg The cloud literature indicates that the factors and the processes through which clo@/
54

55 adoption decisions are made are qualitatively different from earlier technologies (Schneider &
56

57 Sunyaev, 2016, Venters & Whitley, 2012) with considerable literature outlining differences
58

59

60
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(e.g., Asatiani, 2015, Oliveira et al., 2014). This literature, however, does not explicitly address
how the proximity (or remoteness) of “cloud” influences businesses’ adoption of this
technology. Is cloud really so distant and remote for those deciding? If cloud has proximal
characteristics and dimensions, how do these influence cloud adoption?
We answer these questions by contributing a proximal understanding of cloud and its
pti#l, developing a theoretically informed and empirically grounded conceptual framework
of cl imity that encapsulates locational, relational and temporal dimensions. Our
Q

empirical cOhfirms the relevance of proximity in cloud adoption, challenging earlier

7

the role of temporality

literature on the i lity and location-independence of cloud services and on neglecting

oudladoption. Furthermore, our research analysis leads us to identify
three key aspects of cloud addptiom®where proximity matters: the mercantile aspect, to illustrate
the role of proximity in cloud’s p@ i®n and its sales support, the counsel aspect, to depict
how access and use of internal and rtise matter, and the organi-technical aspect
that focuses on a proximal understanding oi@ technology and services alongside their

specific organizational adoption context. This enh conceptual framework also sensitizes

businesses engaged in cloud adoption (as vendors, consu pters) to the importance

of proximity and contextual conditions. It additionally provi w theoretical lens for
examining other contemporary information technologies and service ptidin where proximal
assumptions may be evident (e.g., [oT, Blockchain, Al). O

The paper is structured as follows: next, we examine the concept of pro@y d its
locational, relational and temporal dimensions and show how these can be used toé' .
cloud adoption. Section 3 explains our methodological approach. In Section 4, we present ({0
findings, showing the relevance and importance of cloud proximity dimensions. Section 5 /

discusses theoretical and practical implications of our findings; we present the mercantile,

counsel and organi-technical aspects that emerged as important in each proximal dimension of

2
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1

2

i cloud and build an enhanced theoretical conception of proximity in cloud adoption. We also
5 . . . .

6 present avenues for further research. Section 6 then summarizes the contribution of the paper
7

8 to our understanding of cloud adoption.

9

10
:; 9 . Proximity in cloud computing
13 Proximity concerns closeness — a “co-present interaction” (Boden and Molotch 1994) -

12 ‘ or condition of being near or close in abstract relations, as kinship (esp. in proximity
1; of bl , nature, etc.; closeness. Also, the fact, condition, or position of being near or
;g close by in s@eamess” (OED 2007). Proximity remains a “scarcely explored area” within
% management sci , 2020) and existing research mostly addresses proximity between
;2’ people such as dispers @ ues or teams (O’Leary et al. 2014; Shi et al., 2016; Zamani
;? and Pouloudi 2021) and iné azational collaboration (Knoben and Oerlemans 2006;
gg Klimas 2020). In considering tech& h research often examines its subjective influence
g; such as the perception of proximity am ﬂ eople (e.g., O’Leary et al. 2014). Wilson et
;2 al. (2008), for example, suggest that a percep roximal can be achieved through
gg “frequent, deep and interactive” (p. 986) communi n and glhanced cognitive connections
37

gg — mediated by technology.

2(1) While not explicitly examined, IS literature indicates th e of proximity within
jé the adoption of technology. Oshri et al. (2018) show how “famildrityg/is important for
Eg successful outsourcing contracts, Mola and Carugati (2017) discuss “loc&lisp# im, sourcing
Z; decisions, while Gertler (1995) highlights the importance of “closeness” among& ors
:g in developing and adopting technology. Such research remains focused on human pro@ﬁ ¢

51
52 organizational proximity (e.g., Oerlemans et al., 2001; Oerlemans and Meeus, 2005; Olive@
53 /

et al., 2014). In order to examine cloud adoption though, we assert the need to also consider
57 the proximity to a technology (cf. Shane, 2000) — physically (network latency) and virtually

59 (the experience of connecting to a service).
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i To study cloud proximity in this paper, we draw upon Urry (2002) who suggests that
Z to be proximally close to someone or something concerns a location, a relationship but also a
; period of time. Consider meeting as an example of proximity. A meeting has locationality
9

1? which may be physical or virtual (e.g., via Zoom). Meeting is relational — we do not ‘meet’
:g thg stranger who sat next to us on the airplane, but might meet a friend for just a few minutes
1: i rough the airport. But such meeting has an important temporal dimension drawing
16

1273 upon eriences — we met before, we reminisce or, in formal meetings, we present
;g minutes {1 eWous meetings. It may also often involve a projection into the future - we
;; make plans to meg and for future action (Urry 2002). Such a temporal dimension may
%Zl serve to enhance perce pr@ximity as it affects long-term relations and may help overcome
;? physical (locational) distance@ﬂerefore build a preliminary theoretical framework to study
;g proximity that considers these th ions, noting that, although conceptually different,
2(1) these dimensions are interrelated. 0 ing paragraphs we review how these three
32

gi dimensions have been studied, explicitly or in§pl in the proximity literature.

gg Proximity literature often refers to geog al proximity defined as the “linear
g; distance between people” (Monge et al., 1985, p.1130) or closeness” (O’Leary et
39

2(1) al., 2014, p.1219). Research highlights the ambiguity and parad: measures (Lis, 2020)
jé which can be subjective for individuals (e.g., co-located staff can¥ig#l “distant” from each
22 other) (Wilson 2001) where perception of distance is cultural (Mola and Carg&atig2017). Given
%Z that geographical distance is less relevant to cloud than other dimensions rela tion
:g (such as network latency and bandwidth, power sources, laws, travel possibilities,é% .
g; venues etc), so we subsume such geography into the broader analysis of “locationality”. 0
gi Proximity can be cognitive, social and institutional (Boschma, 2005a, Boschma, 2005b) /
55

g? so that knowledge (both tacit and explicit) is shared, kinship and trust created, and norms and
gg relations emerge from proximal relations. Proximity can also be perceived in the sense of a
60

4
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i “cognitive and affective sense of relational closeness” (O’Leary et al. 2014, p.1219). That is,
Z teams or organisations may perceive themselves as close despite huge distances and lack of
; face-to-face interactions (Wilson et al, 2008, O’Leary et al. 2014). Indeed, O’Leary et al. (2014)
9

1? demonstrate that it is perceived proximity and not physical proximity which impacts
:g @tionships. We synthesise such proximities into our term “relationality” for cloud adoption
1: rgfMecgilig that multiple forms of relations may emerge between different actors (e.g., adopters,
iz cons ndors, internal staff and systems).

;g TQ ¢ also notes the similar importance of various past structures (institutions,
;; technological locﬁms of behaviour, ties of past personal experience) on proximity
%Zl (Boschma, 2005a, Bo @OOSb, Lis, 2020), whereas others highlight temporal features
;? such as overlapping Workin@rs and timezones (O’Leary & Cummings 2007). Cloud
;g adoption, with its emphasis on ra e, on transformation, and on the new, alongside a
2(1) focus on speed and access, thus calls temporality. Indeed, pre-existing knowledge
32

gi and experiences shape the perceptions of @ Laneh and Lubatkin, 1998) towards
gg technology. For example, in researching technolo roximaty Shane (2000) revealed that
g; entrepreneurs discover new technologies’ possibilities ba rior knowledge (see also
;E Venkatarman, 1997). In the context of cloud, for a firm to be cognise the value and
jé reflect on the benefits of cloud technology, specialized knowledge i¥rgffuirdl of past systems,
22 and future planned uses. In elaborating such an examination of temporalityfwithgh proximity,
%Z we are informed by Emirbayer and Mische (1998, p.964) who argue that age&‘ ays
:g oriented towards the past, the future and the present at any given moment” with past aéﬁ .
g; relational to the present. We therefore synthesise our term “temporality” for cloud adopti(o
gi reflecting that it is influenced by the remembered past (friendships, lock-in, legacy systems and /
55

g? other path dependencies) and orientated towards the projected future (through plans,
gg anticipated changes, imagined solutions and uses).

60
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i We now turn to the cloud literature to examine proximity through these entwined
6 dimensions of locationality, relationality and temporality.

7

8 J [ [J [ J i

9 2.1 Proximity in the cloud computing literature

10 . .. . . . .

1 One of the most cited! definitions of cloud describes it as “ubiquitous, convenient, on-

13 &\a network access to a shared pool of configurable computing resources (e.g., networks,
14

s@lorage, applications, and services) that can be rapidly provisioned and released with

mini ement effort or service provider interaction” (Mell & Grance, 2011 p.2). This
20 definition hi@hts that cloud differs substantially from earlier forms of IT provision. With
22 our research age nd we re-read this definition of cloud and note the following. First,
network access and i@signal that cloud resources may be provided from different
57 geographical locations. Secdpd “minimal management effort or provider interaction”
29 suggests changes in the relations rganization with the technology vendors and its

31 employees, who traditionally have“be engaged in interactions and negotiations

throughout the adoption process. Third, the * on-demand”, “rapidly provisioned
36 and released” characteristics suggest a temporal di 10n, aggechnological resources can be
38 easily and quickly adopted, altered or adjusted on-dem a comparison with past
40 experiences and justifying the choice of cloud based on imagin¢ @ Thus, this definition
jg is in line with the cloud metaphor as a technology that is remote. The d€Tinigon also shows the
45 relevance of the locational, relational and temporal dimensions to portray@ teness as
a distinctive characteristic of cloud.

49 . . .. .
50 We employed these three dimensions to revisit the literature on cloud an >, ¢
7

51
52 whether the perception of cloud as remote is consistent across the literature. We found that t 0
53 /

>4 new reading of the literature reveals inconsistencies in the perception of these three proximal

58 ! with 20547 citations on Google Scholar in January 2023.
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i dimensions of cloud and thus begs a deeper investigation and analysis of cloud proximity. On
Z the one hand, existing research shows that cloud indeed enables organizations to go beyond the
; locational, relational and temporal boundaries experienced with previous technological
9

1? decisions. On the other hand, researchers argue that organizations adopting cloud remain bound
:g roation, relation, and temporal restrictions, and implicitly question whether cloud is a
1: raffic different provisioning paradigm. Here, we review how these alternative perspectives
iz relate f the three dimensions.

