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2. First revision 

 

  



Response to reviewers’ comments 

 

We are grateful for the feedback on our manuscript provided by the reviewers and have carefully 

considered all comments. Please see our detailed response to the reviewers' comments below. In 

the revision file (includes tracked changes), we have written in dark blue for new or modified 

text. We hope this revision has improved the paper so that it's worthy for publication in 

JCHMSD. 

 

REVIEWER 1 

1- In introduction, it should be highlighted only the historical background about the case of 

Laweyan Batik Village. It is recommended to edit and update this section: “the context: Laweyan 

Batik Village as an example of SOI effort for cultural village” by highlighting main tangible 

heritage values such as heritage buildings and urban fabric. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this direction. The introduction currently focuses on the 

historical background about the case along with research aim, research questions, and potential 

contributions. We keep this in order to briefly discuss SOI and ANT so as to provide the readers 

with general knowledge about the main concept used in the paper. The historical background is 

primarily provided in the second paragraph of the introduction: 

Laweyan Batik Village is an old village in the Surakarta, Central Java Province, which was 

previously a part of the Pajang Kingdom in 1546. Despite its ups and downs, this village has 

survived as the centre of batik and handicraft productions and trades, which is occupied by 

hundreds of home-industries. The village is also recently promoting itself as the ‘eco-batik 

village’, emphasizing a vision to be the first environmentally friendly batik village in Indonesia 

(Priyatmono, 2015). Being one of the largest cultural villages in Indonesia, the main heritage 

assets of Laweyan are 80-year-old historical buildings that include traditional Javanese houses, 

mosques, old batik workshops and a traditional market (Ministry of Tourism and Culture, 2010). 

The spatial formation of the village centres on a number of large-batik workshops, whilst the 

social interaction of its people is organised within a hierarchical pattern of Juragan-Wong 

Cilik relationships (the Merchant and Blue Collars). 

 

2- At the end of introduction, authors should highlight main research question of the study, 

research objectives and their sub-research questions in order to be clear for other researchers. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. In the revision, we have included research 

questions to make the paper clearer to readers and other researchers. This is written in the third 

paragraph of the introduction. 

This paper is concerned with SOI development in a cultural village from a process point of view. 

Three research questions are to be addressed: (1) What types of actors have been involved in the 



process and how they have they interacted? (2) How is the SOI developed by the actors? (3) 

What are the potentials and challenges to developing SOI in a cultural village?  

Reference: Thomas, D. R. and Hodges, I. (2010) ‘Developing research aims and objectives’, 

Designing and Planning Your Research Project: Core Skills for Social and Health Researchers, 

pp. 38–47. doi: 10.4135/9781446289044. 

 

3- In literature review section, insert three case references, from other countries, such as Europe, 

Middle east, south Asian, in order to strengthen your study. It is recommended to add and merge 

them with cultural village section in order to give balance between intangible and tangible 

towards SOI, all of these should be in literature review section. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. In revision file, we have inserted three case 

references from other countries (Ærøskøbing in Denmark, Bellville, Parow, and Gugulethu in 

South Africa, and Insadong in South Korea) in the 3.1. Culture Village section.  

The promotion of SOI in cultural villages has recently been growing in many parts of the world. 

In Ærøskøbing, Denmark, for instance, the SOI was presented in a small fishery village called 

Marstal to preserve local heritage assets in the middle of rapid development of the regional port 

and the growth of its surrounding businesses and trade facilities. The municipality and the 

community worked together to enhance the balance of economic and cultural development 

through the revitalisation and preservation of tangible heritage assets, including old ‘thatch-

roofed’ fisherman houses and a maritime museum, and the promotion of intangible assets, such 

as the reproduction of traditional yachting and fishing activities as tourist attractions (Grydehøj, 

2012). A similar effort was also undertaken in Woodstock, South Afrika, as the city council and 

local community established a partnership initiative to boost socio-economic recovery in 

formerly disadvantaged and peripheral villages, Bellville, Parow, and Gugulethu. The initiative 

focused on the redevelopment of physical assets such as a music centre, a gallery, and museums, 

whilst at the same time, fostering and promoting non-physical assets such as creativity corners 

for local creative talents (Wenz, 2012). Likewise, in Asia, in a small traditional artist village in 

Insadong, South Korea, the municipal government and local artists worked together in a cultural 

village initiative to promote sustainability – defined by the local municipality as both revival in 

local and traditional economy, preserving local artists and their cultures, and improving the 

environmental conditions. This action was undertaken to help local traditional artists revive 

their economic activities following the pressure of chaebol (conglomerates) and their modern 

shopping centres. Their crucial action was simple but comprehensive. They closed one of its 

main streets, the Insadong Gil, and then revitalised the existing buildings and installed necessary 

facilities, allowing local traditional artists to create their productions as well as to sell in a 

street shopping façade concept (Douglass, 2015).    

 

4- The authors should merge the concept of sustainability-oriented innovation from introduction 

part and beginning of literature review as one section. 



Note: the section of sustainability-oriented innovation should be located in Literature review 

section after “cultural village and it’s similar case references”. At the end of literature review 

section, the author should have proposition theory based on main key constructs: 

A-      Culture village’s concept and scenario by highlighting those three case references; 

B-      Concept of SOI. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this point. In the revision, a paragraph about sustainability-

oriented innovation in the introduction has been reduced. The one paragraph at the beginning of 

the introduction that briefly reviews SOI and ANT is retained to orient the reader in 

understanding the concept. For literature review, we have changed the structure of literature 

review by dividing it into two subsections as suggested, namely: 

3.1. Culture village (discuss its concept and similar cases) 

3.2. Concept of SOI 

Since our case study is exploratory, we did not develop propositions at the end of the literature 

review. 

