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Dear readers of Electronic Markets,
This issue represents a double special issue consisting of papers
from the special issue on BElectronic Markets in supply chain
management^ and the special issue on the BTransformation of
the academic publishing marketB. Although, the calls for both
special issues co-evolved without initially being foreseen for
publication in a joint issue, both topics have a close link to
Electronic Markets as well as to each other. In the history of
Electronic Markets, a number of issues have appeared on each
topic. The first special issue of ElectronicMarkets on BLogistics^
was published inMarch 1993 with a total of seven articles. Other
special issues followed in 1999 on BElectronic Commerce and
Logistics^with six articles as well as on BElectronicMarkets and
Supply Chains^ with a total of four articles in 2010. Less cover-
age was dedicated to the area of academic publishing with one
special issue on BEntertainment and Media^ in 2002 with four
papers, while another special issue on BInformation systems re-
search in the media industry^ with three papers only followed in
the last issue and another special issue on the transformation of
the media industry that yet has to follow.

Academic publishing industry

As an academic journal, Electronic Markets is directly affect-
ed by the structural changes in academic publishing. Since
becoming an academic journal, Electronic Markets has seen
two major international publishers: Routledge (Taylor &

Francis) between 1999 and 2009 and Springer since 2009
(Alt et al. 2015a). With the intent to grow their market share,
both companies have pursued active acquisition strategies.
For example, Taylor & Francis merged with Informa in 2004
and purchased a number of smaller publishing houses, such as
M.E. Sharpe in 2014. In the same vein, Springer acquired
Palgrave Macmillan with important subsidiaries, such as the
Nature PublishingGroup, in 2015 and now figures as Springer
Nature. These consolidations in the academic publishing mar-
ket led to articles, such as BThe ‘Wild West’ of Academic
Publishing^ (Lambert 2015), which report that subscription
prices for academic journals Bhave risen at triple the rate of
inflation for the past three decades […] even though most now
appear solely online, sparing their publishers the costs of print-
ing and distribution^. At the same time, many academic insti-
tutions have been facing budget restrictions, which prevents
them from meeting the increased costs for academic publica-
tions – a situation that has been referred to as Bthe serials
crisis^ (Panitch and Michalak 2005, Kingsley 2006).

From many other industries, using information technology
(IT) is known to have the potential to substantially reduce
costs. For example, McKinsey reports broadly that Bby digi-
tizing information-intensive processes, costs can be cut by up
to 90 percent^ (Markovitch and Willmott 2014). The academ-
ic publishing value chain, which consists of the main steps
investigation, creation, bundling and distribution (Alt and
Militzer-Horstmann 2017), has seen many applications of IT.
First of all, authors write their manuscripts directly in an elec-
tronic word processing system and have turned to access lit-
erature for their work via electronic instead of physical librar-
ies. Large digital libraries are offered by academic publishing
houses, such as ScienceDirect (Elsevier), SpringerLink
(Springer Nature), and Tandfonline (Taylor & Francis) as well
as by consolidators, such as Ebsco and Proquest. In the last
decade, the publishing houses have also implemented paper-
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handling systems that support the submission and review pro-
cesses within the editorial offices (e.g. the Editorial Manager
system by Aries Systems, which is also used by Electronic
Markets). Together with paper publishing systems, the entire
value chain in academic publishing is supported by IT,
which – at least in principle – allows for an entirely electronic
(or digital) value chain with the corresponding potentials in
terms of speed and cost. However, much leeway for transfor-
mation still exists in this industry, especially, if compared with
other information businesses, such as the music and the
software industry.

Cycle times in academic publishing

Besides prices, which are regarded as mono- or oligopolistic
and are still considered to yield comfortable profit margins for
publishing houses, cycle times in academic publishing have
only improved marginally with the technological innovations.
Although authors have already been creating and delivering
their manuscripts electronically, the subsequent bundling
process – including the editing of content and layout – still
requires several months for books as well as for journal pub-
lications. In the academic world, the peer-review system
(Spier 2002) carries some imponderability in the bundling
process, since the setting is more interorganizational or dis-
tributed in nature. Editorial offices are often located in an
(academic) organization outside the publishing house, which
again is different from the organization to which the voluntary
reviewers belong. In fact, timeliness has repeatedly been rec-
ognized as a key shortcoming of the double-blind procedure
(Ives 1993; Bailey et al. 2012). More specific research has
been conducted on the issue of cycle times. For example, an
in-depth analysis by Björk and Solomon (2013) summarized
14 past studies on the publication delay in academic publish-
ing and revealed that the period from submission to publica-
tion varied between 2.5 and 36.5 months with an average of
15.26 months. The authors also conducted their own analysis
of 135 journals from nine disciplines, which yielded an aver-
age time of 12.18 months. Three observations from these
analyses are remarkable:

& First, the publication delay varies among academic disci-
plines. The shortest delays are observed in the natural
sciences (in particular chemistry, engineering and biomed-
icine) while the longest cycles – with approximately
18 months almost twice as much as in chemistry – are
present in the area of business and economics. This seems
to be supported by the brief analysis of Ives (1993), who
observes approximately 30 months for three IS-related
journals.

& Second, the overall time was subdivided into the time for
reviewing (i.e. submission to acceptance) and the time for

production (i.e. from acceptance to publication). More or
less both sub-phases had the same share within the overall
process, i.e. the time for the review process may explain
some delays in the publication process, but almost the
same time elapses after the acceptance decision.

& Third, the journals that were created as open access (OA)
had considerably shorter time-spans with 5.97 months
overall and only 1.80 months for production. Although
the authors refer to limitations due to a small sample size,
research by Hartgerink (2015) confirms that production
times have remained in this range (i.e. a mean of 50 days)
for Public Library of Science (PLoS) journals even though
review times have doubled up to 150 to 250 days on
average.

These observations illustrate that even when sticking to the
double-blind system, the immanent delays in the overall pro-
cess are not time constants. Several scientific disciplines dem-
onstrate short publication times, which suggests that higher
efficiencies in the reviewing stage are still possible. An expla-
nation may be the cultural differences in the respective disci-
plines, which lead participants, i.e. authors, reviewers and
editors, to more or less adhere to their respective timelines.
Everyone who has experienced the concurrency of commit-
ments most researchers are typically facing knows that many
sources for delivering late are possible (see Zmud 1997) and
that short review cycles always depend on the collaboration of
many parties. While delays in the review stage may be ex-
plained with academic tradition, the production stage is more
technical in nature and multi-month production times are dif-
ficult to explain in the digital age. Could conceptual and tech-
nological advances known from other domains contribute to
reducing the time problem within academic publishing? In
fact, supply chain management (SCM) might provide some
indications since it is not only linked to an industry, but also to
some conceptual perspectives.

Flow system perspective

Originally, SCM has evolved in the 1980s from the logistics
sector. Both, SCM and logistics, aim at designing systems of
multiple actors, resources and goods, whereby SCM is more
comprehensive. First, logistics is usually associated with an
industry that focuses on organizing and operating flows of
physical goods. Usually, this comprises storing and moving
cargo from a sender to a recipient across multiple legs, i.e. air,
rail, road and/or sea cargo. In addition to the interorganiza-
tional complexity, which may especially increase in interna-
tional settings, these transport chains also have to meet re-
quirements in terms of delivering goods at the right cost, qual-
ity and time. Advanced solutions are known in the area of
courier, express and parcel services (CEP), which have
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provided time-definite overnight transportation globally since
the 1980s. Companies, such as DHL or Fedex, were able to
offer these services mainly since they owned most transporta-
tion resources along the chain and established electronic track-
ing systems to manage the chain early on (Moad 1998). The
logistical principles to manage physical goods flow have giv-
en rise to another perspective on logistics, which is concerned
with managing flow systems (Klaus 2009). Flow systems are
not limited to physical parcels, but also occur when humans
move in cities or organizations as well as when information is
shared. In a nutshell, SCM adopts this thinking and not only
focuses on physical goods flows, but also on flows of the
associated information and financial goods (Lambert et al.
2005). Examples are order processing, inventory manage-
ment, materials planning, and invoicing. Besides transporta-
tion, SCM considers the entire supply chain with the activities
before and after transportation, such as purchasing and
manufacturing. Thus, SCM applies a broader perspective
and aims at managing the entire supply chain over multiple
echelons, i.e. from the first supplier to the end-user (Naslund
and Williamson 2010).