;g FQ alonality is recognized as a prevailing concern for cloud (Brynjolfsson et al.,
;; 2010). Cloud is a g technical innovation (Venters & Whitley, 2012) that has enabled
%Zl the outsourcing of d nties (Buyya, 2009) and virtualized computing resources. This
;? change in technology provisi@bles organizations to access technology vendors across the
;g world, overcoming in this way the@: gns imposed by their geographical location and their
2(1) need to manage datacentres at theﬁ ion. As a new form of digital infrastructure
32

gi supply, cloud services are likely to be adop@ unusual ways as “they span beyond the
gg boundaries of a single corporation. Tradition es and mechanisms of alignment,
g; centralization, and cost control need to be augmented wi ance principles” (Yoo,
;E Henfridsson & Lyytinen, 2010, p. 732). Cloud offers “lo &ependence” (Iyer &
jé Henderson 2010, Polyviou & Pouloudi 2015), so that the locatio thdprovider is, it is
22 suggested, no longer important. As noted by Oliveira et al. (2014), ev@l legal and
%Z regulatory frameworks do not necessarily impact cloud adoption deci§ofs, ting
:g organizations seek technological solutions beyond their local or regional geoé% .
g; restrictions. Other research, however, notes that jurisdictional geography, particularly the 1 0
gi of clarity of where data is stored (Denny 2010), and specific legal jurisdictions, may impact /
55

g? privacy and trust decisions (Pearson & Benameur 2010) and have security implications
gg (Morgan & Conboy, 2013; Polyviou & Pouloudi, 2015) and are thus important considerations.
60

7
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Recent debate on cloud data sovereignty (relating to governments’ authority over data stored
in local or foreign data-centres) also highlights geopolitical pressures for certain data
locationality (Amoore, 2018, Braud et al., 2021). Furthermore, the impact of latency (Venters
and Whitley 2012), i.e., the time a message takes to be delivered being limited to the speed of
&t through a fibre optic cable (e.g., Yoo, 2011), becomes globally consequential. The rise of
E dge computing (Dastjerdi, 2016), and the rise of profiting on arbitraging latency
(Patt ) highlight the challenge of latency in cloud services. Indeed, trading markets

(such as troduce delay (known as “speed bumps™) to limit the trading opportunity of

arbitrage against pfical differences in cloud based financial services (Friedman, 2017).

Second, cloud #€ 1@ures the organization’s relations with its stakeholders, not least
because it changes its bo@s with employees, customers and other organizations
(Willcocks, Venters, & Whitley, @ loud, relationships between vendor and customer
are often considered ethereal (in line@ d metaphor), mediated entirely by technology
(the network) and ephemeral or transactiongl. Sgloud restructures the relationship of the

organization with technology vendors because t itionalbway technology services are

purchased is significantly altered (Bardhan et al., 201 raditional’ requests for

proposals (RFP), tenders, and contracts were a feature of softw:

e l% jon, cloud services are
®
promoted as off-the-shelf services to be purchased online in the fo sulscription pay-as-

you-go pricing model (Marston 2011) often using only credit-card paym@nts gPace to face

meetings (whether virtual or physical) are usually assumed unlikely with cloud@éAs

a result, direct relationships between vendors and customers may be eliminated .
approaches no longer used. Thus, provider trustworthiness in the context of cloud is interpre%
in terms of provider reputation (Koehler et al., 2010) and the presence of certain website /

elements on the provider’s website (e.g., search box and social recommendation agent, Karimi

& Walter 2015). Nonetheless, vendors’ potential to provide customer support remains critical

8
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2
i when considering cloud adoption (Alshamaila et al., 2013), as well as vendor competences
Z (Saedi & Iahad, 2013). Partner and competitive pressure also influence cloud adoption (Hsu et
; al., 2014; Khajeh-Hosseini, 2012; Low et al., 2011, Alshamaila et al., 2013). Additionally, the
?(1) literature highlights changes in the relationships with internal stakeholders. It shows that
:g &eren‘t stakeholders of the organization, such as top management executives and the CIO, are
1: vedfinvolved in cloud adoption (Alshamaila et al., 2013; Low & Chen, 2011; Morgan &
iz Conbef, y Oliveira et al., 2014; Whitley et al., 2013; Polyviou, Pouloudi, & Rizou, 2014).
;g Business@ s are also involved in such decision making: the ‘owner intention towards
;; cloud’ was foun vant to cloud adoption (Saedi & Iahad, 2013) as well as CIO
%Zl innovativeness (Lian, > & Wang, 2014).
;? Finally, the cloud p@n differs from earlier technologies because it alters the
;g perception of technological impa e (temporal dimension). It is assumed to be quicker
2(1) to adopt with simpler contracting g arrangements. Furthermore, users can test
2
gi candidate services before adopting (Surya, Ma@Lehner, 2014) quickly and without a large
gg investment. Organizations can also move thet nology expenditures from capital
g; expenditure (CapEXx) to operational expenditure (OpEx) len, 2009; Vouk, 2008)
;E enabling more flexibility in temporally adjusting their expend @ud services thus offer
jé strategic flexibility (Benlian et al., 2011) since organizations can exfegl or Bliminate services
22 on-demand. Nonetheless, cloud adoption may not be independent from pasl@ns. Venters
%Z and Whitley (2012) argue cloud adopters analyse cloud in terms of its ‘equigal®ncga to a
:g company’s existing historic on-premises IT provision. In this sense, temporal relev@a .
g; beyond the notion of on-demand services that are used independently of any earlier comput%
gi provision. Rather than an entirely new paradigm, a notable number of studies consider cloud’s /
g% relative advantage, when compared to previous technology (e.g., comparisons with the
gg mainframe or PC eras (Heath, 2012)), as one factor impacting cloud adoption decisions
60

9

Journal of Information Technology


h#_heading=h.44sinio
h#_heading=h.44sinio
h#_heading=h.4k668n3

oNOYTULT D WN =

(Asatiani, 2015; Oliveira et al., 2014). In addition to taking a stance with reference to the past,
cloud also enables organizations to remain flexible in the future. One of the stated advantages
of cloud is its ability to scale on demand (Armbrust et al., 2010, Owens 2009), with scalability
as a key adoption factor. Yet in all such cases, decision makers must relate their decision to an
expectation (an imagined projection of the future) of dynamic demand and uncertainty
( et al., 2013), compared with a remembered past of existing services and demands.
Indee ting the cost of cloud involves comparing whether future demand is dynamic

(favouring ﬁor stable (favouring CapEx) based on a past demand. Cloud’s imagined

future in the orgag s also translated into foreseen cost benefits (Alshamaila et al., 2013;

Khajeh-Hosseini, 201 ;@et al., 2014, Morgan & Conboy, 2013) and foreseen risks
associated with potential v@ lock-in (Sarkar & Young, 2011; Seethamraju, 2013;
Trigueros-Preciado et al., 2013). oud platforms and infrastructures (PaaS and laaS)
are generative and open to recombinti al., 2012), thus enabling adopting companies
to innovate upon them in ways that will evol@ change over time. Venters et al. (2014),
however, show that such generativity exists within oral dgnamic of change in which past

technology and remembering are entwined with future te human intentions.

This review of the literature highlights the research understanding cloud
provision as a different paradigm for IT provisioning but reveals that ar@mixed arguments
as to whether cloud is indeed ‘remote’. This inconsistency begs for rgeargl® into cloud

proximity and particularly in its role in cloud adoption decision making. %al,

relational and temporal dimensions of proximity can provide a relevant preliminary ¢

Page 10 of 51
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framework for guiding such research as explained in the next subsection. /0/

2.2 A theoretical perspective of proximity in cloud adoption

Drawing upon the literature review we elaborate our theoretical perspective towards

proximity in cloud adoption. As illustrated in Table 1, Locationality is related to physical or
10

Journal of Information Technology



Page 11 of 51

1
2
i virtual distance. This also entails particular attention to the physical interaction of people (cf.
6 O’Leary and Cummings (2007) examining proximity and distance in work groups in spatial
7
8 terms). Relationality explicitly refers to social relationships among stakeholders, internal or
9

10 4 external to the organization, as well as to relationships with a technology or technology service.

13 Figally, our focus on temporality acknowledges that remembering and projecting should be
14 . . . .

15 € , alongside the experienced present, as they can influence actions and thus may
16

17 elaborgte standing of proximity in cloud adoption. While we present these three proximal
18

;g dimension rdtely to examine proximity in detail, they are entwined and interrelated - as
21 . . iy .

22 elaborated upon igg ilysis of our empirical material.

23

24

25 Table 1. ignity dimensions relevant to cloud adoption

;? Proximity dimensions = Relate@ coné€rns in the cloud adoption extant literature

28 Locationality Physica istance of the cloud services; vendors’ geographical locations,
29 governance egplegal and regulatory frameworks; physical interaction of

30 cloud stakeholder, rk latency.

31 Relationality Level of interagfo pi@iders; social relationships among stakeholders,

32 internal or external to thg#@rganization; relationships with cloud technology or

33 services; contracts; servige reements

34 Temporality Speed of adoption; ability 1[8sgeyices prior to decisions; equivalence with

3 legacy systems; scalability; pa giCics, lock-in, and generativity;

32 scalability for future innovation.

37 . . .
38 Our theoretical perspective thus allows for an alt e complementary analysis
39

40 of the cloud adoption decision making and allows us to hone o @h question to: How do
41

42 the locational, relational and temporal dimensions of proximity endg cloud adoption
43

44 .. . . . . .

45 decision making? The next section outlines our research approach for addregfing ghis question.

46 &
47
48 3. Research Approach Q

:g This research forms part of a larger exploratory and interpretive study *

; adoption. We did not enter the field with specific theories in mind beyond our intent to stu/

53

g;‘ cloud adoption in organizations. It is our data that raised the question of whether cloud is as /
g? remote and impersonal as it is often defined (cf. Strong et al., 2014). We employed our

gg empirical material as “critical dialogue partner — not a judge or a mirror — that problematizes

60

11
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insights” (Alvesson & Kérreman, 2007, p.1266). Problematization here is an “endeavour to
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know how and to what extent it might be possible to think differently, instead of what is already
10 known” (Foucault 1985, p.5 cited in (Alvesson et al., 2011)). It is this problematisation which
led us to see proximity as a key issue within our initial interviews (in contrast to the
15 ns inherent in the extant cloud narrative). Accordingly, our empirical research was

17 organg o phases.

