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Abstract
Focusing on the growing categories of business uses for drone technologies as a research context, the proposed poster will highlight the balance between strategic revelation of uses vs. the issue of proprietary business information. Given a proliferation of business uses for drones, coupled with the requirement that commercial users gain government approval for these uses, examination of drone use categories provides insight into the stabilization of use categories that is necessary in new market creation. This links research on epistemic knowledge objects, more typically covered in science studies research, with new technologies and use categories. This theoretical approach provides a foundation for future research. 
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INTRODUCTION
New market emergence exists within a curious tension, one where strategy, organizational learning and innovation collide with issues of regulation, security and standardization.  This tension has birthed scholarly curiosity that places the formation of new markets and industries as a key theme in organizational theory (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Hargrave & Van De Ven, 2006; Padgett & Powell, 2012; Rao et al., 2000).  Therein, scholars have examined the mechanisms and processes linked to market origins and expansion trajectories (Coslor & Spaenjers, in press; Hiatt, Sine & Tilbert, 2009; Sine & Lee, 2009). Yet, to aid investment and emergent market trajectories, firms are faced with a puzzle to determine how much information to reveal and the level of collaboration needed to form open networks with potential competitors.  This is especially the case in emergent markets where regulations and exemptions aptly exist, even more when those exemptions fall into the public domain.

RESEARCH CONTEXT
Unmanned Aircraft Vehicles (UAVs) or “drones,” represent a disruptive technology whose markets, products and applications are rapidly developing and  show immense popularity with hobbyists, filmmakers, real estate firms, surveyors and a myriad of other users. The growing UAV market has predicted sales figures of over $100 billion globally in the next five years, covering almost 2 million commercial and 28.1 million consumer units (Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research, 2016). This provides a context to study dynamics in an emerging industry, particularly one subject to regulatory oversight and approval, and linking to organizational research on the emergence of new fields, industries and organizational forms (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Hargrave & Van De Ven, 2006; Padgett & Powell, 2012; Rao, Morrill, & Zald, 2000). Examination of emergent industries is especially interesting because it enables key insights into individual and firm entrepreneurship strategies, which can differ from competition and strategic dynamics in established markets (Bower & Christensen, 1996). Early markets show a strong proliferation of competing technologies to accomplish the same goal but in situations of new technologies, this can be reversed, with a novel technology in search of new business and consumer uses, as new and existing entrepreneurs branch out into new areas. This is seemingly the case with the UAV market, which, similar to computer technologies, is showing remarkable application into commercial film, real estate, delivery, security, monitoring and other novel uses that span far beyond the early military reconnaissance and air strike applications.

RESEARCH DESIGN
[bookmark: _GoBack]We aim to examine the proliferation, trading and hiding of key information through an examination of UAV exemptions to fly in U.S. airspace.  A longstanding history of regulatory oversight of commercial users of drones exists for exemption, shaped by early military precedents including an Austrian air strike of 200 pilotless balloons on the City of Venice in 1849. Exemption processes create a unique opportunity to study the entire set of approved—and unapproved—commercial drone users. Examination of this initial FAA data provides insight into the ways that applicants are using drone technologies, and developing new markets and uses. The visible nature of the exemptions also means that we are able to observe trends around standardization of certain UAV uses and associated language (Green, Li, & Nohria, 2009). We believe that our observations might also help us to better understand developing categories of uses as “knowledge objects” (Knorr Cetina, 1999, 2007; Nerland & Jensen, 2012).  By observing development over time, knowledge objects paint a more vivid picture of market emergence, while capturing the actors and organizing phenomena that comprise the market ecosystem itself, including the set of players, institutions, norms, relationships, standards, coordination mechanisms, cognitive frames, valuation tools and complementary products and services.(e.g. Coslor & Spaenjers, in press), (Knorr Cetina & Reichmann, 2015).  More specially, we use a lexical examination of applicant language in discussing business uses to highlight emerging categories and their calcification, focusing on a comparison of applicants that are more liberal in revealing information versus applicants who choose to leave out key components, under the allowed submission of confidential attachments that detail proprietary business concerns. In this comprehensive but thin slice of information, we are able to see the dynamics of category emergence, stabilization, and popularity or decline over time (Granqvist & Ritvala, 2016). 
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