ANSWERS TO REVIEWERS

Reviewer D:

All references were checked.
Reviewer E:

1. The article is well written and is grammatically correct. Few errors are underlined in track changes in the text.
The document was checked to make sure it was grammatically correct and there were no errors. 

2. The Authors considered the importance of service recovery as a corrective measure for service failures, this paper explores when Australian customers complain, the process they follow to look for solutions to their complaints and how they evaluate banks service recovery efforts; however, there are many researches talking about those relations. The author needs to spend more time to clarify it and use newer reference.
The literature review was re-written to improve its flow. Several references were added and research questions were established. 

3. What is authors’ purpose of this paper? Please line out.
The purpose was clearly stated in the introduction section. 

4. Why these questions come out? The questions are poorly match with the inference and without rigorous discussion. Author should find out the purpose of the study and put more effort on literature review.
The literature review was re-written. Research objectives were clearly stated and justified.

5. Authors put many efforts on the interview.
This section was cut down.

6. The sample size is 25, which is not enough for data analysis. Author(s) should increase some samples to get a more generalize research conclusion.

The sample size must above 30 samples for a well explanation.
Qualitative studies follow a different logic in terms of sample size. Some references were added to the methodology section explaining this issue.

7. Research results aren't overstated or over generalized.
The rest of the paper was re-written.

------------------------------------------------------

Reviewer F:

1. The research topic is interesting and innovative. However, no hypothesis and research question is provided. Research question is necessary for all articles.
Qualitative studies do not require hypotheses. In relation to research questions, the original text included 3 research questions. The new version of the paper clearly states and justifies those hypotheses.

2. The literature review is not enough. Author should put more effort on literature review. The literature cited in this paper is too old. Please update it. 

The literature review was re-written and more references were added.

3. The finding is too long, the author need to shorten this section.
This section was cut down.

4. The theoretical contribution of this study is few.
A clear link was made between the conclusions of this study with past research in order to demonstrate the theoretical contribution of the paper (see conclusion sections).
5. This paper is useful for industry practices, but the author need to put more effort on conclusion.
The conclusion section was re-written.