20 Phaseﬁ:n‘[ailed a qualitative exploratory field study based on 30 hour-long semi-
22 structured intervi ross 29 heterogeneous European organisations?) with CIOs or
24 equivalent that had re r@ adoption decisions (see Table A.1 in Appendix A for details).
27 We invited interviewees to reflect eir experiences (Poole, Van de Ven, Dooley & Holmes,
29 2000). We adopted an interpretiv approach (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005) based on
31 multiple sites which as “retrospectiv , offer the opportunity to identify patterns
indicative of dynamic processes” (Leonard 334 990, p.248). The interview agenda

36 included open questions, prompting respondents alk abgmt their initial and emerging

38 perceptions of cloud, the cloud adoption decision proce ed and the reasons for

their decision, the internal and external stakeholders engaged e Yources of information

43 and resources they used. In addition, we attended industry events o u observe trends,

45 marketing activity, and networking behaviour among vendors and clients. O

Following data collection, we analysed the transcripts iteratively, allowin of
50 the respondents to inform us on cloud perceptions and cloud adoption processes. Al 1S
52 were involved in the interpretation, and it is through this analysis of cloud perceptions and t

respondents’ narratives on how the decision for (or against) cloud adoption unfolded that we

58 2 Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland and the U.K.

Journal of Information Technology
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1

2

i discovered that cloud was not necessarily perceived as remote. In line with an inductive
Z research process, we revisited the cloud literature focusing our revised review on aspects of
; proximity - unveiling the limited and conflicting perceptions of cloud proximity presented in
9

1? Section 23. We then revisited our interview transcripts, now explicitly coding references in our
:g daga to proximity, whether locational, relational or temporal. This revealed an interesting
1: between these dimensions of proximity as evident or implied in cloud literature and
16

1273 the intgfva Indeed, we revealed that, based on our evidence, cloud was more proximal than
;g remote, in nftal or ‘cloud-like’. Our data was particularly instrumental in defining and
;; refining our und g of the temporal dimension of proximity. We then reviewed and
%Zl compared the relevant ct@and inductively and iteratively (Walsham, 2006) built a refined
;? understanding of locational, @\al and temporal cloud proximity.

28

29 To strengthen this unders& d ensure the timeliness of our findings, in phase
30

;; two, we undertook a follow-up stud@ executives, where we qualitatively surveyed
;2 an 17 cloud adoption decision makers and ifige apn additional 8 (see Table A.1) for
22 around 45 minutes each, including one of the ma obal d vendors and a cloud ERP
gé software vendor, while we also continued attending reléVagt i ry events. Table A.2 in
2(1) Appendix A presents an overview of the data collection and an®ygi ses and the respective

42 .
43 key findings.
44

22 Our interview agenda in this second phase focused explicitly on p¥Qxi &pects of
47 . C . . . .

48 cloud adoption, inviting respondents to report their experiences concerning the of
49 . . .

50 cloud adopters with cloud vendors, the role of physical and virtual events on cloud, the on

51 /
52

53

>4 3 Although this focused review of the literature is presented earlier in the paper, it stemmed from the inductive,

g 2 data-informed, analysis of our interviews in phase one, that led us to review and focus on how the relevant concept

of proximity had been studied in the extant literature. This is in line with the presentation practice followed in

U other inductive, empirically grounded theory-building research papers (e.g., Strong & Volkoff, 2010; Strong et
58 al., 2014).

59

60

13

Journal of Information Technology



Page 14 of 51

1

2

i of datacentres, sales-support offices, or consultants and the effect of past IT adoption decisions

Z on cloud adoption themes that emerged from the analysis of the first phase of interviews, once

; we had re-read them from a proximity theoretical angle. The interviews also included open

9

1? questions on cloud perception and the cloud adoption process. As this research phase followed
:g thg Covid-19 pandemic, we also invited respondents to comment on the role of virtual vs. in-
1: opf€yents. We analysed the responses based on the key proximal dimensions, as in the first
16

1273 phase €0, ing the results revealed from data with existing theory (Urquhart and Fernandez,
;g 2006), aIQ d that proximity has continued to be an important facet of cloud perception,
;; influencing cloudgs on along the three dimensions. We were also able to confirm and
%Zl further refine relevant cepls and concerns within each dimension, incrementally refining
;? our conceptual framework or@ roximity.

28

29 Our dialogue with the e us was ongoing within the multiple rounds of
30

g; writing of this paper as we sought {0 U % further our evidence base’s vision of cloud
gi adoption “blurring, clarifying, magnifying gshing the things we see through it”
;2 (Alvesson & Kirreman, 2007, p. 1267). Our later analyss thus seeks richer insights on
gé what was happening in cloud adoption within a phen sed problematization of
2(1) proximity within cloud adoption (Gkeredakis & Constantinide¥] ;Monteiro et al., 2022).
jé Through this analysis we identified mercantile, counsel and orgafi-teclinical aspects of
Zg proximity, as we explain in the next section where we present our finding§ a resulting
46

2273 framework in detail.

G,
51 4. Analysis /
gg We analyse how proximity matters in cloud adoption decision making, organis@
gg through the three proximal dimensions of cloud from Section 2, and discuss how these /
g? interrelate. We quote from specific interviewees [i#], qualitative surveys [s#], or cloud provider
58

Zg interviews [CSP#] (cf. Table A.1) and use bold to highlight emerging key themes/concepts.

14
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1

2

i 4.1 Locational analysis of proximity

5 Our interviews show that location matters to cloud adopters in various ways. Several
6

; interviewees focused on technical issues, related primarily to data and network locationality.
10 Certainly, such technical issues were entwined with organisational issues and relevant
11

12 ontextual conditions. To stress this contingency, we refer to these concerns as ‘organi-
13

14 e 2.
15
:? zocation of the adopters’ organisational data within the physical cloud, and the

12 cloud-pr: ﬁganisation’s relationship to that data was foremost among this type of
%z concerns. This was gent on the type of data being put into the cloud service (with
;i customer data and intghle property as most likely to cause concern over location) and
;2 particularly acute for the T d heavily regulated industries, and those with patient data
5273 [14,16] where the national regula@r lack thereof) prevented storing data outside of the
29

g? country. In general, where national @fkm’ons were perceived to impose restrictions
;g or requirements, interviewees were adaman 1 datacentres should be used — though this
;g included selecting datacentres whose controllination was covered by the same
36

;7; political laws or requirements. For example, data protectio uirements (such as GDPR and
ig UK-GDPR) led to a desire for physically localised cloud te 0 nd legal organisations
2; “inside the EU” [s9]; “it needs to be stored somewhere in the E e [...] all have to
}E be in Europe. That's by legal, audit laws, accounting laws” [135].

2? Interestingly, the global cloud vendor [CSP1] saw things differently re a@ne legal
23 and regulatory issues for the physical location of their datacentres: “[Datacentre:@% .
?1) long-term commitment to a country. It’s more psychological than anything else...it shows ti/
52

gi you re going to make a multimillion-dollar investment in countries. It’s important because 10/
gg seen as a sign of acknowledging the world’s changed and privacy and compliance ... even
2273 though there’s other ways of solving [those legal challenges without in-country datacentres]...
0

15
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i it seems important”. This quote emphasises how technical and organisational proximity issues
Z entwine in their provision of services.

; Globalised businesses’ decisions were complex as they needed datacentres in multiple
9

1? physical locations but covered by specific laws and the relationships between them [CSP2]
g “dye to multi-regional issues” [s4]. “It’s more about regionality, we re primarily in Northern
1: oud regions” [133]. Regions were also chosen for disaster-recovery reasons — “cross
16

1273 regio ns we can failover to a secondary cloud [region]” [133]. Two people raised the
;g issue of g 1 risk for data, stating that today “you wouldn’t use [a particular country’s
;; cloud services] ... e a credible player five years ago...and then obviously [a change in
%Zl political circumstanc wa[now] blacklist [that country]” [s31]. [CSP2] also noted that
;? geopolitical realities inhibit@d cl®ud adoption in certain places due to tensions between

28
29 countries on technology exports a @p

30
31 Locationality influenced a %sions due to the network latency and
33 bandwidth of the network connecting use Wi@d services. This was acute for global firms

that must “...consider [the] speed of access” [sl] 1S wasgassociated with access to and

38 from users’# physical locations, so reflected the organg bal structure and staff

40 mobility. [CSP2] noted that political and network instability 1 impossibility of cloud
access in certain geographical regions (e.g., in Afghanistan and Iraq 1ctibg cloud adoption

45 — something global cloud services providers need to consider. Ultimatelyffas [4 5] stressed,

47 cloud should provide “the capability to operate anytime and from anyplace”. I tifs

58 4 Noting that the ‘user’ of a cloud service might be another system.

16
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latency and bandwidth concerns were also organi-technical. ﬁ/ *
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The proximal locality of the sales and marketing operation of the cloud service provider
— what we term mercantile locationality — significantly affected adoption decisions.
Interviewees were often interested in meeting the vendors in person to assess the vendor’s
reachability and responsiveness, and to gain assistance in understanding the product in the

cogtext of their organization’s needs. Several avenues were used to this end. For example,

ees used trade fairs and shows to identify candidate local vendors. Following the

covid Qmic, many such events were organized online and although they were preferred

by some ts, they did not replace physical events. Instead, people became “more
selective [of] physé endance” [s2], even though one respondent noted that “after the
pandemic I am tryin ridyitise physical events” [s3]. Almost all those surveyed in the

second phase of our research@ed to interact both physically and virtually going forward.
Notably however it was clear ical interaction had substantially returned, and,

significantly for our research, all iffte volved local vendor staff — usually within

country. This is consistent with the evidence f@ first phase of our research where adopters

visited trade shows to meet with “local sales st 5], fogused on cloud services sales
operation in their own countries or visited the cloud v S es to identify candidate
services.

