Dear Ole, Eduardo, Margunn and Miria,
We have now received the AE report of your manuscript MS#3979-1 titled “Reflexive standardization: side effects and complexity in standard making” submitted for the MISQ Special Issue “Standardization: A Critical Research Frontier”. The AE recommends a conditional acceptance for the manuscript based on two short reviews which both suggest a conditional acceptance revision (though his position is not totally clear). The AE characterizes manuscript as a potentially a very good article, which is based on substantial research that can contribute significantly to the literature.  As you can note he and the reviewers are still struggling with the organization and length of the paper and some details of the paper.  We concur with this decision and recommend a conditional acceptance. You can be congratulated for turning around a paper with a major restructuring and additional work which now makes the paper more interesting, accessible and relevant for IS research and standardization research. There remain some additional things, which need to be done before the paper is publishable. We enlist them below.
1) Concept of standard and standardization. The paper offers no clear definition of standard and standardization and it clearly does not match with widely accepted definitions like that of David which relates to product markets. You need to come up with a definition which entitles you to argue that the EPR was about standard development or that it included features which are similar to standard development so that you can make also claims about other standard developments. Now this vital link is missing and the section in the front to us confuses rather than clarifies your position. We would recommend that you consult De Vries book where he defines standardization as coordinating matching problems which aligns well with what ERP in your case is about. Check also Brunsson’s book of the world of standards. For example, due to poor definition- it remains unclear why Siemens is involved in standardization instead of just product development (what is here different?) or how doculive was just not another product. It may be so that you now characterize how some systems may overtime become so powerful by linking heterogeneous practices so that they become de facto standards (like SAP in some situations is). But you need to be careful here and truly show that what you discuss relates to established standardization literature.

2) The main contribution of the paper. Your abstract summarizes well in three points your research contributions. However, this same clarity is not shown in the main paper in that your research introduction, research questions and theory development, analysis nor conclusions never clearly articulate these same contributions with the same clarity. Stick to these contributions and use them to organize your writing and analysis in the rest of the paper.

3)  Critical discussion of IS standardization literature.  The paper’s conclusions and discussion does not relate your findings to ongoing research in health informatics (or initiatives like Bushes current health standardization initiative), or Is research in general. This critical evaluation would add much to IS scholars and make the paper’s contribution more visible.

4) The length and the organization. The papers organization is primarily OK (though do you need a new theoretical vignette on p13?). The main issue4 is length. AE recommend that you cut  at least 10 %-15% and we agree.   This paper is doable with c.a. 40 pages.
When revising please follow the guidelines that reviewers recommend. We recommend that you carefully revise the manuscript and submit it by 30/7/05. We will not send it for a full review before our final decision. Our estimate is that the task ahead should not include showstoppers but mere word editing and technical fixes will not do. Remember to attach a response to reviewers.
Congratulations for an interesting manuscript. Thank you for submitting to MISQ Special issue.

Kalle Lyytinen



John King

Quest Editors for MISQ special issue on standards

AE report on Ms. 3979:

Both reviewers recommend publication. It looks very good, but both referees note a few details that need to be worked on. Also, most importantly, both reviewers recommend further length reductions (although the authors have already cut it considerably).

I recommend publication with a request that the authors fix the minor errors noted and try to trim the length by at least 10 percent.

Reviewer #1
So sorry for taking so long on this. I read it and it is much, much improved. Examples are clearer and the message is now strong. I think it is ready to be published.  My minor suggestions are to

p. 3. cut the very short paragraph lines 14-16

p. 3  extra paren at 25

p. 4 spell out OS at 4

p.18  unless i missed it, the statement that "siemens is a large company" at line 18 needs at least a footnote or another line explaining just how big it is: how many employees and sales worldwide and locally.

p. 25 i don't know who/what Telnor Bravida is at line 21

the length still might be long. I think that the summaries of the stories from page 33 starting at line 15 through to page 35 at line 16 could be cut. They are almost complete repeats of what has been said before. The rest of conclusion is strong and does not need this (the cases are short enough as is)

That's it.
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Please send your review, using the following electronic review form, in by “Due Date”, to these recipients:

1. SENIOR EDITOR (John King – jlking@umich.edu  or Kalle Lyytinen  - kalle@cwru.edu) – please select one

2. ASSOCIATE EDITOR 
(Paul Edwards)

3. misqreviewadm@csom.umn.edu (MIS Quarterly)

Please confirm to MISQ that you received this message.  

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Syverson

Review Coordinator

==============================================

SPECIAL ISSUE

You are reviewing this manuscript for possible publication in MIS Quarterly's Special Issue on “Standards: A critical frontier of IS research “.  Please be sure to review it as a submission to the special issue.

We ask that you read the document entitled “Special Issue Reviewer Guidelines” and the Call for Papers before reviewing the manuscript. 

Thank you.

John King and Kalle Lyytinen

Senior Editors for the Special Issue

Please use the following form to submit your review to MIS Quarterly.
---------------------------------------------

Today's Date:  [        12.28.04       ]

---------------------------------------------

Manuscript Number:  [3979]

---------------------------------------------

Due Date:  [               ]

------------------------------------------------------

In the space below, please assess the manuscript according to the following criteria.

Rate each item from 1 = lowest or worst to 5 = highest or best.

1. Paper a GOOD FIT to the theme of the special issue
[ 4 ]

2. OBJECTIVES clear and well described:
[ 4 ]

3. Quality of WRITING clear and grammatically correct:
[ 3 ]

4. Paper well-ORGANIZED with logical flow of argument:
[  4]

5. Quality of THEORY:
[ 4 ]

6. LITERATURE REVIEW complete:
[  4]

7. METHODOLOGY: research design, statistical methods, instruments,

data analysis correct and appropriate:
[ 4 ]

8. EVIDENCE supports author arguments and objectives:
[ 4 ]

9. Paper a unique or important CONTRIBUTION to research on standards research:
[  5]

10. Paper a unique or important POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION to research on standards research
[  ]

-----------------------------------------------------

11. My RECOMMENDATION for this paper is ('x' one):

Publish               

[ x ]

Minor Revisions

[  ]

Revise                

[  ]

Major Revisions       
[  ]

Reject                

[  ]

12. Please COMMENT on the strengths and weaknesses of the paper, and suggestions for how it could be improved.

The authors have done an excellent job in responding to the reviewers’ comments, and the result is a substantially improved essay. Previous problems with grammar and organization have been corrected The essay draws on a novel body of theoretical literature (Beck & Giddens’ theories of risk and reflexive modernity) in order to investigate standardization, and proposes a novel concept of its own, “reflexive standardization.” The argument is clear and focused, and is supported by evidence drawn from a relevant and well-chosen case study. The methodology is sound and clearly-described. The essay is publishable as is, though I think that it could be edited down by at least 20% without significant loss to the integrity of its ideas and analysis.

