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Robey, Senior Editor for the Special Issue
After some unanticipated delay, I have received a complete set of reviews and the Associate Editor’s report on your paper. I have conferred with the AE about the recommendation, and we have agreed to invite you to revise and resubmit the paper for consideration. (The AE’s report suggests otherwise, but we agree that there are no fatal flaws and lots of potential, hence the invitation to revise.) The revised submission should be received in three months, approximately January 5, 2006, in order for publication of the special issue to remain on schedule. Given the extent of the requested revisions, I expect that this will be a rather difficult task. However, I hope that you can marshal your resources and produce a paper that the reviewers will be able to accept with relatively few further revisions after the second round.

Although each reviewer has expressed concerns about a great number of specific items, each also says that the work is relevant to the special issue and potentially important. I agree. Of the 82 papers submitted to the special issue, I think yours best matches the stated theme. Moreover, your paper is about IT and its design as well as its implementation and use in real contexts that matter. It is also clear that you are intimately familiar with the case settings described and with the technical issues of infrastructure development. Thus, I wish to encourage you to revise the paper in accordance with the reviewers’ concerns.
The AE has done a fine job of taking the many reviewer suggestions and digesting them into three areas for improvement. I make the following additional suggestions to guide your organization of the paper so that it can be shorter and more coherent, more theory-based, and more general in its stated contribution.

1. I suggest a shorter introduction to the problem that your research addresses. The long section titled “Health Information Systems, Standards and Infrastructure” does not require the long verbatim quotes from WHO sources. Much of this section anticipates your conclusions and contributions, which you should state earlier in the paper in very brief form.
2. In the Theory and Related Research section, I suggest that you present your chosen theoretical lens clearly. Since you have two theoretical lenses in play, I suggest you choose between them. Ironically, you do not employ either one convincingly in the Method, Case Studies, or Discussion. My recommendation is to abandon ANT and to use insights from CAS (as one of the reviewers identifies it). CAS seems more relevant to the design principles you discuss, whereas the role of information infrastructures as “actants” in an actor-network seems only vaguely relevant to your analysis. You may or may not be able to structure CAS around the paradoxes suggested by the AE, but that would be a nice rhetorical angle for the paper if you can execute it convincingly. 
For example, I like your sampling strategy of choosing two cases illustrating success and one illustrating unmet challenges. However, you could also explicitly link the similarities and differences among the cases to constructs in CAS. These differences actually explain why the cases are classified as successes or not, and this is of greatest interest to the reader. 

The basic points here are: 
a) that your research needs to be based in theory that you actually use; 
b) that your theory needs to be linked to your empirical work (either a priori or post hoc); and 
c) that your theory needs to be revisited in your Discussion. 
Clearly, you cannot leave the theory behind, as you do currently, when presenting your results and discussion.
3. I suggest that you save the “lessons learned” for the Conclusion section, where they can be presented as the actionable implications of your analysis.

4. Finally, I suggest you argue a more general contribution than providing “the best strategy for how to proceed in Ethiopia,” the phrase used at the end of your paper. It would be a simple matter to extend the lessons learned beyond a single country to others that have similar characteristics. I am not suggesting that you can statistically generalize from a sample of two to all developing countries. But at the same time, you should draw broader theoretically-based implications.
I hope that you are able to undertake the revisions in the time allowed. Please let me know if you have any questions about the reviews or the review process.