 

5-      Methodology, the authors should describe as follow: 

A-       The type of case study was using, if it is explanatory, exploratory or descriptive; 

B-      Identify main components of case study 

Authors’ response: Thank you for providing this suggestion.  

A. Our case study is exploratory, considering the lack of detailed preliminary research on SOI 

phenomenon using ANT, especially in the cultural village in Indonesia. Such condition is 

more appropriate addressed by exploratory case study (Mills et al., 2013).  

B. Refer to Yin (2014), the components of case study in this paper is as follows: 

a. Case study question: The three case study questions written in the last paragraph of 

the introduction, 1) What types of actors have been involved in the process and how 

they interacted? (2) How the SOI is developed by the actors? (3) What are the 

potentials and challenges to develop SOI in cultural village? 

b. Unit of analysis: The unit of analysis of this research is cultural village. 

c. Analytic technique: Our analysis uses logic models where this technique operates on 

complex chain occurrence within a certain time period. More specifically, as 

explained in the methodology section, we adopted ANT logic with the visualisation 

tools of AAD (ANT analysis diagram) to link the data to conclusions. 

d. The criteria for interpreting the findings: findings in ANT can be interpreted if the 

four main criteria needed have been met, namely when actor characteristics are found, 

network building is formed, interactions are identified, and the three previous criteria 

can describe the outcome (Rydin, 2012). 

References:  

Mills, A., Durepos, G., Wiebe, E., 2013. Exploratory Case Study. Encycl. Case Study Res. 372–

373. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397.n139 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397.n139


Yin, R. K. 2014. Case study research: Design and methods (5th Ed.). Sage publications. 

Rydin, Y. (2012) ‘Using Actor – Network Theory to understand planning practice : Exploring 

relationships between actants in regulating low-carbon commercial development’. doi: 

10.1177/1473095212455494. 

6-      Deeply describe data collection and analysis methods such as tools and process in order to 

link data to theory. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. In the revision, we have extended the 

explanation on data collection as well data analysis in the methodology section. Regarding data 

collection, we have explained data collection (semi-structured interview: why semi-structured? 

How participants identified and selected? How many participants involved? The interview 

schedule? How long it lasted? How it conducted? When it conducted?) with more depth in the 

second paragraph of the methodology section: 

We collected the data from multiple sources, both primary (semi-structured interviews and direct 

observations) and secondary (archival documentation) data. Semi-structured is used because the 

researchers have a certain framework in the form of ANT which helps to determine the questions 

that will be asked in exploring SOI phenomena, but the flow and wording can vary from one 

interview to another (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Semi-structured interviews were 

carried out with key stakeholders of Laweyan Batik Village, including 4 policy makers (from City 

Planning Agency, Tourism Department, local authority), 5 representatives of the Batik Laweyan 

Village (from the Village communication forum and an informal leader), 5 local business 

owners, and 3 external independent experts (from local universities and the World Bank). These 

key stakeholders were identified through preliminary searches on archival documentation based 

on the fact that these key stakeholders are the most knowledgeable about SOI development in 

Laweyan Batik Village and most of them have been directly involved in this process from the 

beginning and through the latest developments. The structure of the interview questions include: 

knowledge about the cultural village (concept, motivation, goals); the process of village 

development (idea to realisation); program and activities (innovation, sustainability); the 

institutionalism process (stakeholders involved, role sharing); and the challenges they face with 

village development. Interviews lasted about 1 hour for each participant and all conducted face 

to face in the participants’ premises. Direct observation is useful for seeing first-hand conditions 

in the village as well as understanding the elements of culture and heritages potential in it. 

Interviews and direct observations were conducted in the fourth quarter of 2017 until the first 

quarter of 2018. 

 

7-   Results and discussion, the authors should confirm results based on new updates, mainly the 

part belong to tangible heritage to enrich the table “Analytical actor-network perspective on 

sustainability-oriented innovation (SOI) in Laweyan Batik Village”. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. In the revision we have updated the results. 

The results are now presented based on the new updates of the situation in Laweyan Batik 

Village. In the revision, all new or modified text is coloured dark blue. 



 

8-      The authors should insert the contribution of existing knowledge at the end of the 

conclusion section. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this advice. In the revision, we have inserted contribution to 

the existing knowledge at the end of conclusion section. 

Overall, in terms of the use of ANT to understand the process of SOI development, our research 

contributes to existing knowledge through an exploration of the development process SOI in the 

context of cultural village which has underrepresented in the literature. This research has found 

that ANT provides a framework to explain the complexity behind the process of collaborative 

SOI development at the village and community level. It allows for more systematic descriptions 

about the structure, networks, and key actors in the process. 

 

9-       Update and edit your references based on new updates 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this point. In the revision, we have edited and updated the 

references. 

 

Additional Questions: 

1. Originality: Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to justify 

publication? It is possible to find similar studies focusing on the same kind of research., 

specifically, this case bases some principles towards SOI. 

Authors’ response: In the revision, we have discussed in a more detail about originality in the 

abstract and conclusion. 

2. Relationship to Literature: Does the paper demonstrate an adequate understanding of the 

relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of literature sources? Is any 

significant work ignored? The authors did not demonstrate an adequate understanding of 

important literature review, neither highlight the main similar cases of other countries, such as 

Europe, Middle East and South Asia, to give strong scenario about the study area. Also, this 

study has a lack of theoretical approach related to the body of knowledge “cultural village and 

it’s similar scenarios from other countries”. It would be expected to find a research proposition, 

which is not present in the paper.  

Authors’ response: We have followed up on these points in a more detail in our response to first 

reviewer feedback’s #3. 

3. Methodology: Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory, concepts, or 

other ideas? Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the paper is based been 

well designed? Are the methods employed appropriate? The authors should describe the type of 

case study used, if explanatory, exploratory or descriptive. Also, it was expected to identify the 

main components of the case study, in order to link data to theory. 



Authors’ response: We have followed up on these points in a more detail in our response to first 

reviewer feedback’s #5. 

