Dear Editor and reviewers,
We would like to thank you for your very helpful comments and for considering the paper for publication in the Special Issue on “Digital Marketing and eCommerce”. We have adjusted the paper based on the reviewers’ recommendations and comments. We believe our paper has substantially improved. Our answers to the reviewers are mentioned below, and the changes are highlighted in red colour in the document. We are grateful for your invested time and attention.
Best regards, The authors

Reviewer #1
Thanks to author for sharing this beautiful research. I found it very interesting and well developed. 
Authors’ comment
	Thank you for this motivating introduction.



There are three straightforward research questions and solid motivation behind them.
It is very stimulating to see and read research questions. To my understanding three research questions can be formulate as When, How and What as follows
Research Question 1: In which phases of the customer journey does the company website have the greatest impact on the buying intention of its visitors?
Research Question 2: To what extent is the impact of a corporate website on the visitor's buying intention conditioned by the perceived quality of the website?
Research Question 3: To what extent does the influence of the perceived quality of a company website on the visitor's buying intention differ between different customer journey phases?
My recommendation is to differentiate clearly in these research questions. I would suggest having a simple figure designed as three aspects that you are addressing (When, How, What) could make paper even more interesting for reader. 
Authors’ comment on the changes
	Your comment helped us to differentiate our research questions and hypotheses more clearly for the reader (When, How, What) and to formulate them more comprehensibly. In addition, we have added an illustration that provides an overall picture regarding our hypotheses (p. 3).





This study seeks to investigate Importance of the perceived quality of touchpoints for customer journey analysis. However, I would like to see what attribute of touchpoints are considered to investigate in this research in a more clear and explicit way. 
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We now explain in more detail why we deliberately chose the corporate website as a touchpoint for our analysis in the introduction. In addition, we have explicitly addressed the characteristics of the corporate website as a touchpoint (pp. 3-4).



All in all, after rereading the introduction, I found myself motivated to read further and go deeper.
Authors’ comment
	We are very pleased to hear that!



The manuscript contains a well-developed and articulated theoretical framework. Specifically, illustration of customer journey and company website gives the reader an excellent overview and big picture.
Authors’ comment
	Thank you for this feedback.



I want to suggest that a comparison table regarding quality factors of a website in B2B and B2C context would be very beneficial. Specifically, content, design and overall impression. 
Authors’ comment on the changes
	Thank you for this idea. As suggested, we've added a table that summarizes the key differences between B2C and B2B websites in terms of content, layout, and overall impression (pp. 8-9).



Also, it is fruitful to add a table that can summarize the literature review and hypotheses. For instance, mentioning SOR model without any description or mentioning reference. 
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We added a table that summarizes the main findings of the literature review (p. 10). Furthermore, we extended the explanations of the hypothesis to improve our line of argumentation. This applies also to the use of the stimulus-organism response model (pp. 10–13). Additionally, we summarized the hypotheses in a graph - based on the previously defined research questions (p. 13).



The core concepts of the manuscript are clearly defined. 
Authors’ comment
	Thank you for this positive feedback.



However, I found it challenging to follow hypotheses. It should be presented more persuasively and easier to digest the logic behind it.
Authors’ comment on the changes
	As laid out before, we extended the explanations of the hypothesis to improve our line of argumentation. Additionally, we summarized the hypotheses in a graph - based on the previously defined research questions (p. 13).



But the author did an excellent job to extent literature appropriately reflected in the submission.
Authors’ comment
	Thank you for this comment.



The level of analysis is clear, and it is appropriate for the hypotheses. Also, the data collection method consistent with the analytical technique(s).
Authors’ comment
	Thank you also for this feedback on the level of analysis and method.



However, it is not clear enough how does the study have internal and external validity. So, can you explain more in detail? Also, regarding statistical analysis, I believe one of the weakness points in this paper is sample size.
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We address the issue of internal and external validity explicitly now in the introduction section, the research design section, and limitation section. The strict purposive sampling and the non-artificial research setting, i.e. online real life setting, enhances external validity. To explain how we fostered internal validity, we refer to the scenario of using a high-involvement product/service embedded in a complex B2B decision process, which allows to distinguish more specifically between different buying phases. Indeed, the strict process of purposive sampling resulted in a reduced sample size which is now explained in more depth in the research design and limitation section. Here, we argue that the research design represents a balance of gaining internal and external validity.





The results were reported in an understandable way.
Authors’ comment
	That was very important to us. Thank you!



