Dear Professor Robey,

Thank you for your constructive comments and for giving us the opportunity to resubmit our paper “Standardization of health Information Systems in Developing Countries. Flexible Standards – The “Third Way”

We have gone through the reviewers comment and made a total revision of our manuscript. We are in agreement with all the major critical remarks and comments from the reviewers, and are appreciative of their advice and guidance. Since we have reviewed the paper extensively, it doesn’t make sense to comment on the detailed comments from the reviewers. In the following we therefore outline (only) the major revisions. 
1. We have changed the theoretical perspective and are now, as recommended, basing the article on complexity science, and within that framework, also Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS). We have, however, not removed actor network theory. Rather we have develop a framework whereby some basic elements of ANT are used to operationalise the way “attractors”, which are a key issue we take from complexity science, are developed.   This integration of some terms from ANT with complexity science are now among our contributions.
2. The case description has been developed further so as to highlight the key messages relating to the development of standards in CAS. As you suggested, we have used the cases to draw out the differences and similarities in approaches and experiences, and hopefully these now strengthen our contribution in a more coherent manner. While we do highlight the difficulties experienced in Ethiopia, the experiences and recommendations have, as was suggested, been generalized to apply to other developing country contexts. 
3. The theory section has been used to lead the reader into the theoretical concepts used in analyzing the cases, and which are then explored more fully in the discussion section.
4. We believe that the contribution has been strengthened – not only the theoretical contributions, but also in terms of implementation.  

In line with the Associate Editors report, we believe we have addressed the three areas of his concern:

· Through a number of iterations, the paper has been restructured in a more coherent manner, and the theory, cases and findings/recommendations more closely linked; concepts from the theoretical framework, have been integrated and initially presented in the theoretical section, and then expanded more fully through the cases and discussion sections;

· The contribution has been more carefully distilled, and we have enjoyed exploring the paradoxes which have now been more fully developed through the course of the paper;

· The methodology has been expanded and includes a greater degree of detail. As suggested by the AE, we have also added considerably more excerpts from interviews or observation notes to substantiate insights and conclusions. Partly motivated by the need to do this, we have also included a long time member of the South-African project team as author.
Lastly, we would like to thank you for the opportunity to develop this paper, and for the trust that the reviewers displayed in our ability to improve on the first version. While we hope that this revision meets your expectations, we would be happy to receive your comments and further critique. Please do not hesitate to contact us should further reviews be required. 