 

4. Results: Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately? Do the conclusions 

adequately tie together the other elements of the paper? Results are derived from documentary 

and semi-structured interviews. As overall, the results need to have link among cases references 

to enrich the study area. 

Authors’ response: We have followed up on these points in a more detail in our response to first 

reviewer feedback’s # 6. 

 

5. Implications for research, practice and/or society: Does the paper identify clearly any 

implications for research, practice and/or society? Does the paper bridge the gap between theory 

and practice? How can the research be used in practice (economic and commercial impact), in 

teaching, to influence public policy, in research (contributing to the body of knowledge)? What 

is the impact upon society (influencing public attitudes, affecting quality of life)? Are these 

implications consistent with the findings and conclusions of the paper? This study has some 

impact on the society and the country where it is located. In this specific study, there is no clear 

presentation of the Main Research Question, Objectives, Proposition theory and components of 

case study. 

Authors’ response: We have followed up on these points in a more detail in our response to first 

reviewer feedback’s # 8. 

 

6. Quality of Communication: Does the paper clearly express its case, measured against the 

technical language of the field and the expected knowledge of the journal's readership? Has 

attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon 

use, acronyms, etc.? The language used in the paper is good, as well as the jargons. 

Authors’ response: Thank you very much for your kind words about the communication aspect 

of our paper. 

  



REVIEWER 2 

 

1- It is better not to use first person single or plural pronouns which are already used in all parts 

of article. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this advice. We have rewritten all parts or article not using 

first person single or plural pronouns. 

 

2- Using ANT in correspondence with SOI is an interesting choice, and also qualitative method 

helped in details analyses on the village; however, it is better to have hierarchy process from 

representing ANT factors rather than spurting to detailed analysis of a few interviews. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. In the revision we have made improvements 

by explaining that systematic analysis of data is carried out using ANT logic which is divided 

into four stages: problematization, interessement, enrolment, and mobilization: 

“We collected the data from multiple sources, both primary (semi-structured interviews and 

direct observations) and secondary (archival documentation) data.” 

“To analyse the data, the process of SOI development in a cultural village was examined based 

on the Actor-Network Theory (ANT) logic. The examination was divided into the four stages of 

ANT: problematization, profit, enrolment, and mobilisation. In addition, the examination process 

also emphasised deeper observations of a number of key features in the role of actors within the 

actor network, including ‘in-betweenness,’ ‘intermediaries,’ and ‘the blackbox’ (Rydin, 2012; 

Rydin and Tate, 2016; Goulden et al., 2017; Kadia Georges Aka, 2019).” 

 

3- In a case of a reference: (FPKBL 2013)" significantly amount of texts were referred to this 

reference (in about 5 pages), and it is not obvious what is the reference originally (a book, an 

article?) it is not traceable. 

Authors’ response: This is a book published by FPKBL which contains grand design of 

Laweyan and not available online (hard copy only). We have uploaded the cover of the 

document in the upload section of the journal submission system. 

 

4- Try to make a connection between paragraphs in the entire article. For instance in page 5 the 

connection between paragraph 1 and 2 is lost. Add some notes to connect using SOI and cultural 

village case study. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. We have added an explanation to connect 

between paragraphs. For example, the connection between SOI and cultural village is on page 6 

revision (with the connecting sentence is underlined): 



“…In this paper we are interested in elaborating the potential of SOI development within a 

specific context of the cultural village, which represents a unique combination of culture and 

business as well formal and informal activities. 

SOI in a cultural village is an interesting context because, though the current literature around 

the cultural village and sustainability programs has been growing rapidly, the observation about 

whether sustainability becomes routine in communities is still very limited (Rydin, 2012; 

Goulden et al., 2017). This can be examined through a process view, which is informed by the 

logic of Actor Network Theory (ANT)…” 

  

5- It was mentioned in research methodology that semi-structured interviews applied for 

collecting data; therefore there should be a structured questionnaire for interviews, but in results 

and discussion it seems that a number of selected and preferred interviews are chosen for data 

analysis. Qualitative approach is an appropriate option for this case study but the result and 

discussion section of this manuscript looks like a descriptive analysis method of a number of 

specific interviews which is not suitable for a systematic research paper. As an example why an 

academic staff which had many projects in the case study village chose for the interviews? Why 

not the other? Why not locals? And so on. There should be a systematic explanation why these 

people selected for interviews. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this observation. In the revision, we have added that the 

identification and selection of participants in semi-structured interviews is based on the results of 

preliminary searches on archival documentation; this is where the interviewee is the most 

knowledgeable for the issue being studied. This includes, for example, the process by 

which academics were selected as interviewees in this study. In regard to locals, local residents 

were included as interviewees in this study, namely 5 representatives of the Batik Laweyan 

Village and 5 local business owners. The following excerpt is an explanation of the procedure for 

selecting participants:  

“Semi-structured interviews were carried out with key stakeholders of Laweyan Batik Village, 

including 4 policy makers (from City Planning Agency, Tourism Department, local authority), 5 

representatives of the Batik Laweyan Village (from the Village communication forum and an 

informal leader), 5 local business owners, and 3 external independent experts (from local 

universities and the World Bank). These key stakeholders were identified through preliminary 

searches on archival documentation based on the fact that these key stakeholders are the most 

knowledgeable about SOI development in Laweyan Batik Village and most of them have been 

directly involved in this process from the beginning and through the latest developments. The 

structure of the interview questions include: knowledge about the cultural village (concept, 

motivation, goals); the process of village development (idea to realisation); program and 

activities (innovation, sustainability); the institutionalism process (stakeholders involved, role 

sharing); and the challenges they face with village development.” 