From the vendor’s perspective, appreciation of this custom r@s reflected in the

major investment they make to physically attend or sponsor others’ traf@i organize

conferences and showsS, provide websites aligned with local geographical re@ui @ or
b’

focused on particular sectors, organise site visits to discuss products in context, or h

> E.g., https://www.cloudexpoeurope.com/ or http:/www.cloudcomputingexpo.com/

OE. g., Amazon’s summits, https://aws.amazon.com/summits/london/ or Salesforce world-tour
https://www.salesforce.com/events/worldtour/nyc/

17
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1

2

i offices around the world’ - such as the iconic “Salesforce tower” and Google, Microsoft and
Z Amazon’s flagship offices across the globe. The cloud service provider also noted the value in
; meeting with potential adopters: “It's being able to read body language... Are they bored? Are
9

1(1) they interested? Or do they have a question, but they're not asking it because hey, leaders know
g evgrything.” [CSP1]. Indeed, even during the Covid pandemic, vendors continued to seek
1: lofati proximity with customers by holding “local” events, albeit virtually. For example,
iz Sales e UK and Ireland, held in July 20218, included local speakers and “virtual
;g rooms” to Wt live with customers”. Many other vendors and consultancies held similar
;; locally focused v} mits during this period® that included local speakers, languages,
%Zl industry challenges a cally targeted sales staff. As [CPS1] stated “would we not have a
26

sales team in a country? I cafft se@that”. Reference sites also provided an important location

27
28 . .
29 where adopters met others who h@ﬁsed a cloud service. For example [i4] travelled to

30

31 consult users of the services bei : “Outside Greece. I visited a hospital in
32

gi Barcelona (St Pauli) and ... from the USA” [i@

35

36

37 . . .
38 We use the term counsel to refer to concerns abo ity of expertise to assist
39

40 with the decision making, and the proximity of expertise onc service is in use. As
41

[s17] explained of his team: “Our plan is to get a consultancy to helgfsongeone who has the
45 skills to develop our own skills, and lead them by hand... get the mentoring,@lan, , external
47 skills . A similar demand for skills was reflected upon by the CSP: "For a custon&r, mes

49 it's a sign of commitment too, it's having the skills on hand, sitting down and haW ﬁ .

5o conversation.” [CSP1]. Across the empirical corpus it appeared important that, where t 0

54 /
55

56 7 https://www.salesforce.com/uk/company/locations/
57 8 Salesforce Live: UKI | Wednesday, July 7, 2021.
58 9 E.g. Google Cloud Webinars (cloudonair.withgoogle.com), Microsoft Events Catalog (events.microsoft.com)

18
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were used, they were located locally — “in our area” [s2]. [s8] even argued: “[its] more

[important than the datacentres’ location for] the consultants, [to]understand the way we

oNOYTULT D WN =

work”. Similarly, [s11] wanted “implementation partners” to be local but didn’t care where
10 SaaS providers were located. While for [s15] the location of the datacentre was less important,
thgy were clear that “sales support/consultants [location] was very important”. Equally,
15 1gfPo, ts showed a demand for on-site technical training. For example, [127] were keen to
17 have i ith the cloud company’s software developers at their own offices.

V@ re also favoured if support was in the local language and were located
22 geographically ¢ his also related to time-zones: “what we want is tech support ...
24 which for us [has to b 2@ day because]... there's always going to be one [of our offices]
26 in every time zone” [131]. Tl@nt was reiterated by another interviewee: “You want to be
29 sure that you re not dealing with that only operates nine-six in the UK when [many
31 of your users are located outside th 132%. Beyond just time zones, demand for counsel
33 also related to being available beyond usual ‘@ hours: “We're only looking at vendors
from Cyprus. [...] We need to know we can pick u one ggany given time and find them,

38 because our hypermarkets work 14 hours a day” [134].

42 Table 2 summarises our empirical data on locationality ; oWs how it can be

45 grouped in the organi-technical, mercantile and counsel aspects that emerge@ically as we

47 analysed our interview data thematically. 0
48
49 C}\ .

Table 2: Locational proximity in cloud adoption

51
52 S
. . . Indicative . .
g i Evidence from the interviews interviews Emerging proximal aspects /
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4.2 Relational analysi§o

Data-locationality based on type of data, legal
compliance.

Geopolitical risk.

Network-locationality (latency, bandwidth).

[i1], [i4], [i6],
[i15], [i25],
[i23], [i32],
[i33], [i35],
[CSP2], [s5],
[s3], [s16], [s31]

Organi-technical locationality
concerns the location of the
servers and the datacentre and
their distance from the
organisation

Meeting the vendor in person, presentations.

Going to trade fairs and shows to identify
local vendors.

endors to have local offices around the

world, aim at having flagship offices.

clling to reference sites which have

ready adopted the service.

[i2], [i4], [i23],
[s2], [s3] [sS],
[s6], [CSP1]

Mercantile locationality
proximity of the sales and
marketing operation of the cloud
service provider

aiion of consultants (who may make

i f local cloud counsel).

On-site tgfning by the vendor.

Counselling in the 1 nguage, time zones
and align king hours.

[i27], [i31],
[32], [i34], [s2],
[s8], [s11], [s17]

Counsel locationality concerns
the proximity of expertise to
assist with the decision making,
and the availability of expertise
once the cloud service is in use.

Q

The interviews showed that a

were also strongly dependent on

respect, the organi-technical aspect is also relev

[130], the adoption decision was influenced by complaints

technologies” [130].

Pre-existing (legacy) systems were attractive to Infrastructure-as-a-service (la

Journal of Information Technology

imity

tion decisions related to the intended use of cloud but

ical landscape that pre-existed within their

IT systems which was a “complex, fragmented and expe

everybody hates it, and we re paying for it” allowing more radica ?\ decisions to be
nizdti

@mtion to “a

f cloud

Py

providers who would discount prices for moving them into the cloud (so-called “lift and shift”

made. This history allowed a digital transformation of the whole orga

digital road map which [would] allow the [organization] to harness the be

organisation as well as the organisational ¢ t@d landscape more broadly defined. In this

elational proximity. For example, in

projects): “if you can show it is a lift and shift they’ll give you loads of money off” [131].

Furthermore, specific legacy applications that would lock-in cloud customers were directly

d failures in the existing

Vi hitecture... It stinks,

Page 20 of 51
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i supported: “AWS have got their own Murex onboarding teams to help companies migrate the
Z whole thing to AWS because they know they will get loads of money off you... because Murex
; is a really sticky product” [131].

9

1? Such relationality with a company’s pre-existing technology and organisational
:g @scape also influenced the cloud service providers products which have become targeted at
1: S d verticals. Close collaboration of the sales-support operations of cloud services with
iz the p operation of the adopting company and their cloud adopter ensued (mercantile
;g relationa eftional proximity was evident in the selection of vendors, whereby cultural
;; congruence was "It wasn’t long before we decided that they are our preferred
%Zl candidate really. We e Way they deal with us, the way they work and that [they] built a
;? personal relationship with us@e quickly became the sole option. |...] So, we want people
;g that are approachable as persons@ at we can work with for an idea” [116].

2(1) While some cloud vendor p ight not be tailored for specific sectors, providers
32

gi sales operations often were: “hyperscalers [ cl@:dors | have got smart... Initially they were
gg like a utility provider. But they have now spun dicategy sales teams and capabilities
g; relevant to different sectors and verticals” [132]. Notablygfiogrev r one interviewee in the
;E retail sector AWS could not be used “as a retailer it would se @ange to pay Amazon,
zg a competitor, for AWS” [134]. O

2: Occasionally a strong symbiotic relationship of adopters and vend@fs eloped. For
%Z example, [134] reported a hand-in-hand technological transition of the Ver@ the
‘5‘3 client’s services to the cloud: “/we/ faced a difficult decision. Do I leave the vendoé N ¢
g; Who has supported me and we're happy with for so many years... Do I help the vendor upski#t.
gi Do I push the vendor to upskill?”. Organisational size influenced the type and level of /
55

g? collaboration: “It depends on the scale, size and complexity of the organisation... [in] larger
gg [organisations] you get a procurement function involved [with the CIO]... to do the vendor
60

21
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management...negotiating contracts, doing due diligence” [132]. We noted that the increasing
pressure to adopt cloud services during the pandemic maintained or enhanced high levels of
interaction with vendors.

It follows that trusted relationships with vendors clearly influence adoption decisions.

[128] contacted an existing vendor for an opinion: “Our main vendor is ... we discussed this

thPro with them and they encouraged us to get it”. Vendors strived to prove they can be
reach o establish collaborative relationships — and to provide information and success
stories. [i orted how a vendor assisted them with an internal decision meeting: “they did

help me to set the g ation up, they did send me material. What I presented was based on

what they presented to pme interviewees held tight existing relationships with vendors
and would not risk changing@ “It’s a bit like dealing with a crack dealer, I suppose. But
a very, very mature and sort of pé %‘ bigone” [131].

For some large organisation lationship is close enough to be a partnership:
“it’s also a great way of keeping skills sharp @ house... Partner with vendors, we create

common solutions. Everyone’s happy, brilliant...” . This gyas also reflected upon by the

cloud vendor [CSP1]: “some technology companies préledd thgiengineering teams from

customers. We've gone the opposite [way] 90% of what we bui rom interactions with

the customer. 10% comes from knowing the customer well enough @n invent on their
behalf and that requires that our engineers have direct contact with custom@rs”

Another relational issue was more junior staff’s desire to gain skills in p&gti oud
offerings and build their future careers around those vendor specific cloud skills (ra@% .
necessarily within their own company) — something cloud providers encouraged: “Ara/o
developer level, you tend to get more of that: ‘I want to be [cloud] certified’, or ‘I want to be /

the best in the [cloud service]. At our conferences you see people wearing [jackets showing

their personal level of certification]” [CSP1]. A similar strategy extended to very senior staft:

22
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“there are a lot of C-suite executives... who want to be in the press for having done something
really impressive... showing how they’ve managed to scale up because of the cloud” and so
working closely with the vendors to co-author case studies [CSP1].
Relational aspects internal to the organisation were also significant. Future end users
were usually involved — indeed for [14] “it was recommended by doctors to the IT people”. In
er s, end users provided insights and assisted the IT team to “gather the requirements
inter. 5]. At the senior level, relations between IT leadership and the company
board ing cisions to adopt: “they want to examine and to check my decision-making
process really [ k good insightful questions and potentially expose flaws of my
thinking” [i22]. O
Interviewees also dre@)eers in professional networks within the cloud adoption:
“We use recommendations, or th@ orking, for example via the Worshipful Company
of IT or CTO Academy” [s17]. Exidfin a@mships and peers shaped cloud perceptions: ““/
have a relationship with a couple of consultan@ 1 can call and ask their opinion on things

like these” [122]; “I asked some colleagues that ha dy adgpted the same cloud service in

their organization to advise the most suitable solutio ilarly, [132] noted that

“instead of having to do the beauty parade [of providers]... w Q gain] real examples of
where organisations have been successful” — and for many this inclitiegtryiig to “assess what

solutions [our competitors]” used through success stories [118]. Overall, trffstedgfelationships

provided valuable information and were deemed important. Table 3 summarises\Qu irical

findings on relationality. ﬁ/ 2
Table 3: Relational proximity in cloud adoption 0/

Evidence from the interviews Indicative Emerging proximal aspects
interviews
Issues with existing IT systems. [130], [131], [132] Organi-Technical relationality
Focus on lock-in with discounts for moving concerns the relationship of the
sticky legacy. organisation with existing
Culture congruence, e.g., Retail rejecting AWS. technology.
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Strong symbiotic relationship of adopters and [i28], [131], [i32], Mercantile relationality refers to
vendors e.g., hand-in-hand technological [134], [s4], [s11], the close collaboration of the
transition. [CSP1] sales-support operation of cloud

Trusted relationships between cloud vendor and services with the purchasing
customer, e.g., assisting the decision maker operation.

in preparing internal presentation.
Staff’s desire to gain skills or co-author case-

studies.
End-users involved in the adoption decision [14], [19], [118], Counsel relationality concerns
making. [i11], [i22], [i32], how stakeholders engaged in
latigns between IT leadership and [133], [135], [s17], counselling adopters during their
ization’s senior executives’ impact [CSP1] decision making.

adoption.

sted peers to elicit information on
gigices and find consultants.
EstabMs Ahships with other stakeholders

to asSist is service selection.
Seek for succeg§Stories from vendors.

