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This paper presents a number of case studies to illustrate the complexities involved in developing and using standards for health information systems in developing countries. The topic of the paper is very relevant. To address the growing health crisis in developing countries, the establishment of coordinated health information management is a sine-qua-non for advancing the quality of care for a major part of the global population. Apart from the relevance of its topic, I found the key strengths of the paper to include the powerful illustrations in the paper’s front end, the interesting combination of theoretical concepts that are presented as a foundation for the study, and the rich potential of the case studies. My key reservations concern the conceptual and textual coherence of the paper, the study’s contribution, and some methodological issues. Furthermore, the paper in its current form is too long and appears sloppy in terms of style, grammar, and typos.
We were fortunate to find three reviewers that are very experienced in various aspects that relate to this research. Each of them gave the paper a careful assessment. The reviewers’ concerns are very consistent and strongly echo my own reservations. In its current form, the paper cannot be accepted. To address the concerns would require a significant, if not complete, rewrite of the paper. I believe that in these situations it is better to do just that: refocus the message of the paper, re-structure it, and rewrite it. I therefore recommend it to be rejected at this point. Yet, I see a very interesting paper that could be, and in my opinion, needs to be written. I therefore strongly encourage the authors to let the application of their conceptual thinking mature and develop their work. Before sketching this way forward, I will first briefly summarize the key areas of concern with this paper:

Improvement area 1: Coherence
The first area of concern relates to the coherence of the paper. It is currently too loose, both conceptually as well as textually. Conceptually, the authors are not precise in their use of key concepts. Definitions of key terminology, such as ‘complexity’, ‘standards’, ‘information infrastructure’, or ‘sustainable’, are missing, unsatisfactory (e.g. complexity), or come too late in the paper. More importantly, the paper gives the impression of a disjoint collection of thoughts on various elements: theory, information infrastructure design concepts, case descriptions, and case analysis. Yet, these are not integrated. For example, how was ANT used in the cases? The theoretical lenses do not come back in the case description and analysis. The design concepts are touched on at various points in the paper, but are never pulled together. At times, this gives the impression that the theoretical notions were more of an afterthought than a conscious starting point for the cases. In any case, it appears the paper does not capitalize on the full potential of the case studies 
The paper also lacks coherence from a textual perspective. The writing is very vague at times, especially in the section ‘Theory and Related Research’. It appears that the paper consists of different parts that were developed by different authors and then put together without horizontal integration. I feel this could be more or less automatically addressed when the concepts are indeed pulled together better.
Improvement area 2: Contribution
The paper unfortunately does not deliver a strong contribution that would make it a valuable addition to the literature. At the moment, there does not seem to be a concrete, precisely crafted and presented outcome of the research. Rather the paper puts forward a set of broad, loosely coupled ideas and notions. Therefore, it is not exactly clear what is the contribution to the literature, how the findings of this study are going to inform future research and practice. This is especially an issue at the back end of the paper – the analysis here is often too high-level, lacking substance that would create useful outcomes for researchers and practitioners.

Improvement area 3: Methodology
The third area of concern is less of a problem than the previous two. The description of the methodology lacks detail and the account of its application misses opportunities to build a stronger paper. The methodology section spends some attention on the ‘what’ of the methodology, but little on the ‘how’. For example, the authors appear to have collected a lot of data from a variety of sources. This begs the question how this data was analyzed? What techniques were used? What was the role of the theoretical lenses described in the front part of the paper? Furthermore, the paper does not use the data very much to illustrate the conjectures that it presents. For example, it would be beneficial to use considerably more excerpts from interviews or observation notes to substantiate insights and conclusions.
Way forward

Although the above sounds negative, I believe there is a real gem hiding in this study. This was also pointed out by one of the reviewers. The authors touch on it at various places in the paper, but it is not clearly brought out. It concerns the paradoxes surrounding standardization for large scale IS development (in developing countries). Examples of such paradoxes include, but are not limited to:
· Controlled chaos

· Flexible standards

· Integrated independence

· Creating rich information from minimal data 

A new incarnation of this paper could make a strong contribution if it illustrated each paradox and explained how to manage it. This description should be concrete to the extent that it would include the specific steps or approaches that are required to manage the paradox. In other words, the contributions of the paper have to be ‘actionable’. The case studies could provide a rich repository to illustrate (e.g. through snippets or vignettes) every paradox both from a descriptive and a prescriptive perspective. I believe such a paper would be a strong candidate for a major journal, including the MISQ.
I wish the authors all the best with their research.
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