 



6- It can be perceived that this research is based on an operational field work on a specific case 

study and it is not a theoretical research; then I would be better to focus on author(s) original 

field works rather than pervious references which approximately 15 references used in results 

section. Using different references is an appropriate option to show all the related factors of SOI 

and local issues are taken into consideration in the case study. Maybe if the data describes 

current situation, then you could put them in table before results section and concentrate more on 

your original work on specific society and their interviews in a systematic way. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for providing this observation. As our response to first reviewer 

comment’s #5, our research is based on exploratory case study, considering the lack of detailed 

preliminary research on SOI phenomenon using ANT, especially in the cultural village in 

Indonesia. Such condition is more appropriate addressed by exploratory case study (Mills et al., 

2013). The case study component related to analytic technique and criteria for interpreting the 

findings is also explained in those response. For the analytic technique, our analysis uses logic 

models where this technique operates on complex chain occurrence within a certain time period. 

More specifically, as explained in the methodology section, we adopted ANT logic with the 

visualisation tools of AAD (ANT analysis diagram) to link the data to conclusions (Yin, 2014). 

For the criteria for interpreting the findings, findings in ANT can be interpreted if the four main 

criteria needed have been met, namely when actor characteristics are found, network building is 

formed, interactions are identified, and the three previous criteria can describe the outcome 

(Rydin, 2012). 

 

7- Table 1 seems to be one of the mains results on the case study. Author(s) should give precise 

and detailed data about their work. Using a large number of quantifiers such as (more, many,   ) 

and in some cases (better, well-organized) doesn’t give any specific evaluation about the 

processes. These kind of descriptions is not even categorized as a descriptive analytical method. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this advice. In the revision (table 1) we have changed the 

table emphasising more detailed information and excluding quantifiers as per your suggestions. 

 

8- Figure 2 digaram has helpful strategies for development of SOI in the case study, but although 

some of the key factors (guidelines) were mentioned in the manuscript but some are new in this 

section of paper and should be motioned where are they came from. On the other hand the 

weight of the mentioned key strategies should be more harmonized of equalized. For more 

explanation, some key strategies such as “sustainable development” which is connected to “NGO 

and Universities” is so generic or general compare to guidelines such as “workshops and 

seminars” which is connected to “capacity building programs”. Maybe more division and 

hierarchies could uniform the diagram. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. We have updated figure 2 by adding 

hierarchies as suggested. The hierarchies are divided into four sections which are marked with 

dotted lines starting from top to bottom. The four hierarchies referred to stages in ANT include 



problematization, interessement, enrolment, and mobilization. We have also added an 

explanation at the bottom about the meaning of the symbols used in AAD in Figure 2. 

 

9- This research needs more systematic detailed analysis to obtain a specific conclusion. Using 

ANT process on SOI to provide a framework just to understand “being in early stages of defining 

basic conceptions and ensuring local understanding” is not enough as a conclusion of this 

qualitative detailed manuscript. This conclusion (could be perceived from literature reviews 

represented in the manuscript as well. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this feedback. We have explained this in the case study 

component (first reviewer comment # 5) where data to conclusions are linked through logic 

models (Yin, 2014), especially we adopted ANT logic (Rydin, 2012)  with the visualization tools 

of AAD.  

 

Additional Questions: 

1. Originality: Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to justify 

publication? Yes. 

Authors’ response: Thank you. 

2. Relationship to Literature: Does the paper demonstrate an adequate understanding of the 

relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of literature sources? Is any 

significant work ignored?: Yes. sufficient literature sources used for literature review. Try to 

make a connection between paragraphs in the entire article. For instance in page 5 the connection 

between paragraph 1 and 2 is lost. Add some notes to connect using SOI and cultural village case 

study. In a case of a reference: (FPKBL 2013)" significantly amount of texts were referred to this 

reference (in about 5 pages), and it is not obvious what is the reference originally (a book, an 

article?) it isnot traceable. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this observation. We have discussed about connection 

between paragraph in a more detail in our response to second reviewer comment’s #4. Related 

reference we responded in our response #3.  

 

3. Methodology: Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory, concepts, or 

other ideas? Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the paper is based been 

well designed? Are the methods employed appropriate?: No, Using ANT in correspondence with 

SOI is an interesting choice, and also qualitative method helped in details analyses on the village; 

however it is better to have hierarchy process from representing ANT factors rather than spurting 

to detailed analysis of a few interviews. 



Authors’ response: Thank you for this observation. We have discussed about hierarchy and 

analysis in a more detail in our response to second reviewer comment’s #8 and 9. 

 

4. Results: Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately? Do the conclusions 

adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: No. It was mentioned in research 

methodology that semi-structured interviews applied for collecting data; therefore there should 

be a structured questionnaire for interviews, but in results and discussion it seems that a number 

of selected and preferred interviews are chosen for data analysis. Qualitative approach is an 

appropriate option for this case study but the result and discussion section of this manuscript 

looks like a descriptive analysis method of a number of specific interviews which is not suitable 

for a systematic research paper. As an example why an academic staff which had many projects 

in the case study village chose for the interviews? Why not the other? Why not locals? And so 

on. There should be a systematic explanation why these people selected for interviews. It can be 

perceived that this research is based on an operational field work on a specific case study and it 

is not a theoretical research; then I would be better to focus on author(s) original field works 

rather than pervious references which approximately 15 references used in results section. Using 

different references is an appropriate option to show all the related factors of SOI and local 

issues are taken into consideration in the case study. Maybe if the data describes current 

situation, then you could put them in table before results section and concentrate more on your 

original work on specific society and their interviews in a systematic way. Table 1 seems to be 

one of the mains results on the case study. Author(s) should give precise and detailed data about 

their work. Using a large number of quantifiers such as (more, many,…) and in some cases 

(better, well-organized) doesn’t give any specific evaluation about the processes. These kind of 

descriptions is not even categorized as a descriptive analytical method. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this suggestion. We have discussed deeper about data 

collection, including participants selection, in our response to first reviewer comment’s #6. We 

also have discussed about table 1 and figure 2 in our response to second reviewer comment’s #8 

and #9. 