4.3 Temporal is of proximity

Our temporal iy regards past experiences with cloud’s technology predecessors
and earlier experiences W logy experts as well as projections on how business needs
can be served by the new service @om a technical and from a support perspective.

Technical aspects of cloud sy, Z]ity, cost, and time to introduce services were

@cted how their cloud usage would unfold

into the future (showing how temporality also cag

entwined with how the organisation’s ado

cani-technical aspects). Rather than

adopting a static technology, interviewees were concerne t scalability and evolution of

the cloud service in comparison to existing static technolo C on-premises servers):
“scalability matters, because we buy, sell companies, hire peopl®

Otaff members etc.
We don’t want to be tied to an infrastructure for something O’t entirely

changeable”. They also acknowledged the difficulties in realistic cost pro e@ “What

uplift in costs [that] wasn’t anticipated” [133].

Page 24 of 51

we’re not considering is trajectory... it’s this much now but Microsoft just announ@& .

Additionally, many sought to increase the speed of innovation, through “the mininftl
time required to introduce the [new] service in the organization” [121]. Many anticipated

growing data analysis requirements: What if our “/data requirements] rise exponentially...

24
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i hockey-stick... It’s a balance between [a slow] move to the cloud, [or] accelerating the move
5 .

6 to the cloud, and then work on modernisation, orchestration” [133].

7

8 A number of those interviewed mentioned the technmical debt they carry in their
9

1? organisations when adopting cloud services. Technical debt relates to the cost of re-engineering
12 . .. . . e g

13 thgir existing technology estate, since past choices of technology inhibit and shape the current
14

15 C tion process. For example, one company had an old IBM DB2 database running on-
16

17 premi Qamed to adopt Microsoft’s Azure cloud product: “We need to move DB2 to the
18

;g cloud. There ﬁenterprise instance of DB2 in the cloud at this point... [Azure promise]
21

22 January 2023...[i e future... but it doesn’t exist... we don’t want to go multi-cloud ...
23

24 but I don’t want to b @q pig for the Microsoft guys to work out how to do [it] "[133].
25

;? Conversely, negative experi@\with systems were also considered when imagining and
28 .. . . . . .

29 desiring future functionality. In [1 ere invited to provide feedback on “What's wrong
30

31 with our existing system?”

32

gi Interviewees undertook considerable bering and projecting to consider cloud
gg and its impact within the context of their own o ation’g strategy and intentions (e.g.,
37

38 [130]’s “digital road map” which connected the “hated” ith the future harnessing
39

40 of cloud). Respondents reflected on how cloud has evolved o .g., “The commercial
41

zg model has obviously changed massively, the way in which you canOighle s@vices online and
44

45 the range and breadth of services that [hyperscalers] offer...” [13W. perceived
46

47 interviewees to be projecting forward and imagining a future in which services @ nge
48

‘5‘3 and need updating in line with the organization’s overall strategy. For example: “ .
51

5o least for the next five years, to open ten new sales points every year. [Cloud] provides us W/O
53

54 the flexibility to do so quickly and without any major costs” [11]. We saw a similar projection /
55

g? of how cloud might allow employees to have “the ability to control the entire organization
58

59

60
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i from a single device,” [13] — something they clearly imagined important and possible in the
Z future.

7

8 Past experiences with vendors also shaped future decisions on cloud adoption,
9

:? providing evidence of mercantile temporal proximity. As [i5] underlined, “there was a
g prgvious experience by the CIO, who came from another company, so he knew the solution and
1: c knew how the deployment will evolve”. Similarly, [i15]’s past experience created a
16

1273 stron long-lasting collaboration which even directed future choices: “When you are
;g rejectingQ uct or a collaborator, you have to justify why. So, the existing vendor gave us
;; another suggestiQg ther cases, the relationships with a vendor led interviewees to
zl consider postponing @until the vendor was ready. As [i1] highlighted: “/the vendor]
;? are planning to move their pr@ to the cloud at some point. So, they were trying to convince
;g us, not to do the transition to the®:§t to make this change... they tried to change our
30

31 decision and to influence us negativély!

32

gi Projecting forward influenced the ch@f cloud provider as interviewees sought
gg providers they expected to survive long-term: “wh ing tode there in the future... there’s
;73 been lots of consolidation of vendors. We try our best to f that” [132]. The speed
39

2(1) of change and innovation of the vendor were also a crucial t pect within the cloud
fé decision as some decision makers needed to make changes fast: “fingloool vendors who do
2: good jobs that can accelerate the process of getting things done, because dCIOMTO, they're
%Z there to deliver change” [132]. Similarly, vendors’ ability to mature over time@ een
gg noted: “things have changed markedly... And they matured considerably, even [a veﬁ .
g; matured a lot. About eight, nine years ago, [that vendor] didn’t want to talk to me exc%
gi through a third-party which was crazy [given the size of my business]" [131]. /
55

g? Over time in working with a customer “interaction changes...in some ways it becomes
gg more intense ... it's about building those relationships for the long term” [136]. In this journey
60
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you start with “how do you get the customer into the cloud, obviously, but that’s not
modernisation, that’s just you're in the cloud... [To do innovation] intentional contact is
important. It's that old thing about why do you meet in the office? Well, it's getting around a
whiteboard and brainstorming” [135].

Piloting cloud services provides an eloquent illustration of how experiencing and

g is operationalized, in consultation with vendors (counsel aspect). Pilots allow
custo Qperience cloud services at a small scale while projecting their imagined future
use across %anization. For example, [i2]: “we set up one [pilot] of our services and we
did a test migratiﬁr data centre”. Similarly [123] piloted multiple services at the same
time: “/we] identified 1o e [services] to install and test for a minimum of one month, by
three people. All options wer@i in parallel, and they were discussing and commenting on
their experience frequently”. Th@l ing facilitated diffusion of the remembering and
projecting among the organizatioﬁ stakeholders. Alongside piloting, adopters
sometimes conducted due diligence: “We're a@n due diligence, meaning I'm contacting

the references, the existing clients of these two ven ...] companies in similar industries to

gather feedback” [135] examining feedback to imagine theg risks and opportunities.

Cloud also enabled piloting across a global compa tance, [120] revealed

that, for their candidate cloud-based CRM service, “we ran a pilot @)rdics and, since

the pilot was successful, we ran a second pilot before adopting for countfies @t are more
traditional, e.g., Romania. We allowed three to four months and saw how it gQgs doting

was relevant to the temporal dimension as it allowed an understanding of |y .
technological and organizational change and the relationality between these and the beneﬁts{o
cloud. It connected the past with the projected future. /

Beyond piloting the actual service, interviewees also reflected on past experienced as

evidence of how the collaboration could evolve in the future. As [i22] noted: “If you are happy

27
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i with an existing relationship, why change it”. Similarly [134] noted “We did not request offers
5

6 from vendors, we went to the existing vendors, had a discussion with them, decided it was time
7

8 to upgrade, and we moved with those we knew”. Negative past counselling in terms of
9

1? communication and reachability, had the opposite impact. For example, [i25] rejected a service
12

offered because: “/in the past the vendor] was very difficult to communicate, every day we

13
14
15 @ng to a different person, [we] had to explain everything from scratch. It had bad
16

17 servi port.”. Table 4 summarises our empirical findings on temporality.
18
19
20
21 e e . .
2 e 4: Temporal proximity in cloud adoption
;i Evidence fronyth®int@ views Indicative Emerging proximal aspects
25 interviews
26 Scalability. [13], [121], [i31], | Organi-technical temporality
27 Cost projections. [133], [135] concerns retrospective and future
28 Projecting on time to introduce an f projections on the use of cloud
29 innovation. technology in the organisation.
30 Projectir.lg on growing data analysis
31 requirements.
32 Technical debt (projecting cost of re-
33 engineering existing technology).
34 Remembering and projecting to considering
35 organizational strategy and intentions
with respect to cloud adoption (e.g.,
36 updating, remote work etc.).
37 Positive past experiences with vendors [i1], [i5], [i8], rcantile temporality refers to
38 impacted future choices. [i22], [131], experiences with
39 Existing relationships with vendors led to [132], [134] S e future decisions
40 consider postponing the adoption until the orf*Cl tion and future
41 vendor updates. relat ndors.
42 Projecting the future to look for cloud
43 providers which would survive in the
44 long term.
45 Projecting the future in terms of speed of the
46 vendor (capacity to make changes fast).
47 Projecting the use of a cloud service in the [i2], [i20], [i22], | Counsel temporality c S
48 organisation through piloting at small and | [i23], [i25], how experiencing and pr g
49 large scale. [134], [i35] is operationalized in consult&jo *
50 Reflecting on past experiences with vendors with vendors.
51 to project on how they could evolve in the /
52 future.
53 Due-diligence through others to project the 0/
54 future experience.
55
56
57
58
59
60
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1

2

i 4.4 A conceptual framework on cloud proximity

5

? Our analysis revisits and challenges the conception of cloud as 'remote'. We did this by

g employing proximity as a theoretical lens and showing how locational, relational and temporal

1(1) dimensions of proximity are key dimensions of cloud adoption decision making. Thus, in

E ing adoption decisions, cloud is not as remote, impersonal or distant as is often assumed.

