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:
- Provide a comparative conceptual table or framework clearly distinguishing these constructs (wellness tourism, health tourism, and well-being tourism) by purpose, setting, participant type, and expected outcome.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript.
- Develop a conceptual synthesis diagram linking the identified clusters (e.g., “development,” “characteristics,” “types,” and “management”) to a theoretical perspective such as Destination Competitiveness, Service-Dominant Logic, or Experience Economy.
=> Thanks to the reviewer's comments, according to the authors, presenting these concepts is unnecessary because the study only determines trends, there is no need to give an overview of these concepts.
- Explicitly state (1) search keywords, (2) Boolean logic used, (3) language restrictions, and (4) exclusion reasons (e.g., non-peer-reviewed materials).
=> The authors has presented in the manuscript. Regarding Boolean logic, according to the authors, it is not necessary to present the problem according to Boolean logic.
- Include a sentence acknowledging about the analysis relies entirely on Scopus and does not verify overlap or missing data compared with Web of Science or Google Scholar.
=> The study only used Scopus data so this statement is not necessary. The authors have included research limitations.
- Add interpretive commentary - what each cluster signifies about research trends or methodological shifts.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript.
- Expand comparative analysis - highlight what new insights the current study offers (e.g., regional focus, new keywords, or thematic evolution).
=> The authors has added in the manuscript.
- Connect bibliometric findings to policy and industry strategies
=> The authors has added in the manuscript.
- Create a separate, clearly titled subsection outlining data limitations, conceptual constraints, and directions for future research.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript.
- Conduct professional English editing to improve clarity, remove translation artifacts, and ensure consistent academic tone.
=> The authors has made adjustments to the manuscript.
- Reformat the entire reference list according to QNU Journal of Science standards, verifying one-to-one citation accuracy.
=> The authors has checked and formatted the references according to QNU regulations.
- Add a Future Research Directions section proposing cross-database analyses and thematic content expansion.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript

Comments from Reviewer 2:
1. The research questions section (3.4) is overly long. The author needs to formulate the questions in a more professional and logical manner—concise, yet representative of the entire paper's scope.
=> The authors has made adjustments to the manuscript.
2. Inconsistency in the Timeframe: This is the most significant contradiction that must be corrected. The title and abstract state "2015 to 2025". Section 3.1 states "up to May 2025". However, Section 3.2 (Data Collection) lists the search query as PUBYEAR < 2025, which means data was only collected up to the end of 2024. The author must unify and clarify the exact timeframe (is it 2015-2024 or 2015-May 2025?) and adjust the search query, title, and related descriptions accordingly.
=> The study was conducted from 2015 to the time of data extraction, which is 5/2025. The authors has adjusted in the article..
3. The author must check and ensure consistency: If the data starts from 2015, the search query should be PUBYEAR > 2014 or PUBYEAR 2015. If the PUBYEAR 2014 query is correct, then all other parts of the paper (Title, Abstract, Figures) must be revised to state "from 2014".
=> The authors has checked and ensured consistency in the content of the article (Page 6).
4. Missing Co-citation Analysis: The abstract and methodology mention co-citation analysis, but the Results section seems to focus exclusively on keyword co-occurrence analysis. If this analysis was performed, the author should present the results more clearly to identify the foundational intellectual clusters.
=> The study focused on keyword co-occurrence analysis. The authors have revised the relevant content.
5. Discrepancy in Table 1: Section 4.1 describes "remaining types (such as reviews, notes, etc.)", but Table 1 lists only 3 main types, and the total is exactly 188. The author should clarify Table 1 to be consistent with the description. This section needs review.
=> The authors eliminated redundant analysis to avoid misunderstanding (page 7). 
6. Contradiction in Document Types: This contradiction must be clarified:
Contradiction 1 (Methodology): In Section 3.1, the author states, "The search was restricted to English-language journal articles...". This implies that only articles were selected.
Contradiction 2 (Results): However, in Table 1 (Section 4.1), the results show the study also included "Book/Book series" (29 documents) and "Proceeding paper" (32 documents) in the final set of 188.
=> The authors has made adjustments to the manuscript (Page 5).
7. In the discussion regarding the evolution of keywords (Section 4.1), the author states: "before 2018, researchers primarily focused on aspects... with common keywords including 'market,' 'medical tourism,' 'well-being,' 'wellness tourism,' etc.".
However, the data in Table 5 indicates that the Average Publication Year (APY) for these keywords is much later. Specifically: "wellness tourism" (APY 2021), "medical tourism" (APY 2021), and "well-being" (APY 2021).
[bookmark: _GoBack]There is a clear contradiction in claiming these keywords were popular "before 2018" when their average publication year is 2021.???
=> The authors has made adjustments to the manuscript, before 2018 thành before 2022.

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
2