Flow systems are driven by customer demand and feature
efficiency as well as flexibility. Demand signals are shared from
the end of the chain to all stages involved, which allows to
avoid buffers as well as inventories and to appropriately link
the various (modularized) activities in the chain (Klaus 2009).
Applied to the field of academic publishing this means that:

& Publications meet the customer’s need. Obviously, this is
not equivalent with adapting the research results them-
selves, but points at the efficient access of the desired
content. For example, this could lead to distribution strat-
egies that focus more on a topic-related preparation of
content instead of having articles compiled in pre-
arranged issues. We could also conceive modularized for-
mats that make use of fragmented content, i.e. a personal-
ized collection of findings from various articles instead of
the entire article.

& Publications omit excess shelf inventory. While this re-
quirement is self-explanatory for the replenishment of
physical books or journals in stores and calls for just in
time or on-demand publishing, most of today’s academic
literature is consumed electronically anyhow and thus
practically avoids the inventory problem.

& Buffers need to be eliminated in the upstream process
steps. In view of the cycle times mentioned above, this
seems a critical inefficiency in existing peer-reviewing
and publishing processes. Measures from SCM to im-
prove the synchronization of activities via standardized
interfaces, the introduction of process-wide control sys-
tems or process redesign (e.g. by adding, compressing,
parallelizing, skipping or splitting activities) could be op-
tions for academic publishing as well (Fig. 1).

Potentials for improvement

As mentioned above, academic publishing processes have al-
ready received some streamlining in the past (e.g.
Mandviwallaa et al. 2008). In a first phase this referred to
using IT for mailing documents and decisions back and forth
and in a second phase it comprised the implementation of
electronic workflow systems for handling papers in the review
process. Systems such as the Editorial Manager or Manuscript
Central have improved the ease as well as the transparency of
collaborating in these distributed settings by establishing a
single point of information. Despite the fact that information
from these systems may be obtained in real-time, this does not
necessarily mean that this information is up-to-date and that
processes are not delayed. For example, submissions may
differ from the journal’s formatting guidelines, contact details
and the areas of interest of potential reviewers may be incom-
plete or outdated, reviewers may be declining invitations or
not responding after having agreed, and authors may exceed
their allowed time for revisions. Among the improvements
that could contribute to increasing the publication flow are:

& Automation of routine checking. Next generation review
systems could relieve editorial offices from manually
checking whether the manuscript complies with the guide-
lines of the journal regarding de-personalization, the use
of a given template and the completeness of all sections
(e.g. abstract, personal details). This could build on
existing formatting styles that are included for various
journals in citation management tools, such as Endnote,
Refworks, Mendeley or Zotero.

& Decision support for allocation tasks. The renaissance of
artificial intelligence (AI) could add functionalities to re-
view systems that address the allocation of reviewers to
submissions. A recent contribution by Price and Flach
(2017) conceived this decision as combinatorial allocation
problem that may be solved via score matrixes based on
available techniques from information retrieval and ma-
chine learning. The rationale is not only to reduce workload
for responsible editors, but also to augment the probability
that invited reviewers are more likely to agree if a paper
falls within their area of expertise. At the same time, the
hope is that, similar to the idea behind paper bidding pro-
cesses at conferences this also positively influences the
quality of reviews. As a further step, these could also be
initially (pre-)rated by the system based on a knowledge
base of previous reviews. Since the standards of evaluation
differ among reviewers, in a system that has collected data
on a researcher’s reviewing history and has established re-
viewer profiles, the scorings could also take into account
inter-reviewer differences. Although Price and Flach call
for a global reviewing system, they are also aware of risks
and other open issues that still need to be solved.
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& Integration among systems. At the same time, a global
reviewing system could also reduce the many systems that
are currently used along the publication pipeline. Even if a
centralized system might remain a vision, the publication
process could already benefit from standardized interfaces
between the individual systems. Not only would the use of
appropriate templates reduce checks and iteration cycles,
but an alignment of these formats with the systems used in
the publishing (and correction) stage as well as in the final
distribution step could tap further efficiencies. For exam-
ple, authors and reviewers usually workwith word process-
ing systems and in the publication stage, a manual editing
using more professional publishing programs takes place
and sometimes an additional XML tagging occurs to use
the content for various publication formats (e.g. e-readers,
online, apps, print). More automation of these activities
seems feasible and the time efficiency of OA journals men-
tioned above could indicate that due to limitations of the
available budget these journals were motivated to strive for
streamlined publication systems early on.