14

1 2 ese three dimensions were analysed separately but constitute complementary

:; analy cs to consider the proximity of cloud and are often interrelated. For example,

;3 vendors oft draw on location (e.g., participate in trade shows, visit customers etc.)

21

;g specifically to de ationships with their customers (e.g., trust, personal contact etc.), and

;g so respond to clients’ e p@ns (temporal imagining and projecting). Beyond the locational,

;? relational and temporal dim&gsio proximity, our analysis reveals that each proximity

2

;g dimension in the context of clo& encapsulates organi-technical, mercantile and

g; counsel aspects. Table 5 brings together is of the proximal dimensions of cloud and

gi their impact on cloud adoption and summariz j-technical, mercantile and counsel

22 aspects come into play within each dimension. T ble syabhesizes our insights from the
7

gg proximity literature and our empirical findings in a concepftu. ork for appreciating and

2(1) studying cloud proximity. Our results support the argument that'c ishot ethereal, but rather

jé that organisations hold concerns about cloud technology, similar to clétid’sgfredecessors; they

44

22 are reflect on the sales and support from the vendor, they seek internal an expertise

Z; to assist in making such technology decisions; and they consider the technology’s g9y ith

:g respect to the context of the organisation’s use. In the next session we further elaboragk

51 /
52 organi-technical, mercantile and counsel aspects of cloud adoption and discuss the resear@
53 /

and practical implications of our findings.
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Table 5: Conceptual framework on cloud proximity
The influence of locational, relational and temporal dimensions on cloud adoption

Locational Relational Temporal
Organi- Locationality of the servers | Relationship of the Retrospective and future
technical and the data and their organisation with existing projections of the nature of]
connection to the technology. and use of, cloud technology
organisation. by the organisation.
Mercantile | Locationality of the sales Support in identifying and Retrospective and future
team and customers. selecting the desired cloud projections of the
service. collaboration with the
vendor’s sales function.
ns Locationality of expertise to | Access to trusted expertise Retrospective and future
ssist with the decision and their ability to advise on | projections of the
ing, and the availability of the selection and future use technology’s capacity and
ise once the cloud of the cloud-services. vendor’s capacity to assist
service is in use. once the cloud service is in
use.
5. Discussion O
In Section 5.1 we sho r mercantile, counsel and organi-technical aspects of
cloud adoption proximity (presentedd conceptual framework above) come into play
within cloud adoption, so enhancing our uge ing of cloud proximity. We then explore
the theoretical and practical implications of this ctions 5.2 and 5.3 respectively.

5.1 Proximity and cloud adoption: extending rstanding

Earlier in this paper we built on the cloud definiti | and Grance (2011) to

highlight assumptions about the “remoteness” of cloud and ident1 sistencies among
research findings related to such remoteness. This led to a fresh reading gfth¢’cloud literature
that questioned whether cloud is as remote and ethereal as the cloud metaph®r sts. We

noted that, while several researchers draw on cloud’s remoteness to argue that clou@lii
wi

organizations to overcome the locational, relational and time boundaries experience

Page 30 of 51
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7

previous technologies, others argue that organizations adopting cloud remain bound to locatiﬂ

relation, and time restrictions, and question the significance of cloud’s remoteness.
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1

2

i Cloud research, Wang et al. (2016) argue, is dominated by foundation-building
Z conceptual studies. Our research contributes a distinctive qualitative and interpretive
; understanding of cloud adoption revealing that organisations and adopters seek to be proximal
9

1? to the cloud in three different ways that have emerged from our analysis and which we have
1 g tegned: Organi-technical, Mercantile and Counsel. Whereas Mercantile Proximity and Counsel
1: PaPxi emphasise the social proximity between human actors, Organi-technical Proximity
16

1273 emph proximity of technology, and its contingency to the adopting organisation,
;g during ag amd at the extended scale of cloud.

21

22

23 Organi-technical@roximity

;2’ Organi-technicdl proxgnity is a gauge of the closeness of the adopted cloud service
;? itself. From a purely technica} st. int the physical proximity of cloud datacentres matters
ig for many in their adoption decisi as not necessarily a dominant concern and was
30

g; contingent upon the intended use of th % services. Reasons for this included the need
gi for locationality that matched latency and ba eeds (noted also by Friedman, 2017)
gg between the datacentre and the users’ devices, or ot oud sgfiyices via APIs. Latency issues
37

gg are contingent on geographical realities of cloud provide gdtional networks since, for
j? example, the UK and USA are connected by low-latency an ndwidth connections
jg despite significant geographic distance, whereas countries in Africa gffay hysically local
EE but face significant delay and low-bandwidth if fibre connections betwee@ tries and
j; datacentres are absent. Those interviewed with complex global IT needs were ml&éese
:3 challenges — and opportunities- and could benefit from the Hyperscalers (AWS; ﬁ
; Google’s) global networks and datacentres to reduce bottlenecks and distribute workload. /0
53

g;‘ The physical locationality however was very important since where the cloud adopting /
g? company’s data would be held mattered (previously noted by Denny, 2010), but we also noted
gg this accounted for geopolitical risks ( “blacklisted” countries) and disaster-recovery planning
60
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%,

— things absent from much of the literature but reflected in industries concern for cloud data
sovereignty as the legal and geopolitical landscapes evolve (Karlstad, 2022, Amoore, 2018),
particularly in response to the U.S. Clarifying Lawful Overseas Use of Data (CLOUD) Act and

GDPR. Security (Zhang et al., 2020) was also mentioned though this did not appear a dominant

ur analysis showed that cloud adoption appeared strongly influenced by path
depe ough technological lock-in as previously noted in the literature (Brynjolfsson
et al., 20107 Wast et al., 2010, Asatiani, 2015, Polyviou, 2016, Trigueros-Preciado et al.,
2013) (e.g., DB2 due to technical debt (e.g., configurations and customisations) from
past technology choi e Yurther show that cloud companies recognise this lock-in and
offered discounts for moving@r “lift and shift” and “sticky” systems into the cloud where

the locked-in technology remain@ ﬁrex) albeit hosted on cloud-based infrastructure.

Further, some legacy systems pro 1 that the adopter chose instead to push their

existing vendor to move to the cloud and “up@ather than change supplier.

Importantly, cloud adoption was undertake ation t@ future technological demands

(“a digital road map”, “scalability matters”, risks of “ )’ increased demand) and
future costs (e.g., Microsoft’s 9% cost uplift). As with other a ?d adoption required a
projection of costs, benefits and discount-rates, but with cloud this wasg#so dsociated with the
move from technology as a capital expenditure (CapEx) to being an ope@expenditure
(Opex) (Naldi & Mastroeni, 2016; Schneider & Sunyaev, 2016). This favours@e with

dynamic demand for resources over those with static consistent demand. Indeed, we

that adopters are willing to accept relatively higher fees in order to benefit from scalabil(O

when they believed their company’s needs would change dramatically. However, we also

observed a company adopting an on-premise solution for $10m (CapEx) because they believed
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2

i they faced very static demand making this cost effective. Further research examining the way

5 .. . . . .

6 adopters’ future projection of demand influences cloud adoption decisions would be welcome.

7

8 It is notable that environmental sustainability was not raised within our analysis, given

9

1? this is already impacting the physical location of cloud services (Kaushal et al., 2019). As

12 . . . . . . . . .

13 dagacentres rely on electricity and cooling, so their location impacts their carbon intensity,!?

14

15 example, AWS’s Swedish datacentre proving an extremely low emitter whereas
p p g y

16

17 AWS, frican one is a relatively large emitter. Innovations such as locating datacentres

18

;g underwate ﬂhere heat can be recycled'? can reduce emissions but further constrain

21

22 location. As cloud piers will be increasingly forced to consider carbon emissions, the

23

24 geographical location f@ntres will likely become ever more important, particularly if

25

26

datacentres consume 8% of wWorld @lectricity by 2030 as anticipated (Andrae and Edler, 2015).

27
28 . . . . . .
29 That our interviews failed to dls@nfhows more work, and research, is needed on the

30
31 proximity of cloud datacentres.
32
33
;4 Mercantile Proximity

5
36 Mercantile proximity is a gauge of the clos of thegles function of vendors to the
37
38 cloud adopter. Early arguments about the move to the cl uenced by the idea of a
39
2(1) “utility” model of computing in which cloud services were a u@mgible — for example
42
43 comparing computing to the power infrastructure (Carr, 2003, Carr, S, Qarr, 2008) with its
44
45 similarly simplistic purchasing agreements based on “Pay as you Go” contrags. (2010),
46
2; however, noted early on that cloud contract is a “hybrid of outsourcing, softwa ing,
49

50 [...and] major contractual agreements”. Furthermore, cloud services come with

L 4
51 /
52
33 10 Clouding the issue: Are Amazon, Google, and Microsoft really helping companies go green? | Insights & /

>4 Sustainability | Climatig
g 2 1T Microsoft finds underwater datacenters are reliable, practical and use energy sustainably - Source

12 For example, a UK company is heating swimming pools using small Al focused datacentres

U https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-64939558 while others run greenhouses: https://www.rb-
58 architectes.com/en/heat-recovery-system-powers-rooftop-greenhouses-on-paris-datacentre/

59

60

33

Journal of Information Technology


https://www.climatiq.io/blog/cloud-computing-amazon-google-microsoft-helping-companies-go-green
https://www.climatiq.io/blog/cloud-computing-amazon-google-microsoft-helping-companies-go-green
https://news.microsoft.com/source/features/sustainability/project-natick-underwater-datacenter/
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-64939558

Page 34 of 51

1

2

i operational costs which Ali et al. (2021) show to be significant factors in cloud adoption but
Z often hidden from simplistic cost calculations. In line with such arguments for complex
; purchasing and use, our findings show the significance of having proximal mercantile support
9

1? in constructing and evaluating those contractual commitments. This is in stark contrast to the
:g prgvailing assumption that cloud provision is primarily product-based (Schneider & Sunyaev,
1: 6 d based on fixed agreements (e.g., SLAs or fixed contracts), rather than social
16

1273 practi roximal relations.

;g \% contingent upon the complexity of the service being adopted, our study
;; showed that, for trusted relationship with a supplier was important, and for vendors
%Zl the ability to “read b nglage” aided sales. Adopters wanted to meet with sales staff and
;? interact with sales staff who @tood the complex regulatory frameworks of their regions
;g (cf. Pearson & Benameur, 2010). dors may invest in providing detailed information
2(1) about features of their products onli p& Walter 2015), our research suggests that it is
32

gi the personal relations and cultural match be@ clients and vendors that are critical for
gg building reputation and trust relevant for cloud ad . Such gesults show similarity with IT
g; outsourcing decision making (Michell & Fitzgerald, 19, h familiarity is seen as
39

2(1) significant (Oshri et al., 2018) and suggests the need for furthef’rgggar@h examining the sales,
jé marketing and support relationships cultivated by cloud vendors.