What I am missing is the storyline through the result section.
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We addressed your comment in two ways. First, when we present quantitative results, we now begin with an introduction to the content of the particular hypothesis we are investigating (Ch. 4.2; pp. 17–20). Second, we have made some extensive additions when presenting our findings. To make the storyline more interesting, we first discuss the result for each finding and finally derive implications for research and practice (Ch. 5; pp. 22–25).



The results are presented in a logical manner, and the authors provide adequate data to support the results. The data is solid, with the presentation of the results balanced and unbiased. I believe the present study make a value-added contribution to existing research.
Authors’ comment
	Thank you for this evaluation.



However, the submission can boost stimulate thought or debate more through paper. What is missing is a practical implication that should be mentioned explicitly, not in an implicit way. I invite authors to explain more what the theoretical and practical contributions are in details. 
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We have improved the structuring of the implications. We now refer to the perspectives of academia and practice. Furthermore, we included examples to illustrate how practitioners can improve analyzing journeys and allocating resources. (pp. 22–25).



Also, the context is B2B so author should clarify from the beginning even in the title and abstract 
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We included the B2B setting in the title and mention it in the abstract.





Finally, I read the abstract, but I suggest to revise abstract in a way that includes these points:
1.Purpose
2.Design/methodology/approach
3.Findings
4.Originality/value
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We revised the abstract accordingly. It now follows the proposed structure. 



My proposed decision for the paper is accepted with major revision.
All the bests
Omid Asgari
Authors’ comment
	Thank you very much for your helpful comments, Omid. We really appreciate it and think that we could improve our paper by your comments.



Reviewer #2
Comments
This is an interesting and well written article. Some suggestions you may want to consider for its improvement:
Authors’ comment
	Thank you for the kind words at the beginning.



Review the English (although generally well written, as with any document, a few things slipped past your revision. Please also consider the use of the word "remarkably" - it seems to me it's used a couple of times to point out things that are not that remarkable/you expected. The other thing that caught my attention (bc it also appears more than once) is the expression "the experience the consumers make".
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We did a further proofreading and erased the use of “remarkably” and “experience the consumers make”.





You present your methods and results in the introduction. Personally, I'm still of the old school perspective that introductions should be future oriented and so not refer to these aspects. I think the space taken up by that would be better used bolstering your arguments with regard to the relevance of this study. Although you clearly identify with a gap in the literature, your introduction could be made stronger with a clear presentation of the research problem at hand and the relevance for practice of your study. I think a clear statement of your overarching question/purpose is missing.
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We have extensively revised our introduction and minimized the preview of results. Now, we address the research problem and the relevance of the study from the perspective of research and practice (pp. 2–3).



Define the key terms earlier on - the definitions appear too late in the game
Authors’ comment on the changes
	The key terms are now already defined in the introduction (pp. 2–3).



Strengthen the arguments building up to hypothesis 1 - it does not feel strongly justified enough
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We extended the explanations of the hypothesis to improve our line of argumentation, including the provision of examples (pp. 10–11).



Tell us more about your data - when and where was it collected?
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We added detailed information about when and how we collected the data. This includes naming the platforms we used to recruit participants (p. 14).



Justify your focus on B2B and mention this sooner. The first time it comes up, it catches the reader by surprise (since you made your whole argument without mentioning this), and then it is never really justified or compared (even if speculatively) with B2C
Authors’ comment on the changes
	The B2B context now appears in the title and in the abstract (p. 1). In addition, we have added further content in the introduction to explain the importance of the B2B context for the study (p. 4). Furthermore, a comparison of the quality factors of B2B and B2C websites has been included in the literature section (pp. 8-9).



Make sure that when you are describing your data collection and methods in general, you use past tense
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We now use past tense when describing data collection and methods.



Justify your "overall impression" variable. Why is this a separate variable - is it not the sum of content + layout? Justify why you think it is more than that.
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We provide an extended rational why an overall impression should be considered as a separate variable in the study (p. 9)



You excluded a lot of participants from your data set - this requires a bit more attention. You present 2 reasons for the exclusions - tell us how many you excluded based on each. Furthermore, for those who did not complete all the answers, did you look into where they stopped? Did they all stop at the same place or perhaps have any similar characteristics?
Authors’ comment on the changes
	We added detailed information about the selection process to explain the relatively high rate of excluded participants (pp. 14–15). A further investigation on the excluded participants did not reveal any pattern.



Wishing you all the best with your research.
Authors’ comment
	Your comments were very helpful in further developing our paper. We thank you for engaging with our paper in such a constructive way and appreciate it very much.