& Incentives for reviewers. In the present closed double-blind
peer review scheme, the task of reviewing is laborious and
grants only little visibility. Although researchers may be-
come known as valuable reviewers in the community and
among colleagues, the rewards are mainly qualitative in
nature and limited instruments (e.g. awards) exist today to
increase the visibility. In this endeavor, Electronic Markets
has nominated BOutstanding reviewers^ since 2014 (see
below). Other journals have also embarked on remunerat-
ing reviewers for turning in their reviews on time. For ex-
ample, the article processing charges (APC) imposed by
some journals, in particular OA journals (West et al.
2014), could be utilized for this purpose. However, the
amount of this compensation will often remain rather sym-
bolic and will not contribute to the visibility problem. From
this background, social media technologies could yield
promising use cases, which reach from adding reviewer
histories to researcher profiles on platforms (e.g.
Researchgate) which could be rated by the community after
the double-blind review was finished, to entirely replacing
the double-blind peer review with a social peer review sys-
tem (see Matt et al. 2017 in this issue).

In summary, adopting a flow perspective from SCM could
be helpful in unlocking potentials based on IT innovations,
which are much needed in academic publishing. At the same
time, each industry holds its specifics. For example, the prod-
ucts of academic publishing are different from industrial prod-
ucts, which are more deterministic in nature. Typically, each
publication is a project and at least in the scientific world,
professional and constructive reviews – whether open or
closed – are expected to advance the results.While knowledge
from SCM could contribute to improving the processes in
academic publishing towards becoming less inefficient, iden-
tifying hints that could be obtained from academic publishing
for the area of SCM appears more demanding. In the first
place, the results obtained in scientific research may also
prove relevant to practitioners in the SCM field as well.
Second, if viewed as part of the media industry, the tradition
of merging multiple media formats and data from various
sources into new formats (Lugmayr 2017) could be helpful
for supply chain researchers, e.g. in the context of risk man-
agement when information on exchange rates, strikes or other
critical events is provided. Perhaps the present special issues
also trigger ideas in this direction.

Special issue, awards and mutations

The first special issue is on BElectronic markets in supply
chain management^ and was organized by Günter Prockl
from Copenhagen Business School, Denmark, Vikram
Bhakoo from the University of Melbourne, Australia, and
Christina Wong from the Hong Kong Polytechnic
University. They introduce the three papers that were selected
for the special issue more extensively in their preface BSupply
Chains and Electronic Markets - Impulses for value co-
creation across the disciplinesB (Prockl et al. 2017). All three
papers present different IT-driven perspectives on SCM,
i.e. on interorganizational systems for maritime trans-
port, on visibility services in various industries, and on
Internet of Things applications. The guest editors team
for the special issue on „Transformation of the academic
publishing marketB consisted of Diego Ponte from Trento
University, Italy, Bozena Mierzejewska from Fordham
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Militzer-Horstmann 2017) and
(de Hon 2015))

94 Alt R.



University, USA, and Stefan Klein from the University of
Münster, Germany. They introduce the three selected papers
in their elaborate preface titled BThe transformation of the
academic publishing market: multiple perspectives on
innovation^ (Ponte et al. 2017) and provide valuable analyses
for understanding the current situation, the digital transforma-
tion and the implications on the academic publishing industry.
We are indebted to both teams for their effort and wish to
thank all guest editors as well as the authors and reviewers
for making these two remarkable special issues possible.