22 If the cloud vendors are, as one interviewee suggested, like “crack d@ it probably
%Z pays to be proximal to them. Furthermore, relationships last — with choices of @ ices
:g moving with a CIO to their new company and with vendors helping with evalué .
g; competitors, and with a desire not to “multi-cloud”. Yet these trusted relationships were a(O
gi seen as instrumental in driving the innovation and accelerating the processes of change — /
55

g? leading vendors to intensify their sales support offerings and interaction in order to drive
gg benefits within the customers (and so profit from ongoing fees). Bridging and aligning ‘the
60
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1

2

i business’ and ‘the technology’, are a persistent top concern for companies (Kappelman et al.,
Z 2021) and our findings indicate that cloud adopters are conscious of bringing these together.

; Our study extends the view that cloud blurs the organization’s boundaries with external
9

1? entities (Willcocks et al., 2014) and that cloud entails a step-change into how organizations and
:g Qdors collaborate (Vithayathil, 2017), as we show that organizations persist in demanding
1: cl¥Se gglations with the vendor; postponing an adoption to wait for a vendor to catch up; seeking
iz vend ance in accelerating in their business processes, and gaining help in
;g modernisa ﬁ innovation. Vendors were keen to build such close relationships and
;; commitments, pe ause technical switching-costs are low for cloud (Ellahi et al., 2011),
%Zl particularly for SaaS (¥ig® et @l., 2020).

;? Wang et al. (2016) h@\t the emphasis on service level agreements within cloud
;g research and the lack of researa@r tional governance. Our findings address this by
2(1) indicating that adopters may place@ tacit knowledge (Johannessen et al., 2001,
32

gi Sveiby, 1997) of vendors, built through soc1a@ons, rather than relying solely on SLAs —
gg and we call for further research in this regard. I tingly grelationships were also often
g; personal with the individual adopter such that an adopte r could become aligned
;E with cloud vendors (e.g., through certifications or press-release -studies of impressive
fé leadership) — something seldom discussed in the literature. Indeed, &jglinglesearch on cloud
2: certifications (Lansing et al., 2018) (e.g., [ISO-27001) may be enlightene@gh research
%Z connecting them to personal identity. Furthermore culture, trust, and morality havig b ated
‘5‘3 to proximity in human relationships (Gossling 2004). Drawing upon these concepts to % .
g; personal identity within technology adoption would be beneficial. For example, an old W-
gi industry adage was that “nobody was ever fired for buying IBM”!3 — implying that IBM /
s

57

58 13 "Nobody Gets Fired For Buying IBM". But They Should. (forbes.com)

0 s
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1

2

i reduced the personal risk to the adopter. Certainly, interviewees aligned optional decisions
5 . . . . . Y
6 with their own careers asking “whether I have done a good job coming to a good decision
7

8 [122].

9

1? Our research hinted that many adopters prefer purchasing from local vendor sales
12 . . . . . . .

13 opgrations rather than international options (even during covid) when they perceive that the
14

15 1 to their location could smooth collaboration and problem-solving. This was
16

17 supp oud companies building complex sales operations within countries (even if their
18

;g data-centr Wsewhere). Adoption was in relation to the adopter’s businesses — with cloud
21

22 suppliers developj r-specific and vertical-specific offerings and with retailers spurning
23

24 AWS due to Amazon @tiﬁon in retail. Research on factors associated with location,
25

;? service and business type wo@welcome.

28 . ..

29 Top management support@ to be needed for cloud adoption (Asatiani, 2015).
30

31 However, we extend this knowled how merchants assisted these relationships
32

gi through providing presentations, meetings an@s for adopters to present to top managers.
gg We further saw that top-management’s involve aries gonsiderably and can involve
37 ] )

38 dedicated procurement functions.

39

40 Certainly our research provides understanding to earlie loring the future role
41

fé of the IT function (Vithayathil, 2017) by suggesting an IT funcfiggfs v@lue is in driving
44

45 innovation via close proximal relations with the merchant and informed, #ciald connected,
46

47 purchasing processes. Like other forms of technology adoption, it is unlik@l oud
48

adoption is wholly techno-economically rational (Mignerat and Rivard, 2009) and

55 Counsel Proximity

57 Counsel proximity is a gauge of the closeness of those to whom a cloud adopter might

59 turn for counsel when using the cloud service. Counsel proximity has crossover and
36
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1
2
i interrelationship with Mercantile proximity. This is because cloud services are often integrated
5 . . . . .
6 and piloted before and after adoption, and because mercantile proximal relations set the scene
7
8 for counsel proximity. A striking element of our analysis was the weight placed on close
9
1? counsel during and after cloud adoption —with users, senior managers, peers, vendors and
12
13 cogsultants.
14 . . . . .
15 oud services are not isolated technologies, but a suite of complex service'4
16
17 incre Wwtegrated within complex organisational digital infrastructures (Tilson et al.,
18
;g 2010). Th eﬁ employ complex boundary resources (such as APIs) which connect an
21
22 ecosystem of servj lville and Kohli, 2021). In this way today’s adopted cloud service is
23
24 unlikely to be isolated 1s more likely to form part of an emerging incomplete and complex
25
;? ecosystem and infrastructur@stantinides et al., 2018) with resultant complex work
28 . . . . .. o .
29 practices which requires learning ting into organisational routines (Feldman, 2000).
30
31 It is thus important, as Ali et al. (2 at adopted cloud services are compatible and
32
gi integrated into existing systems and technolo@in et al. (2020) further argue that adopted
gg cloud services must be institutionalised — compat ith thg routines and practices of the
37
38 organisation. Our study adds weight to such arguments b ing how adopters sought
39
40 close relationships with stakeholders during and after the a#opglomyprocess. They sought
41
fé “partnering” with vendors and consultants and “building relation @ﬂze long term” -
44
45 though also not wanting to be a vendor “guinea-pig”. This further contrast@ssumptions
46
47 that cloud provision is product-based (Schneider & Sunyaev, 2016) through fixe a@recments.
48

ereas early cloud literature emphasised such self-service and arm’s length, so
‘S‘g Wh ly cloud literatu phasised such self: d length rﬁ .
51 . . . .. . .. .
5o studies have highlighted the value to adopters of receiving education, training and guldatlo
53
54 from their suppliers (something Ali et al. (2021) noted) — and that this will make them likely /
55
56
57 14 Amazon’s AWS, for example, offers in excess of 200 Cloud Computing Services - Amazon Web Services
58 AWS
59
60
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2

i to use the service 35% more (Retana et al., 2018). It was thus unsurprising that interviewed
Z adopters wanted vendors with “local languages” and the same “time zones” who could
; consult, mentor and train them but also work with them on innovating and “accelerate the
9

1? process of getting things done”. Above all we show cloud adopters to be subjective humans
:g segking relationships and closeness to build their knowledge and make their decisions —
1: etde by the use of terms like “feel”, “opinion”, “encourage”, “convince’ in interviews.
16

1273 t Iso evident that adopters themselves were proximal to social collectives with
;g other aan o® gain counsel on cloud offerings (e.g., “peers”, “external partners”,
;; “Worshipful Co IT”). Adoption and use thus extended beyond the enterprise to
%Zl involve communities raddices of outside stakeholders — something worthy of further
;? research. O

;g Although cloud is argued @ ize upfront investment risk, our findings show that
2(1) interviewees invested considerably sales time, piloting and testing the services,
32

gi and through gaining a proof of concept su@t cloud adoption was more rolling and
gg incremental as complex testing (“fest migratio “duga diligence” etc.) moved into
g; production. This starkly contrasts with the implied “pay aracter of cloud; rather,
39

2(1) it emphasises considerable care, prior to formal adoption, in ¢ at a service could be
fé integrated into the work practices and digital infrastructures of a ndflead to long-term
2: use. Existing research suggests that a benefit of cloud is that it provides org@ns with the
%Z flexibility to readjust their usage of on-demand and pilot candidate services (@ al.,
‘5‘3 2010; Surya et al., 2014). Within our research we saw evidence of piloting being usedé .
g; to learn about, and integrate services into use, prior to the adoption decision making and(O
gi grow services organically across the organisation. Adoption was thus emergent. This /
55

g? characteristic provides flexibility in terms of cost, as organizations can also adjust their
gg technology expenditure across time (Van der Molen, 2009; Vouk, 2008) and even partially
60
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1

2

i adopt a service, thus enabling organizations to minimize risks associated with technology
5 . . .

6 decisions and to grow use incrementally.

7

8 Decision makers used these broad counsel proximities to identify characteristics of
9

1? cloud and assess their fit with the organizational strategy and their projected future organization
12 . . . . . .. .

13 —agfuture-oriented view against which the adoption decision is made (Venters, Oborn, &
14

15 014). Projecting and imagining about technology as well as strategy was also
16

17 impo use cloud services often have rapid innovation cycles themselves so that their
18

;g features e Wr time. Such future projecting might consider the technology (for example,
21

22 the claim that a s solutions will be cloud-based in the near future), and/or the
23

24 organization (for exa eybelief that employees will use remote access, and the intention
25

;? to make such access availalgle). €hus, decision makers are seeking assistance to identify

28 . . . . .
29 equivalence (Venters & Whltley@ ith their currently experienced (or remembered)
fted value of the new paradigm. They further

33 attempt to project the future of the organizat@ce the candidate cloud service is adopted

31 technology but also compare this w

drawing on their proximity to relevant social colle (e.g., QIO innovativeness (Lian et al.,

38 2014)).
40

41 5.2 Theoretical contribution

42

43 While the above discussion elucidates and deepens understangding @f cloud, our main

45 contribution is in demonstrating the importance of a proximal perspect§e rds cloud

adoption and providing a theoretical frame by which to examine such proximity rch
49
Q’ *

50 shows that proximity, a “co-present interaction” (Boden and Molotch 1994), is a si

51 /
52 factor within cloud adoption in contrast to the assumed ephemeral and distance of cloud ( @

>4 example through assumptions of locational independence (Iyer and Henderson, 2010) or /

“utility”’-like purchase (Carr, 2008)). Cloud adopters value proximity and close interaction.