 

5. Implications for research, practice and/or society: Does the paper identify clearly any 

implications for research, practice and/or society? Does the paper bridge the gap between theory 

and practice? How can the research be used in practice (economic and commercial impact), in 

teaching, to influence public policy, in research (contributing to the body of knowledge)? What 

is the impact upon society (influencing public attitudes, affecting quality of life)? Are these 

implications consistent with the findings and conclusions of the paper?: there should be more 

Figure 2 diagram has helpful strategies for development of SOI in the case study, but although 

some of the key factors (guidelines) were mentioned in the manuscript but some are new in this 

section of paper and should be motioned where are they came from. On the other hand the 

weight of the mentioned key strategies should be more harmonized of equalized. For more 

explanation, some key strategies such as “sustainable development” which is connected to “NGO 



and Universities” is so generic or general compare to guidelines such as “workshops and 

seminars” which is connected to “capacity building programs”. Maybe more division and 

hierarchies could uniform the diagram. Figure 2 digaram has helpful strategies for development 

of SOI in the case study, but although some of the key factors (guidelines) were mentioned in the 

manuscript but some are new in this section of paper and should be motioned where are they 

came from. On the other hand the weight of the mentioned key strategies should be more 

harmonized of equalized. For more explanation, some key strategies such as “sustainable 

development” which is connected to “NGO and Universities” is so generic or general compare to 

guidelines such as “workshops and seminars” which is connected to “capacity building 

programs”. Maybe more division and hierarchies could uniform the diagram. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for this point. We have discussed this point in a more detail in 

our response to second reviewer comment’s #8 where hierarchies added to the figure 2. 

 

6. Quality of Communication: Does the paper clearly express its case, measured against the 

technical language of the field and the expected knowledge of the journal's readership? Has 

attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon 

use, acronyms, etc.: This research needs more systematic detailed analysis to obtain a specific 

conclusion. Using ANT process on SOI to provide a framework just to understand “being in 

early stages of defining basic conceptions and ensuring local understanding” is not enough as a 

conclusion of this qualitative detailed manuscript. This conclusion (could be perceived from 

literature reviews represented in the manuscript as well. 

Authors’ response: Thank you. We have discussed this point in a more detail in our response to 

first reviewer comment’s #5 and second reviewer comments #9. 

 

 

  



3. Second revision 

 

  



Response to reviewers’ comments 
Manuscript ID JCHMSD-08-2019-0102.R1 

 

We are grateful for the further feedback on our manuscript provided by the reviewer and have 

carefully considered all comments. Please see our detailed response to the reviewers' comments 

below. In the latest revision version, new text compared to the first revision version highlighted 

in blue text. We hope this second revision has improved the paper so that it's worthy for 

publication in JCHMSD. 

 

Comments:  

1- Abstract:  

- It is recommended to remove all pronouns such as: we, our …etc. the author/ authors should 

use passive voice to achieve a stronger paper.  

- It is recommended to add this “Laweyan Batik Village” in the keyword.  

Authors’ response: As suggested, we have removed all pronouns such as we, our ... etc. We have 

also added "Laweyan Batik Village" to the keywords. 

 

2- In introduction:  

- It is recommended to start with the historical background of Laweyan Batik Village, 

highlighting their context only. Donot mix with other topics!  

- It was expected to find main research question to guide all research. However, the 

author/authors did not approach even research objectives. It was supposed to be as follow:  

Main Research Question- what……? (should be related to your research, be specific!!!)  

Research Objective1- To identify…..  

Research Objective2- To Describe…  

Research Objective3- To propose ….  

Note: Remove all sub-research questions, because the authors did not satisfy them in a 

theoretical way, as well as to avoid weakness to paper.  

Authors’ response: Thank you for this advice. In the revised version, as suggested, we have 

started with the historical background of Laweyan Batik Village. We keep including briefly 

about SOI to inform readers about the main concepts discussed. We present the context in more 

detail in section 2 (The context: Laweyan Batik Village). 

As suggested, the main research question has been added to the last paragraph in the introduction 

section:  

The main research question to be addressed is: "What and how did the actors contribute to the 

development of sustainability-oriented innovation (SOI) in the cultural village?" 

Furthermore, three research objectives have also been stated explicitly after the main research 

question:  



This question comprises three objectives: (1) To identify types of actors and institutional settings 

in the process of SOI development? (2) To assess the process of involved actors negotiating 

interests as well as compromising strategies in the SOI plan and programs, and (3) To provide 

in-depth understandings on the overall potentials and challenges of the process of developing 

SOI in a cultural village. 

Since the research objectives have been presented, in the revised version we have removed all 

the sub research questions as advised. 

3- Literature Review (LR)  

- Culture Village  

-  Concept of SOI  

- 3 case references should satisfy a theme and give the base to your framework. Authors did not 

give proper analysis in term of problematization, profit, enrolment and mobilization as they 

mentioned and described on their results.  

- At the end of the literature review, it was expected to have a proposition theory based on three 

key constructs above.  

Authors’ response: Section 3 contains a literature review with three subsections as suggested 

namely 3.1. Culture village; 3.2 Concept of SOI; 3.3. Actor Network Perspective for SOI. In 

section 3.3. We discuss problematization, intervention, enrolment, and mobilization by 

reviewing three case references as advised along with other relevant cases. As a note, the 

literature discussing these cases does not specifically use SOI or ANT as their point of view, so it 

is not fully compatible with the four stages of ANT. However, a review of these cases is useful in 

providing direction in this study. 

As explained the methodology section, this paper positioned as an exploratory qualitative study 

because to the best of authors' knowledge, the SOI phenomenon has never been studied in a 

cultural village context. Most SOI studies are in business organizations.  