The second issue of each year also gives us the opportunity
to present the results of the two annual Electronic Markets’
awards. First, the BEM Outstanding Reviewer Award 2016″
honors reviewers that repeatedly provided exceptional re-
views in the past year. The nominees were determined from
all reviewers that served in 2016 (see Alt and Militzer-
Horstmann 2017) via a quantitative assessment of the review-
er ratings in the editorial manager system and a qualitative
assessment of the respective reviews along the guidelines of
ElectronicMarkets (see Alt et al. 2015b). While we appreciate
the workload from all reviewers and editors, the three col-
leagues that convinced the editorial team the most with thor-
ough, detailed and always constructive reviews in 2016 were
Ulrike Lechner, Christian Matt and James E. Richard (see
Table 1). Second, the BPaper of the Year Award 2016^ aims
to qualify papers that were outstanding among the articles
published in Electronic Markets. Again, a two-step approach
was applied to determine the nominees. In the first step, the
publisher and the Electronic Markets’ editorial office calculat-
ed the number of citations and downloads in 2016 for all
articles published in Electronic Markets in 2015. This led to
five papers, which were subsequently shared with the Senior
and Associate Editors to obtain a voting on the top two papers
taking into consideration the papers’ fit to the journal’s scope,
its methodological rigor, and the contribution to theory as well
as to practice. The two papers that succeeded are shown in
Table 1 and were, remarkably, both published in the special
issue on BSmart tourism: convergence of information technol-
ogies, experiences, and theories^. We wish to congratulate all
ten colleagues for their achievement!

Finally, Electronic Markets’ Annual Editorial Board
Meeting was held as ancillary event of ICIS 2016 in Dublin.

Besides announcing the organization of the Electronic
Markets awards and an update on submissions and special
issues, mutations in the board of Electronic Markets were
discussed. First, two colleagues, who have accompanied
Electronic Markets for many years have announced to end
their term as Senior Editors of Electronic Markets. We are
grateful to the service of Stefan Klein and Nicolas Romano,
who together have handled more than 100 papers as associate
and senior editors. Stefan has been a member of the editorial
board since 1999 and became an Associate Editor in 2009
with a responsibility for quality management. Nicolas joined
the editorial board in 2006 and became an Associate Editor
responsible for presences at international conferences in 2009
as well. Both accepted to their role as Senior Editor in 2012
and convinced us and many authors with their feedback,
which was always professional and thoughtful. We are highly
indebted for the time, expertise and spirit they brought to
Electronic Markets. Along with Stefan and Nicolas’ departure
as Senior Editors we would like to welcome two new Senior
Editors, who have been elected by the editorial board: Steve
Bellman, who has served as Associate Editor since January
2014, and Chris Holland, who has joined as Associate Editor
in August 2013, have accepted this invitation. In addition, the
board members also agreed to invite outstanding members
of the editorial board as associate editors. Volker Bach
from Steinbeis University Berlin, Germany, Ulrike Lechner
from Universität der Bundeswehr in Munich, Germany, and
Martin Smits from Tilburg School of Economics and
Management, Netherlands have been members of Electronic
Markets’ editorial board for many years and have performed
numerous reviews. In the same way, colleagues that have re-
peatedly provided profound and constructive feedback as re-
viewers were invited to the editorial board. We highly appre-
ciate the readiness of the following five colleagues to strength-
en the Electronic Markets board: Mathias Klier (Ulm
University, Germany), Günter Prockl (Copenhagen Business
School, Denmark), Susanne Leist (Regensburg University,
Germany), Fábio Lobato (Federal University of Western
Pará, Brazil) and Marijn Janssen (Delft University of
Technology, Netherlands). We welcome all new senior and
associate editors as well as board members and look forward
to collaborating with all of them. In this process, a new name

Table 1 Electronic Markets
awards 2016 EM outstanding reviewers 2016 EM paper of the year 2016

• Ulrike E. Lechner, Universität der Bundeswehr,
Munich, Germany

• Christian Matt, University of Bern, Switzerland

• James E. Richard, Victoria University of
Wellington, New Zealand

• Ulrike Gretzel, Marianna Sigala, Zheng Xiang and
Chulmo Koo, position paper BSmart tourism:
foundations and developments^ (Gretzel et al. 2015)

• Barbara Neuhofer, Dimitrios Buhalis and Adele Ladkin,
research paper BSmart technologies for personalized
experiences: a case study in the hospitality domain^
(Neuhofer et al. 2015)
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will appear in the context of the editorial team. Maxi Herzog
has joined as Assistant Executive Editor in January and will
support many day-to-day tasks. Welcome to her as well and
with this we remain with

best regards from Leipzig and St. Gallen,
Your EM-Team
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