
Minutes 
2017 ISMS Board Meeting, Marketing Science Conference 

University of Southern California 
Venue: Vineyard Room, Davidson Conference Center 

Time: Thursday June 8, 12.00 to 2.00 PM 
 
Members Attending: Kusum Ailawadi (by speaker phone), Doug Bowman, Fred Feinberg, Mike 
Hanssens, John Hauser, Xueming Luo, Natalie Mizik, John Roberts, Andrew Stephen, K. Sudhir, 
Gerry Tellis. 
 
Also attending: Shelley Renn (Director of Meetings, INFORMS), Tulin Erdem (Co-host of 2019 
Conference), Preyas Desai (Chair of Committee for New ISMS Journal). 
 
Action Items 
 
Item 1: VP Meetings Report by Doug Bowman  
 

a. Thanks to Gerry Tellis, Xueming Luo, and Tulin Erdem/Russ Winer for hosting the 2017, 
2018, and 2019 conferences respectively. 
 

b. Doug circulated two documents to the board beforehand, one with a summary of 
attendance at the 2016 MKSC and the other showing registration fees over time. 
 

c. Discussion of student fees for MKSC. At all-time high. Question: Was there any hallway 
discussion of the issue at the doctoral consortium.  Answer was “no” and that consortium 
fee is also at an all-time high.  Question: What % of the fee is generally paid by the 
school versus the student? Answer was that we don’t know but that schools generally 
have a fixed budget they give to the student, e.g., $1000 and some try to find extra money 
to cover costs.  Question: Are there any grants available to students? Answer was that we 
don’t know for sure, but don’t think so. The conclusion of the discussion as that we move 
forward with the #395 fee as a cap and monitor it for the future. 
 

d. Rome Conference. Tulin Erdem provided an overview. Tulin and Russ will visit in July, 
check out hotels, school etc. Tulin confirmed school has room capacity, it is a “young 
university for young people”.  Is checking out hotels (e.g., Sheraton) – room block of 
about 500 rooms. It is a walking city, but will need shuttle service for a couple of the 
hotels. Question about the Doctoral Consortium Rate in budget. Tulin said it will be on 
the high side to be safe to cover the euro exchange rate and the fact that food costs tend to 
be higher. Question: What is the actual cost of consortium?  
 

Item 2: 2017 Conference Report by Gerry Tellis 
 
Approximately 850 presentations. Gerry had the following suggestions based on USC’s 
experience: 

a. Require presenters to register and pay for the conference when they submit the abstract, 
not afterwards. Reason is that getting people to pay was the biggest hassle. INFORMS 



needed two months and several e-mail to get people to pay, and talks could not be 
scheduled till presenters pay. Question: People may have visa issues so cannot predict if 
they will be able to come. Answer was that they can ask for a refund. It was suggested 
that we may need a process for exceptions such as visas. Question to INFORMS: Will it 
be implementable? Answer was yes but that there may be issues, e.g., students don’t want 
to tie up money. Question: Many schools need proof of acceptance to give money.  
Answer from Gerry was that INFORMS can send an e-mail right away that the abstract is 
accepted. INFORMS said they will check on this and get back to the board. Question: If 
all abstracts are immediately accepted, what about quality?  What is the objective 
function for the conference? There is already some frustration about the quality of 
presentations. Answer was that fixed cost of the conference has to be covered and an 
acceptance process puts extra burden on conference chairs. The market figures out 
quality anyway.   

 
b. During registration, people should be required to provide meal choice for the gala dinner 

and other events. Question: Menu is not decided in advance. Answer was that INFORMS 
can do this with at least basic descriptions if not detailed menu. Question: Can we give 
people the choice of not attending the gala dinner and getting a refund for part of the fee? 
Answer was that “guests” at the gala provide extra profit margin. Some now don’t show 
up and don’t get money back, so we make money on that though there is a prediction 
problem. Conclusion was that people will be asked to sign up for each of the different 
events and meals. INFORMS will check if the registration system can automate this. 
 

c. As an experiment this year, a plenary session for awards was separated from the gala 
dinner because people don’t pay attention to speakers at the dinner. But need to make 
sure people know about the plenary and monitor attendance.  Will continue 
experimenting with and monitoring this.  

 
Item 3: PR Initiative Update by K. Sudhir and Gerry Tellis 
 
Initiative was started two years ago to publicize Marketing Science papers to the press. Sudhir 
would nominate two papers from an issue to be publicized.  He and Gerry would write press 
releases and then INFORMS was supposed to publicize. The concerns are that (a) INFORMS is 
not publicizing and there are not stats on outcomes; and (b) it is not a sustainable model for the 
editor and the VP of External Relations to write the press releases.  
 
The press release content is good but it needs to be pitched effectively to the press and that is not 
happening. The money that was provided by ISMS is available to hire a person. The person 
needs to be able to write and have relationship with media. Also needs to be accountable for 
actual outcomes.  
 
INFORMS wants to contract with the person and supervise. However, INFORMS does not have 
the band width to do this effectively and going through INFORMS also makes the price much 
higher. Also best to have the money outside INFORMS, otherwise it will be lost in the 
INFORMS budget. 



