

Dear Editorial Board and Reviewers,

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to submit a revised draft of my manuscript titled “Bibliometric Analysis Of Wellness Tourism In Period From 2015 To 2025” to the Quy Nhon University Journal of Science.We appreciate the time and effort that you and the reviewers have dedicated to providing your valuable feedback on our manuscript. We are grateful to the reviewers for their insightful comments on my paper.
Here is a point-by-point response to the reviewers’ comments and concerns.

Comments from Reviewer 1:
1.  In the "Methods" section, the author states that only peer-reviewed journal articles were retained, yet the Results analyze books and conference papers (Table 1)
· Thank you for your feedback. We had a misunderstanding and have corrected it (peer-reviewed journal articles, along with other document types such as book chapters and conference papers, were retained for analysis).
 2. Table 3 lists People's Daily China = 30 (15.96%), but the descriptive text lists 45 articles (15.96%).
·  The descriptive text was rewritten to list 30 articles (15.96%).
3. The expressions are contradictory when the Results section states 3 keyword phrases but the Conclusion section confirms that there are 4 keyword phrases.
=> We revised and standardized the three keyword phrases in the Conclusion section.
4.  The authors reported that 226 articles were retrieved while only 188 were included, but the attrition figures were not explained
=> We added the PRISMA flowchart for screening the documents and provided a detailed explanation of why 188 out of the 226 documents were selected for use.
5. The author has included the document by Donthu et al. in the Reference List but has not cited it in the article. In particular, this is an important methodological reference document but the author has not applied it in the implementation method section.
=> We added the citation of the document by Donthu et al. in the content of the article to ensure consistency and completeness.
6. Mueller & Kaufmann's paper appears twice in the reference list.
=> The reference list has removed the duplicate document number 16.
7. The manuscript contains unprofess,ional language, grammatical and typographical errors (‘tourism tourism’, ‘Covia-19’)
=> The manuscript has corrected the 'tourism tourism' errors in the English abstract and fixed the 'covia-19' error in Table 6.
8. Some documents in the Reference List are not formatted consistently according to journal regulations.
 => We carefully reviewed the Reference List and revised it to ensure consistent formatting according to the journal's regulations. All references were corrected and are now in line with the required formatting guidelines.
9. Suggestions for improvement:
	1. Clarify research gaps and urgency of the topic
=> The manuscript was revised to include research gaps and the urgency of the topic in the introduction.
2. Expand search strategy and process transparency (add PRISMA flowchart).
=> The manuscript has been revised to include the search strategy and the PRISMA flowchart. 
3. Clarify VOSviewer methodology in research (version, counting method, normalization, threshold).
=> The analysis used VOSviewer version 1.6.13. We applied the full counting method to capture all term and co-citation occurrences, normalized by association strength, and set a threshold of two occurrences to focus on the most relevant keywords.
4. Resolve data and figure inconsistencies.
=> The interpretation of the results has been reviewed and revised to accurately reflect the data in the tables.
5. Enhance practical significance (link key phrases to policy/management orientation).
6. Re-edit language and present high-quality images.
=> The authors had re-edit language and changed images in the draft.
7. Review presentation according to journal format (layout, citation, references).
 Section titles should be precise (e.g. “3.3. Research methods”)
· The draft has been revised according to the journal format (renumbering section 3: Research Methods).

Comments from Reviewer 2:
1. Clarify conceptual distinctions: Distinguish more clearly between “wellness  tourism,” “health tourism,” and “medical tourism.” This helps avoid confusion and ensures accurate scope definition.
· The distinctions among wellness tourism, health tourism, medical tourism, and spa tourism were mentioned in the section 'Wellness Tourism and Its Conceptual Connections.
2. Clarify objectives and research questions: Make objectives/questions explicit and focused to guide analysis.
· We revised the objectives and research questions to make them more explicit and focused
3. Methods — criteria and scope: Standardize whether the review includes only journal articles or also book chapters and conference proceedings; clarify inclusion/exclusion criteria and PRISMA logic.
· We added the PRISMA flowchart and revised the review to include journal articles, book chapters, and conference proceedings.
4. Deepen discussion: The current discussion is still too general. Expand the discussion to compare and contrast with prior studies, highlight the study’s contributions, and indicate which objectives were addressed.
· We have expanded the Discussion as suggested. It now provides a comparative analysis with existing literature, clearly outlines the study's novel contributions, and directly links the findings to the specific research objectives.
5. Future research directions: Add a specific section on future research directions based on the findings.
· The manuscript was revised to include a specific paragraph outlining future research directions based on the findings.

We look forward to hearing from you in due time regarding our submission and to respond to any further questions and comments you may have.

Sincerely,
Authors
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