The challenge of preserving rural industries and traditions in ‘ultra-peripheral’ Europe: Evidence from the Canary Islands.

Reviewer 1 – Reviewer’s comments in italics
In general, the content of the article does not fit with the title of the paper. The literature review is focused on landscape and environment whereas the paper title related to local and traditional enterprises and the impacts of development, in the case of Canary Island, tourism in the success and maintenance.

Authors’ response: The results and discussion section have been restructured and linked with the literature review to reflect the title of the article and address issues discussed in more detail below.

Methodologically, there is a need of more detail in the type of interviews, the reason seems no to very scientific and it has to be point out clearly the hypothesis of the interviews.  The paper is very descriptive but with any neither assumptions nor hypothesis to analyse and verify

Authors’ response: A section outlining the hypothesis and detailing the broad study questions has been added to the introduction.
The authors speak about globalisation as a main source of change for these types of industries but explain how the process of development of the Spanish economy during the sixties until now, and especially in Canary Island, can be more important and clear to analyse the incidence on the traditional industries and in the process of migration.
Authors’ response: A number of references relating to mainland Spain and have been added in the introduction, literature review and discussion to provide a more local (national) perspective of some of the economic and socio-demographic influences.
Some more detailed comment regarding to the different parts of the paper: 

 The introduction should to be related with the title of the paper. The objective is not clear: “This paper explores the developments of several rural and semi-rural based industries in the Canary Islands using a qualitative approach to examine local businesses that include wineries and handcraft artisans”. The development of the industries is a very broad objective. It is necessary in the objective be more specific, for example, development means analyse the factors of success in traditional industries of Canary Island regarding to the process of mass tourism development. It is needed hypothesis and assumptions. 

Authors’ response: The introduction section that has been systematically revised and a section outlining the hypothesis and research questions that may not have been obvious in the methods section have now been included.

The literature: is not very accurate to the object of analysis: preserving rural industries and traditions in ‘ultra-peripheral’ Europe. There is too much bibliography on the entrepreneurship on rural areas, the impacts of some development strategy base on non agro activities such as industry or, in the case of Canary Island, tourism. Also, in the case of tourism, there is also literature on the valorisation of traditional activities on the development and maintenance of local and traditional economic activities. The literature has to be focused more in the studies related to the Spanish economy, especially when the author mentions the topic of tourism. These literature can be found in Journals such as: Journal of Rural Studies, Agricultural Economics;, Environment and Planning A; Rural Sociology; Sociologia Ruralis; American Journal of Agricultural Economics; Économie Rurale , Tourism Management, Agricultura y Sociedad; Revista de Estudios Turísticos, Estudios Territoriale.
Authors’ response: Following the reviewer’s comment, the literature review has been revised and articles from several journals (e.g. Journal of Rural Studies, Tourism Management) have been incorporated as to strengthen the connection between mainland Spain, different forms of tourism and the Canary Islands.

The results: 

Methodologically is has to be explaining in more detail the hypothesis of the interviews. It not very scientific the explanation of the methodology. 

Authors’ response: The methods section has been revised and includes more detailed elaboration with regard to the data collection process. 

The author has to contextualise the industries of the sample in relation to Canary Island and to point out some common characteristics of these types of industries (size, type of enterprises, the owner: age, gender, etc). What represents 61 wineries in terms of the wine sector in Canary Island and in terms of tradional based industries. Explain with more detail the databases such as www.tacovin.com
Authors’ response: A table illustrating basic demographic characteristics of the participating businesses has been added to the methods section (Table 1). In addition, the methods section has been revised and additional information included, explaining the source of the information for selection of survey participants.
The results are a succession of histories, a description of the interviews without any kind of key points or factors that’s explain or contrast the starting hypothesis. Such as how the juridic form of the enterprises affect the success; factors related to family business, finance, pressures on the soils, etc. The author need to point out these aspects according to the literature and analysed for the case of Canary island.

Authors’ response: The results section has been restructured according to the key themes and findings rather than previously by business type. The results and discussion sections were also directly aligned with the hypothesis and key themes arising from the findings. Further, following the reviewer’s comments an effort was made to further elaborate on respondents’ answers (please see revised findings section). Finally, several paragraphs discussing the implications of the findings in the context of the literature discussed in the literature review, limitations and avenues for future research have been incorporated.
Review 2: ACCEPT WITH REVISIONS
Reviewer’s comments
The article “The challenge of preserving rural industries and traditions in ‘ultra-peripherial’ Europe: Evidence from the Canary Islands” is a quite good description of the developments of traditional and rural or semi-rural based industries in the Canary Islands. The qualitative approach shows the difficulties of artisans to keep these industries alive as well as the uncertainty about the future of their business. 
The introduction gives us a general picture of globalization process and their impact in rural spaces, landscapes and traditional activities. The Literature Review is exhaustive and focus on different aspects of “cultural” in rural areas (landscapes, culinary traditions, local products) and economic activities (small business and tourism). The definition of “ultra-peripherial regions” and the description of Canary Islands complete the analysis framework. The methodology and the results of qualitative analysis are show in the central part of the paper. In my opinion, the sample is quite short (23 + 8 + 1) and quite unbalanced, that is, very focused in wineries (23). In the paper there is information about the other activities- embroidery, silk, cigars, ceramic, cheese- but it seems that the sample is quite little to take out general conclusions. Anyway, the qualitative analysis is interesting and highlights some of the problems of artisan productions in Canary Islands. 
Although a focus on changing landscapes in Introduction and Literature Review, there is quite references to this theme in the rest of the paper. The Conclusions summarize the objectives and results of the research. 
Anyway, the article is a good description and analysis of artisan activities in Canary Islands and the main subject – loss of traditional industries in ultra-peripheral and rural areas- that is not much analyzed in qualitative research. 
Recommend acceptance with minor revisions include a statement of limitation with sample size.

 
Authors’ response:
Please refer to the Discussion section, where a paragraph has been incorporated acknowledging the ‘unbalanced’ nature of the participating industries and the ‘dominance’ of the winery operator group. In addition, as mentioned in the responses to reviewer 1, the results and discussion sections have been restructured and aligned with the introduction and literature review to address the reviewer’s comments.
 