This case study is exploratory, considering the lack of detailed research on SOI phenomenon 

using ANT, especially in the cultural village. Such condition is more appropriate addressed by 

exploratory case study (Mills, Durepos and Wiebe, 2013). 

The reviewed literature positioned as a guide in this exploration process. Referring to Yin, "some 

studies may have a legitimate reason for not having any propositions. This is the condition — 

which exists in experiments, surveys, and the other research methods alike — in which a topic is 

the subject of "exploration." Every exploration, however, should still have some purpose. Instead 

of propositions, the design for an exploratory study should state this purpose, as well as the 

criteria by which an exploration will be judged successful (or not). " (Yin, 2014: 30).  For 

criteria interpreting the findings, it has been discussed in the methodology section: 

The criteria for interpreting the findings, including actor characteristics, network building, 

interaction, and outcome (Rydin, 2012). Findings can be interpreted if the four main criteria 

needed have been met, namely when actor characteristics are found, network building is formed, 

interactions are identified, and the three previous criteria can describe the outcome (Rydin, 

2012). 



 

4- Research Methodology:  

- It was expected to have one of the main triangulation as being the 3 similar case reference in 

secondary data, while semi-structured interview should work as validation to confirm the 

results.  

- It is recommended to add a link between data to theory, which is considered as one of main 

component of case study.  

- The authors did not list nor describe the component of case study inside the paper, in 

methodology section. Please re-check 5 main components of case study, because few of them are 

not related to case study.    

Authors’ response: Thank you for this advice. As discussed in methodology section, semi-

structured interview was main data collection in this research with direct observation and 

archival documentation as a triangulation effort. Other cases, as discussed at point 2, become 

useful materials in directing exploration and interpreting findings. 

For the link between data and theory, in the revised version, Table 1 has been added to improve 

the clarity of this link starting from objective research, theory/ key analysis, data, and methods. 

Hopefully, this can improve understanding for readers. 

 

Table 1. The linkage between research objectives, key analysis and data 

Research objective Key Analysis Data collection 

Objective 1: 
To identify types of actors, 
their knowledge, 
institutional settings, and 
relationships, which have 
been involved in the 
process of defining the SOI 
conception? 

Preliminary investigation of actors and 
their background (input for main 
analysis) 
Data required:  
- Data and information of actors 
- Their status and position in the 

cultural village 
 

Archival documentation: 
- Final Report of the Annual 

Planning Meeting of Surakarta 
City (2007, 2013, 2015) 

- Laweyan Neighbourhood Plan 
2015-2020,  

- Surakarta Mid-Term 
Development Plan (2016-
2021) 

- Grand Design Laweyan Batik 
Village (2007),  

- Tourism Development Plan of 
Surakarta (2010-2025) 

- Annual Working Plan of 
Surakarta City (2011-2017) 

- Surakarta Spatial Plan 2011-
2031 

- Statistics of Surakarta (2015) 
Objective 2: 
To assess the process of 
involved actors negotiating 
interests as well as 
compromising strategies in 
the SOI plan and 
programmes 

Main analysis – applying Actor 
Network Theory framework 
- Problematisation: in-depth 

information about vision and 
missions of the village and the 
process of defining it 

- Interessement:  actors’ values, 
interests, and issues that bond 
together and used as a basis to 
engage each other 

- Enrolment: coalition, conflict, and 
negotiation of the actors in 
implementing the plans and 
programmes 

Semi-structured interviews: 
- 4 Policy makers (City 

Planning Agency, Tourism 
Department, Kelurahan/ Sub-
district official) 

- 5 representatives of the Batik 
Laweyan Village (FPKBL- 
Village communication forum 
and an informal leader), 

- 5 local business owners, and  
- 3 external independent 

experts 
 



Research objective Key Analysis Data collection 

- Mobilisation: overall structure of the 
actor network, flow of influence and 
decisions, and outputs related to the 
plans and programmes 

Archival documentations and 
direct observation 

Objective 3: 
To provide in-depth 
understandings on the 
overall potentials and 
challenges of the process of 
developing SOI in a 
cultural village 

Reflections from the ANT analysis: 
challenges face with village 
development 

Semi-structured interviews with 
all research participants 
 
Archival documentations and 
direct observation 

 

The case study components have been included in the paper in the methodology section.  

 

 

5- Results  

- The way of presenting results reminds thesis and reports. It is recommended to give direct 

direction to readers.  

Authors’ response: In the revised version, more direct directions have been provided as 

suggested. For example, when describing component's ANT in the literature review: 

This is, especially, assisted by the ANT framework, which comprise of problematization, 

interessement, enrolment and mobilization (Latour, 2005; Rydin and Tate, 2016). 

Problematization focuses on how actors define the problem and organize the key discourses as 

entry points to defining the phenomena In business sectors, top management usually becomes the 

agent of change and the common challenge in this stage is internal resistance (Bhattacharya and 

Polman, 2017)… 

Interessement is the next process after problematization that focuses on explaining how actors 

strengthen the SOI ideas into a set of strategies and plans, through the engagement of key 

relevant actors into specific networks with certain roles and responsibilities… 

In further process, the enrollment discusses the process of how the key actors interacted with 

other actors to maintain existing networks and develop new networks to contribute to the 

realization of the SOI plan into actions…  

Lastly, mobilization describes how the phenomena are recognized and constantly performed by 

all involved actors, and slowly embedded as the ‘rules of the game’, allowing the SOI programs 

to operate in a stable institutional form despite the changes in actors and their networks across 

different periods (Rydin, 2012)…. 

A more direct direction is also provided when discussing results. In the second revision version, 

the results and discussion sections are divided into three subsections based on three research 

objectives stated in the introduction section. 

 



5.1. Actors and institutional settings 

5.2. SOI development process 

5.3. Potential and challenges 

 

 

6- General Impact about paper:  

- After reviewing, it shows clearly the authors have started with data collection prior to LR 

analysing, which lead a gap between theory and practice approaches.  