Gerry and Andrew (VP and VP Elect for External Relations) will coordinate with INFORMS to 
find an effective way to do this. 
 
Item 4: VP Practice Report by John Roberts 
 
Overall, all is well with the Practice Prize. There were 14 entries last year, after a major 
campaign to attract entries. The new video staff is up and running. Supported by MSI and 
EMAC. About to enter the next round, with call for papers to go out soon.  Will again make a 
concerted effort to attract entries.  John has discussed with Sudhir the wording and the right 
implication with respect to publication of the Practice Prize paper(s) in Marketing Science. 
 
Item 5: New ISMS Journal Committee Update by Preyas Desai 
 
Subsequent to the e-mail exchange with the board earlier in the year, Preyas created a committee 
consisting of John Hauser, Eric Bradlow, Jacob Goldenberg, and himself. There was not a lot of 
agreement among the committee members. In the end, they came up with the possibility of a 
special “Frontiers” section in Marketing Science that can be spun off later if it takes off and 
taken down if it does not.  
 
Issues raised by the four committee members include: 

a. Mature journals require mature methods and evidence. Findings papers in new topics at 
the early part of the S-curve require new paradigms, new publication criteria. But very 
hard to get papers that are early in the S curve though at Marketing Science. Will need a 
very different review process and a different editor. Otherwise, we might as well just add 
pages to Marketing Science. 

b. This is a “new product” with no data. Will we get enough papers? Why will authors 
choose this over other options? Will schools accept it as an A publication? Is there a 
danger of diluting the brand or not being taken seriously? 

c. Do we have a supply of editors to lead the initiative? Need to deliver on the promise right 
from the beginning. Marketing Science was curated to begin with. Got the best papers 
from best scholars that helped it to take off.  Do we have the right editor for this? What 
would be the criteria for review? 

d. Need to be clear about how this is different.  Clarify what is meant by “frontiers” – New 
topics? New methods? New data? Should make the entire community feel that they can 
participate in it. 

e. Should we conduct a survey of journal readers about whether and how to proceed?  
Worry is that a “No” answer will be clear but a “yes” answer will not.   

 
Other issues that came up in the discussion: 
a. What is the “gap” in the market? We don’t have a capacity problem for top papers in 

Marketing Science. But there are lots of non-marketing people writing papers relevant to 
marketing. Maybe there are people in OR/Operations who have something interesting to 
say but can’t get it into Marketing Science?  

b. Harder to follow the early Marketing Science strategy of getting best people to submit 
their best work.  The people writing “frontier” papers are less likely to be senior 
established researchers in our field. 



c. This “frontiers” idea is quite different from what was initially envisaged by Sudhir and 
Preyas when the idea of a new ISMS journal was floated. They wanted to broaden 
submissions so that we are not in a narrow place at the top of the pyramid with no cross-
pollination.  However, there was not much appetite in the committee for a broader A- 
journal. Could coalesce around the idea of this special section.  

d. General concern is that empirical modeling skills may atrophy, particularly as the quant 
PhD students are declining while the CB pool is expanding. There is a long-term concern 
about the supply of quant PhDs and about losing topics to other areas and students to 
companies. 

 
The committee felt they need help to move forward. John Hauser suggested the committee could 
come up with a proposal for editor commitment and to get buy-in from people to submit papers. 
Preyas suggested that the ISMS board can nominate editors and the committee can short-list.  
The discussion concluded with the understanding that the committee would summarize its work 
and recommendations to the board. 
 
Item 6: Doctoral Consortium debrief by Mike Hanssens on behalf of Olivier Toubia 
 
All good, so nothing specific to report. Question about how strictly do we enforce the criterion 
that a dissertation should be more than 60% complete to be eligible for the dissertation proposal 
award?  
 
Item 7: Newsletter and Marketing Science News by Xueming Luo 
  
All good. So, nothing specific to report. 
 
Item 8: Membership Policy Update by Mike Hanssens on behalf of Juanjuan Zhang 
 
We now have a new membership policy. New INFORMS members get one year of ISMS 
membership free.  If you are an INFORMS member and attend the MKSC, you get one free year 
of ISMS membership. Important because we need to have enough members to be a “society”.  
 
Questions: International scholars may get reimbursed for the conference but not for membership.  
Can we roll ISMS membership into conference registration for international conferences? Would 
such a policy become counter-productive if people renew membership only when they go to a 
conference? Mike will communicate back to Juanjuan. 
 
Item 9: Awards Protocol Proposal by Kusum Ailawadi 
 
A Proposal for Modifying Eligibility Criteria and Voting Protocol for the ISMS Awards 
(attached at the end of these Minutes) was circulated to the board before the meeting.   
 

a. Kusum briefly explained the rationale for the modifications in Items 1 and 2. Question: 
Why not make the eligibility criteria all-inclusive and let the market decide?  Answer was 
that the board had previously determined these criteria and the current goal is simply to 
make the modification necessary to execute those criteria without changing their spirit.   