39
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Proximity is associated with its benefits in the absorption of knowledge (Boschma,
2005a), by assisting in identifying, interpreting and exploiting knowledge (Cohen and
Levinthal, 1990). Its significance within cloud adoption suggests those adopting cloud value
knowledge (including tacit knowledge) of cloud capabilities and benefit from learning and

@ding communities of practice (Wenger, 1998) around cloud in support of their adoption.

y adoption is not wholly economically rational (Mignerat and Rivard, 2009) and

cloud can be influenced by social factors. Yet, our research on proximity suggests the
important ud adopters place on gaining knowledge both prior to cloud adoption
(mercantile) and d adoption (counsel). We speculate that this may be because cloud

technology is usually Ove (Lyytinen et al., 2017, Henfridsson and Bygstad, 2013)
whereby its value (though ifhova®ion) is entwined with its configuration and use alongside
complementary tools. Value is th dependent upon the harnessing of such generative

possibilities through such configuraffo fgration work — work which requires detailed

knowledge and support. @
Our research on the temporality dimension %it

on growth and innovation within cloud adoption and s

Iso highlighted this emphasis

orientating our view of
adoption away from being a staccato isolated practice to Qng a more dynamic
temporally entwined process. While further research on such cloud tiof) processes would
be welcomed, our research here indicates that cloud adoption is part of av@ing process
influenced by remembered past relationships, lock-in and institutionalised iCesy and

projected towards future innovation. Re-orientating cloud adoption research to exam %

continuous socio-technical transformation flow (Baygi et al., 2021) within a dynamic 6(0

relational orientation towards organisational and technological infrastructure (Faraj and
Leonardi, 2022) would thus be welcomed. Indeed, the rise of multi-cloud, edge computing, IoT

and polymorphous technology such as blockchain suggests the need for an increasing focus on

40
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1

2

i locational, relational and temporal aspects of proximity within wider technology adoption
5

6 research.

7

8 This paper is, to our knowledge, the first piece of research to address the relevance of
9

1? proximity to technology adoption. As we take an interpretive stance, this approach is open for
12 . . . . .t .
13 thg wider research community to test its generalizability for cloud and technology adoption
14

15 e dly. With the rise of 5G, Blockchain, Internet of Things, Artificial Intelligence and
16

17 Robofg ology is becoming an important part of corporate strategy and organizations
18

;g will have W(equent and strategically important technology adoption decisions. Despite
21

22 the often-assumeg onality and temporal/spatial distance of new technologies (e.g., Al,
23

24 Blockchain), or belief f@nity as technical feature (e.g., Robotics, IoT), further research
25

;? should examine the proximit§y of Such technology and its adoption and explore whether this
28 . . .. . . .

29 influences their success. For exa@ proximity of Al counsel and its orgni-technical
30

31 adoption influence the propensity fi y ld a focus on relational proximity reduce the
32

gi chances of organisations adopting biased Al @S? We hope that our proximal analysis of
gg cloud adoption will generate research interest t ore this theoretical lens further in
37

38 understanding such interesting questions for future techn a pon.

39

40

41 5.3 Practical implications

42

43 For vendors, our proximal dimensions suggest localized sales sypgbort functions are
44

45 beneficial within their marketing and sales efforts (even if they harness viffualgffegtings) and
46

j; that the location of data is significant. Both sides should focus on closer vendor- cent
49 . . . .

50 relationships and sales support and consider a broader ecosystem of consultancies a ﬁ
51 /
52 agents that may act as intermediaries bringing geographically “remote” cloud providers a @
53

g;‘ services closer. Vendors’ presence at local events enhances their potential to establish a
56 . . . . .

57 relationship with a future customer. Local vendors can benefit from promoting their presence
58

59 and locational relevance to future customers, whereas international vendors may consider
60
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40}’ lusion

opening local branches or forming alliances with companies (e.g., consultancies) in locations
with a large potential client base. Further, our findings on temporal proximity highlight the
need for vendors to assist adopters in evaluating their product in relation to their existing

technology and their projected future intentions (and the cloud technologies future innovation).

rough a qualitative study, this paper reveals the importance of proximity, and its
locati®hg @ tional and temporal dimensions in cloud adoption. The paper shows how, within
each dimens@gani-technical, mercantile and counsel aspects shape the cloud adoption
decision. The paﬂi? the debate on the distinctiveness of cloud and shows that, during
cloud adoption, organt @do not treat cloud as impersonal and location-independent by
default. Consequentially, tru ulgal flexibility, value co-creation and risk-sharing between
the organization and the vendor =gnportant areas for future research as the cloud
ecosystem evolves (cf. Willcocks, Ven itley, 2013; Willcocks et al., 2014) and as
further distributed technologies (e.g., [oT, blo c.pare connected to an organization’s

technological resources. Our findings therefore significant implications for future

technology adoption.
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2
i Appendix A
5
s This appendix presents further details on the profile of our respondents in the two phases of the
8 research (Table A.1) and an overview of our research approach and its iterations (Table A.2).
9
10 Table A.1 Profile of respondents
1 Interviewee | Job Title | Description of the organisation | Size | Type of service
12
13 erviews - Phase 1
14 Director Fashion Apparel Producer and Retailer SME'"S SaaS
15 Manager (in charge of IT) | Regulatory NGO SME laaS
16 Director Restaurants Chain SME SaaS
17 Group of Hospitals Large SaaS
18 Pharmaceutical Large SaaS
;9 10 Hospital Large T[aaS'®
2(1) [17] i Data Analytics Services SME SaaS
2 [i8] Direc Training and Psychological Support SME SaaS
2 Centre
>4 [19] Division Magdg Hotel Chain SME SaaS, PaaS
25 [i10] CIO Insurance Company Large SaaS, TaaS
26 6‘
27 [111] CIO jnancial Services SME laaS
28 [i12] Director A SME SaaS
29 [113] Co-Founder P SME SaaS
30 [i14] 1o tion Software Large SaaS
31
32 [i15] IT team leader SME laaS
33 [i16] Infrastructure and support SME SaasS
34 team leader
35 [117] Director SME SaaS
36 [118] Director Food Chain SME SaaS
37 [i19] Co-Founder Law Firm SME SaaS
38 [120] CIO EMEA Pharmaceutical arge SaaS
39 . Pharmaceutical (Same Organizati

i21 CIO Greece . e SaaS
40 [i21] [i20]) g
41 [122] Head of Systems Asset Management Consultancy laaS
42 [i23] Director Customer Rights Consultancy
43 [i24] Director Logistics
44 . . Electrical Engineering and Automation
45 [125] Director Consultancy
46 [i26] Systems Administrator Regional Police Department
47 [i27] IT Specialist Municipality
22 [i28] CIO Bank

Head of Network and L 4

50 [i29] Computer Systems University Large SaaS, TaaS
51 Administration
52
53
54
55 15 Small-Medium Enterprise
56 16 Adopted cloud for research purposes, but rejected cloud for their core services
57 17 Europe — Middle East — Africa
58 18 Rejected cloud after a pilot testing and decided to adopt an in-house solution
59
60
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1

2

3 . .

4 [130] gg;(ﬁge:f Digital and Local Government Large SaaS, PaaS

5

6 Interviews - Phase 2

/ L

8 [i31] CTO Financial Services Company ( Sagg)e SaaS, PaaS, laaS

9

10 [132] CIO & Consultant Financial Services. Large SaaS, Paa8S, laaS

11 ) )

12 [i33] aDrize"(l:“te()crh(r)Eglr Cskzs??el;e Retail Large SaaS, PaaS, TaaS

13

14 CIO Retail Large SaaS, PaaS, [aaS

1 2 CIO Consulting Large SaaS, laaS

17 0 & CIO Insurance SME Saa$, IaaS

18

19 g xccutive Full service
[CSP1] i v&d in leading pre- Global cloud service provider Large .

20 1 o offering

py ales activity.

22 [CSP2] Pre-s Global cloud service provider Large Sp eC}ahst setvice

23 offering

24 Qualitative Survey - Phas

;2 [S1] CIO ogistics Large laaS, SaaS

27 [S2] IT Manager Q Large SaaS, PaaS, [aaS

28 [S3] CTO : i Large SaaS, PaaS, [aaS

29 [S4] CIO Large [aaS

30 [S5] IO Large Saa$, Paa$, laa$

g; [S6] CIo Large TaaS, SaaS

33 [S7] D1r§ctor of Strategic Large SaaS, PaaS, IaaS

34 Projects

35 [S8] Deputy Director Large Saa$S, Paa$S, IaaS

36 [S91] Transformation and Insurance

37 Technology Director Large SaaS, PaaS, laaS

38 : :

39 [S10] Quality and Security Government SaaS, PaaS, laaS

Manager

2(1) [S11] CIO Services SaaS

42 [S12] Project Management Utilities

43 Office Director Saa8, Paa$, laa8

44 [S13] CDO Transport

45 [S14] IT deputy director Education

46

47 [S15] CIO Retail

22 [S16] CIO Accounting and Consulting

50 [S17] CTO Healthcare

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60
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1

2

i Table A.2 An overview of the research process followed

Z Literature (re)read | Empirical research Research analysis Findings and emergent

7 themes

8 Cloud adoption Phase I: Multiple rounds of reading | Cloud may not be as

9 literature e 30 interviews on the interview transcripts to | remote as portrayed in the

10 cloud adoption identify key themes literature -

11 (recorded and Need to explore
transcribed: 1-hour proximity in the literature

1; long on ave,rage) and in the cloud literature

14 ® Attendance of in particular

15 industry events

16 Multiple rounds of re- e Cloud adopters

17 reading the Phase I perceive cloud as

18 inte.rview transgripts, proximal

19 godlng on prox1m1‘Fy and e Locational,

20 its locational, r;lanor}al Relational and

21 Proximity literature and terpporal dimensions, Temporal are

2 studied analysing relevant extracts re;]evan?;’ entwined

23 eIl Multiple rounds of reading dimensions of cloud

24 the Phase II interview proximity perception,

25 focusing | transcripts, coding on better qualitatively

2% in cloud | proximity and its understood through

27 d locational, relational and the anal¥s1s

28 and trans 5. | temporal dimensions, d Mercaptﬂe, Cpunsel,

29 minutes 10 analysing relevant extracts Organi-technical

3 average) lelf()lezz g(a;r:obe defined

31 * 17 qualitativeéSu synthesize how the

32 responses @ proximal dimensions

33 ®  Attendance of come into play in

34 industry events cloud adoption

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50 /‘
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