- As overall, this study shows weakness in theory part. It shows clearly results have been 

obtained from unstructured guidance.  

Authors’ response: As discussed in comment 3, this case study is exploratory with a literature 

review provided as a direction in the exploration process. In previous version of the manuscript 

(first revision) we have provided a literature review that discusses the culture village and concept 

of SOI. In the second revision version, we further develop the literature review by strengthening 

subsections on cultural villages and the concept of SOI and adding an extensive review of the 

Actor Network Perspective for SOI in new subsections by discussing relevant cases as suggested. 

 

 

Additional Questions:  

1. Originality:  Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to justify 

publication?: - It is possible to find similar studies focusing on the same kind of research. 

Specifically, this case bases on some principles towards SOI. It was expected for authors to have 

strong progress on research after the first comment.  

Authors’ response: The area of improvement in this second revision is quite extensive with 

improvements in almost all sections. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first SOI study in a 

cultural village setting, analyzed using ANT framework.  

 

2. Relationship to Literature:  Does the paper demonstrate an adequate understanding of the 

relevant literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of literature sources?  Is any 

significant work ignored?: - The authors did not demonstrate an adequate understanding of 

important literature review, neither the main importance of similar cases of other countries, 

leaving a gap between theoretical and practical approach. It was expected for authors to identify 

the proposition theory at the end of L.R. section, which is not present in the paper.  

Authors’ response: As discussed in the comment no 2, this paper positioned as an exploratory 

qualitative case study. The reviewed literature as a guide in this exploration process as suggested 

by Yin (2014). More specifically in this second revision, the LR section has been significantly 

improved as highlighted in blue text in the manuscript. 

 

3. Methodology:  Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory, concepts, or 

other ideas?  Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the paper is based been 

well designed?  Are the methods employed appropriate?: - The authors did not satisfy the 

approach of validation results, where it was expected to identify similar cases as one of the main 

data triangulation components and presenting semi-structured interviews as one of the main 



validation forms to confirm results. The authors did not properly describe the 5 components of a 

case study, inside a paper, they just posted as attached.  

Authors’ response: As discussed in points 3 and 4, in the latest revised version, similar cases 

have been discussed more to provide an enhanced analysis. The case study components have 

been included in the paper now. 

 

4. Results:  Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately?  Do the conclusions 

adequately tie together the other elements of the paper?: - Results are derived from a 

documentary, thesis, and semi-structured interviews. As overall, it shows clearly that the authors 

have started with data collection prior to LR analysing, resulting in a gap towards the theoretical 

approach.  

Authors’ response: As discussed in comment no 4 and 5, table 1 has been included in the revised 

version to improve clarity on the linkage between research objectives, key analysis (as well data 

required) and data collection technique. Hopefully, the gap has been filled now. 

 

5. Implications for research, practice and/or society:  Does the paper identify clearly any 

implications for research, practice and/or society?  Does the paper bridge the gap between theory 

and practice? How can the research be used in practice (economic and commercial impact), in 

teaching, to influence public policy, in research (contributing to the body of knowledge)?  What 

is the impact upon society (influencing public attitudes, affecting quality of life)?  Are these 

implications consistent with the findings and conclusions of the paper?: - This study has some 

impact on the society and the country where it is located. In this specific study, there is no clear 

presentation of the Main Research Question, Objectives, Proposition theory and components of 

case study inside paper.  

Authors’ response: Thank you for this additional comment. Clear presentation of the research 

questions and objectives had been provided in the introduction section. The linkage of research 

objectives to the data collection has been provided in the methodology section. Components of 

case study have also been included in the methodology section. 

 

 

6. Quality of Communication:  Does the paper clearly express its case, measured against the 

technical language of the field and the expected knowledge of the journal's readership?  Has 

attention been paid to the clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon 

use, acronyms, etc.: -The language used in the paper is good, as well as the jargons. However, it 

is recommended to review all spelling on this paper because there are a few mistakes. 

Authors’ response: Thank you for appreciation on the use of language and jargon. All spelling 

has been carefully checked. Hopefully, the mistakes have been minimized. 

  



4. Third revision 

 

  



Response to reviewer 3rd Round 

 

Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author: 

Reviewer: 1 

Recommendation: Minor Revision 

 

We are grateful for the further (third round) feedback on our manuscript provided by the reviewer and 

have carefully considered all comments. Please see our detailed response to the reviewers' comments 

below. In the latest revision version, new or modified sentences/paragraphs compared to the previous 

revision highlighted in yellow. Thank you.  

 

Comments: 

Main issue: There is a repetition on such information which made research quite weak in such areas!! 

Therefore, there is a dire need to the authors to follow those instructions below, aiming to help 

his/her/their study to be better: 

Response: Thank you for this feedback. Repetition has been identified and removed. All instructions 

have been considered and followed up carefully. 

1-      In the introduction: 

A-      From the part that it has mentioned main research question, as long as the study is exploring, it is 

recommended to the authors to use only WHAT in the main RQ. Therefore. It requires to delete HOW. 

Response: Thank you for this advice. In the revised version, only WHAT used in the main RQ and HOW 

has been deleted.  

B-       Merge (2- the context: Laweyan Batik Village) to the introduction section, because the information 

has been repeated in such areas. Therefore, it is recommended to merge with the first section, because 

in fact, it’s your base of research, by providing a summary and specific idea on the case study. 

Response: Thank you for this suggestion. In the revised version, section 2 the context has been merged 

to the section 1 introduction.  

C-      At the end of the introduction, it is recommended to place your main-RQ with its objectives, in 

order to give an entire idea about your study area. 

Note: try to give a clear and specific picture in the introduction! 

Response: Thank you. In the revised version, main RQ with its objectives have been placed at the end of 

introduction, along with contribution.  

