5-May-2017

Dear Professor Garbe:

Thank you for submitting your manuscript, "The role of structure and agency in changing careers: The case of humanitarian workers"  for consideration for publication in The International Journal of Human Resource Management.  I have now received comments from the reviewers.  As you can see from their comments, we all believe that your research is interesting and intriguing.

The reviewers and I believe that your manuscript has a range of valuable features and that the setting in the third sector is fascinating.


However, the reviewers have also raised a number of significant concerns with your manuscript. Based on my own reading of the manuscript, I share most of the reviewers’ concerns, as well as having a few of my own.  While I am not able to accept this version of your manuscript at this moment, I would like to invite you to revise and resubmit your manuscript for further consideration.


I will not repeat all of the reviewers’ comments here although you will need to consider each of their concerns. Rather, I focus on several overriding issues that I feel are particularly important to address as you revise your manuscript.

Theoretical Development and Framework. As noted by the reviewers’ comments, there are a number of important concerns with your manuscript.   In my own reading of your paper, I agree with the sentiment of the reviewers that a key area to concentrate on in order to improve your manuscript is the theory section of the text.


Methodological Concerns.  The reviewers raised a number a number of issues regarding the methodology employed in your study. One implication of these concerns is that they compromise our confidence in your conclusions.

Implications / Contribution. One of the key requirements for publication in IJHRM is that a paper must make a clear contribution to the HRM literature.  Unfortunately, the reviewers and I have concerns regarding the extent of contribution of your manuscript to the literature.  I agree that the focus of your contribution is limited and that the text would benefit from clarification and extension of the THEORETICAL implications.

As you revise your manuscript, please consider each reviewer comment carefully, since even relatively minor comments can sometimes trigger large improvements in a manuscript. In revising your manuscript, please carefully consider each reviewer comment and pay particular attention to the points mentioned below in this decision letter. We ask that you deal with all issues raised by the reviewers and the action editor while revising your manuscript and that you provide point-by-point responses to explain how you have done so. We believe that having you explicitly respond to all the issues raised by the reviewers and action editor puts you in the best possible position to achieve a favorable outcome. However, concisely explaining the actions you have taken is desirable in that such explanations save reviewers’ time while ensuring that your responses highlight the actions you have taken to deal with their concerns.

Because we are trying to facilitate timely revision of manuscripts, please upload your revised manuscript within 4 months of today or contact me in advance to negotiate an alternative deadline.

Thank you for submitting to IJHRM and best of luck with the revisions!

Regards,


Professor Michael Dickmann
Editor
Referee: 1

* Findings *

I was wondering whether the two strands of “professional scripts” as delineated on p15 may actually be regarded as two different (at least: sub-)scripts. Particularly as you frequently refer to the boundaryless career, one may argue that the first sub-type is low on physical mobility (i.e. staying in his/her organization) while the second sub-type is high on physical mobility (i.e. keen on moving between organizations).

Referee: 2

Fourth, one of the authors clearly has quite extensive experience of the sector. Given the nature of the research, I think it is important to a) say more about her or his role at Resonances Humanitaires, and b) to more fully examine this ‘insider’ position – and to reflexively consider its implications for the study: access, generation of data, analysis  - including how potential ethical dilemmas were avoided, or how actual ones were handled etc.

Fifth, I really like the various elements of the study and feel that together they have the potential to make a valuable contribution to structure/agency debates. However, to me at the moment the two sections of the data analysis (the presentation of the three scripts and the section on change and the model) are a bit disjointed and do not quite hang together. How do they link up? As I read, I got the sense that the script underpinning the process model was the professional one, and I wasn’t exactly sure how or where the others featured. It would be helpful to clarify where exactly the scripts come into the model. More generally, there needs to be a more obvious line between the two sections of the findings.

Finally, if you decide to take on some of these changes, then it will be important to consider how they impact on the discussion. To me the key thing here is to stick firmly to what you set up in the outset, and to make sure your contribution/s fall squarely within this domain. As I said before, to me the boundaryless career model issue detracts from the concepts at the heart of the paper. Also, I’m not sure of how helpful it is to introduce the concept of identity at the end. I agree that the data seems to raise some interesting identity issues, but this is not really what this paper is about.

Referee: 3

(2) The method section still demands some attention. I believe that the authors should start off by pointing out how the chosen theoretical framework (and its ontological assumptions) both shaped and justify the methods chosen. This will allow the reader to analyze the consistency of the research strategy.

(3) Personally, I would find it useful to see at least a sample of the data structure (that is, how the authors went from the raw data - participant's accounts- to the more refined dimensions presented after the coding of the data). I found the description of the coding process still a little obscure. See, for example, Gioia et al (2013).

(4) Maybe this (suggestion 3) could even help the authors to find a more "creative" way of exposing the research findings (i.e. participant's accounts), and maybe even present explicit propositions based on the study’s findings . As I see it, the paper is still unbalanced, as the discussion section is still underdeveloped when compared to the finding’s section.