Sudhir confirmed that he will coordinate with INFORMS to appropriately label all review 
articles and invited commentaries for the future. Question: Why do we not want to allow 
a joint nomination for the Buck Weaver award? Answer was that the award is intended to 
for a person, not for a piece (or pieces) of work.  Both modifications, as stated in the 
proposal, were approved by the board and will be implemented starting next year. 

b.  Item 3 was simply informative and did not require a vote.  John Hauser recalled that the 
issue of too many LTI finalists and papers winning by one vote had come up before. He 
suggested that the President and Secretary form a committee to propose a revised 
protocol for the LTI award and bring it to the board for discussion.  

That is it! 
 
Submitted,  
 
Kusum Ailawadi (Secretary ISMS) 
  



Proposal for Modifying Eligibility Criteria and Voting Protocol for ISMS Awards 
(from Kusum Ailawadi for June 2017 Board Meeting) 

 
The 2016-17 ISMS awards balloting process has revealed some issues with the current eligibility 
criteria and protocols. We would like to bring these to the attention of the board and propose two 
modifications. 
 
Item 1: Eligibility Criteria for the Bass, Little, and Long Term Impact Awards  
 
The following criteria were approved by the board in July 2013: 
 
It is proposed that going forward we include only original refereed research articles (including 
refereed research commentaries and meta-analyses) as eligible for the ballot for the Little, Bass 
and the LTI awards.  Non-refereed articles, Editorials, Invited articles, Review articles, and 
Practice articles will not be part of the ballot for these awards. 
 
Invited articles, practice prize articles, editorials, and commentaries are clearly labeled in 
Marketing Science. However, there is no reliable and objective way to determine whether an 
article was refereed or not.  The previous Secretary, Ganesh Iyer, assumed that an article was 
refereed if it listed an AE. However, that assumption often does not work. For example, some 
articles that appear to be refereed (long time period between original receipt and acceptance) 
don’t list an AE. Some commentaries list an AE but they are most likely not refereed (accepted 
within a day or two of original receipt).   
 
A second problem is that some commentaries are invited and others are not, and the invited ones 
are not labeled.  According to K. Sudhir, Editor-in- of Marketing Science, it is safe to assume 
that any commentaries that appear in print along with the original article are invited while those 
that appear later are not.  
 
A third problem is that there is no easy way to identify review articles other than by checking the 
abstract or text.  
 
For this year’s ballots, we (Kusum Ailawadi and Mike Hanssens) agreed it was better to err on 
the side of inclusion, not exclusion, so we only excluded editorials, database articles (which are 
clearly not original research articles), and practice prize articles. 
 
Sudhir is asking ISMS to codify into the system clear labeling of all invited commentaries and 
review articles for the future. 
 
Taking all of this into consideration, we propose that the eligibility criteria for the Bass, Little, 
and LTI Awards be modified as follows going forward: 
 
All original research articles and commentaries are eligible for the ballot for the Bass, Little, 
and LTI awards.  Editorials, Database articles, Practice prize articles, Review articles, Invited 
articles, and Invited Commentaries (i.e., those that appear in print along with the original 
article) will not be part of the ballot for these awards. 



 
Item 2: Single-Person Nominations for the Buck Weaver Award  
 
The Buck Weaver award honors distinguished scholars and practitioners who have excelled in 
the achievement of rigor and relevance in marketing science.  ISMS members and members of 
the award selection committee can submit nominations. This year, the selection committee 
received a joint nomination for two people (to be considered as a pair). The committee 
recommended that the award protocol be modified to preclude this for the future.   
 
We propose adding the following to the Call for Nominations: 
“The nomination must be for an individual. Nominations for considering more than one person 
jointly are not permissible.”  
 
Item 3: Protocol for the LTI Award  
 
The protocol for the LTI award states that: 

Nominated papers will appear on the first-round ballot in chronological order by journal.  
Within each issue they are to be listed in the order in which they were published in the journal. 

a. In the first-round ballot, eligible voters for the award shall be asked to select 
exactly FIVE papers.  

b. After tallying the first round ballots, the Secretary shall disseminate to eligible 
voters a second-round ballot.  Papers are to be listed in the second-round ballot 
in random order. 

c. The second-round ballot shall include the top TEN papers tallied in the first 
round.  If the tenth and eleventh papers are tied, the second-round ballot shall 
include the top eleven papers (etc. till the tie is broken).   

d. In the second-round ballot, eligible voters for the award shall be asked to select 
exactly one paper.  

Votes in the first round are spread rather thinly across a large number of papers, often resulting 
in a large number of ties and a long list of finalists.  For example, in the voting for the 2017 LTI 
award, we had seventeen finalists, the distribution of the number of votes being 10 votes for one 
paper, 9 votes for a second, 5 votes each for seven papers, and 4 votes each for eight papers. In 
the second round, we ended up with 11 votes each for the top two tied papers, followed by 10 
and 8 votes for the next two. The point is that we can often end up with a long list of finalists and 
tied winners with very close votes separating the winner(s) from those in second place.  
 
At this time, we simply want to bring this to the attention of the board to see if there is any 
interest in discussing possible changes to the LTI award protocol. 
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