 

2-      Literature Review (LR): 



A-      The development of LR is clearly shown on paper and way of presenting information. However, the 

authors did not provide a simple diagram about three scenarios, especially when he/she/ they linked 

theory to practical approach, aiming to full and enrich the theory of their study. Therefore, it is 

recommended to draw a simple diagram on those scenarios by providing just keywords or simple 

explanations as hints to the readers, then write your proposition theory. 

Note: Make sure that your Proposition theory comes from your own conclusions of LR. Be specific!!! 

Response: Thank you for this advice. Simple diagrams have been made as suggested (see Figure 2). We 

also have put proposition theory right after the diagram.  

 

3-      Methodology: 

A-      It shows clearly that the way of presenting and explanting the method in a proper way. However, it 

is important to recommend the authors that they need to change few terms on table1: Key Analysis To 

Key Findings; Data collection To Source of Data, just to make clear sub-titles on table1. 

Response: Thank you for this suggestion. In the revised version, terms in Table 1 have been amended as 

suggested.  

 

4-      Results of Findings 

A-      After reviewing and analyzing, this section is too long and many things are belonging to LR. 

Therefore, it is recommended to the authors to give critical analysis on their writing about all main 

findings from primary data only.  The results should be a focus on table 2. 

Response: Thank you for this observation. In the revised version, the results and discussion section have 

been made denser as suggested. 

B-      Avoid using any citations from other studies because it supposed your findings, not from others. 

Response: Thank you for this suggestion. Any citations from other studies have been reduced as 

suggested. 

C-       The way of presenting results more for the thesis, not for paper. 

Note: Give critical analysis from all your primary findings only. If it needs to reduce the verbatims from 

paper as much as possible. 

Response: Thank you for this advice. Verbatim from secondary sources have been reduced as suggested.  

 

5-      Conclusions and contribution of Existing knowledge 

A-      After reviewing and analyzing, it shows the way of presenting the conclusion more for the thesis. 

Therefore, it is recommended to provide a clear critical analysis and specific to this section. 



Response: In the revised version, the conclusion section has been made more concise by focusing on 

clear critical analysis as well as specific contribution as suggested. 

 

B-      It is recommended to the authors to shift from the introduction section: “ Overall, this study 

expects two main contributions. First, this study…….” To end of paper because it’s their contribution. 

Therefore, it would be good to have it at the end of the conclusion section. 

Response: Thank you for your recommendation. We have shifted the contribution from the introduction 

section to the conclusion section as recommended.  

 

Overall, the research is good and the way of presenting information shows the development from last 

time. Pls, follow those recommendations to achieve your target. Good Luck! 

Response: Thank you for your all suggestions from the first review to the current review. We have done 

our best to improve the paper as suggested.  

 

Additional Questions: 

1. Originality:  Does the paper contain new and significant information adequate to justify publication?: - 

It is possible to find similar studies focusing on the same kind of research, specifically, this study has a 

foundation on some principles towards SOI. Therefore, this time the authors tried to link theory to 

practical approach aiming to give novelty to their study’s area. 

Response: Thank you.  

 

2. Relationship to Literature:  Does the paper demonstrate an adequate understanding of the relevant 

literature in the field and cite an appropriate range of literature sources?  Is any significant work 

ignored?: - The authors have demonstrated an adequate understanding of important literature review, 

by providing three case references from other studies. Also, the way of presenting LR has been 

developed from last time. However, it was expecting to find a simple diagram or table to conclude all 

ideas in a summary way about the three scenarios that link to their case study. Moreover, there is a lack 

of proposition theory, which is not presented at end of LR. 

Response: In the revised version, we have added a simple diagram and proposition theory as suggested.  

 

3. Methodology:  Is the paper's argument built on an appropriate base of theory, concepts, or other 

ideas?  Has the research or equivalent intellectual work on which the paper is based been well 

designed?  Are the methods employed appropriate?: - The authors have successfully achieved in the 

way of presenting method and type of methodology with its strategy, by explaining clear and proper 

information that links to their results. 



Response: Thank you.  

 

4. Results:  Are results presented clearly and analysed appropriately?  Do the conclusions adequately tie 

together the other elements of the paper?: - The way of presenting results is too long and it shows 

clearly derived from the thesis. Therefore, it is recommended to authors provide critical analysis of their 

main findings (Primary data) only. Moreover, it is recommended to avoid using any citations from other 

studies in results section. 

Response: Thank you. We have shortened the explanation to make it more concise.   

 

5. Implications for research, practice and/or society:  Does the paper identify clearly any implications for 

research, practice and/or society?  Does the paper bridge the gap between theory and practice? How 

can the research be used in practice (economic and commercial impact), in teaching, to influence public 

policy, in research (contributing to the body of knowledge)?  What is the impact upon society 

(influencing public attitudes, affecting quality of life)?  Are these implications consistent with the 

findings and conclusions of the paper?: - This study has some impact on the society and the country 

where it is located. In this specific study, there is a lack of presentation on Proposition theory. 

Moreover, the results and discussion are too long. Furthermore, a few repetition information in such 

areas which made the research weak in such area. 

Response: Thank you. As advised, we have added the proposition theory at the end of literature review 

section, shortened the results and discussions section, and removing repetition information.  

6. Quality of Communication:  Does the paper clearly express its case, measured against the technical 

language of the field and the expected knowledge of the journal's readership?  Has attention been paid 

to the clarity of expression and readability, such as sentence structure, jargon use, acronyms, etc.: The 

language used in the paper is good, as well as the jargon and acronyms, showing some experience on 

the topic. However, there are few mistakes in spelling such as the word of Africa which was written as 

“Afrika”. The authors need to review all spellings and grammar for next submission. 

Response: We have double check the spelling and corrected the mistakes. This third revision has also 

undergone a comprehensive proofread by a native speaker.  
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