Dear Editorial Board and Reviewers,

[bookmark: _GoBack]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:
- The study remains largely descriptive and integrative in nature, primarily updating and organizing existing scientific evidence. It does not yet offer a clearly articulated theoretical contribution or novel conceptual advancement. This limitation should be acknowledged as an inherent constraint of the current study
=> The authors has added in the manuscript
- The authors are therefore strongly encouraged to resolve this inconsistency in one of the following ways: (i) by clearly presenting co-citation analysis results (including relevant figures/tables and scholarly interpretation), or (ii) by revising the Abstract and the Methodological description to ensure full alignment with the analyses that were actually conducted.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript, follow (ii) option.
- The authors add a concise synthesis paragraph or a clearly defined subsection at the end of Section 4 to integrate the main findings, summarize the implications of the identified keyword clusters, and clarify the observed shift in research focus.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript
- The manuscript still contains several expressions that appear to be literal translations or are not fully natural in academic English
=> The authors has check the manuscript.
- Clarify and ensure full consistency in the description and use of co-citation analysis across the Abstract, Methods, and Results sections.
=> The authors has rewrite in the manuscript.
- Reduce repetitive numerical description and strengthen synthetic analysis and scholarly interpretation in the Discussion section.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript
- Briefly elaborate on the data retrieval strategy—particularly the decision to search only by TITLE—and explicitly acknowledge the associated methodological limitations.
=> The authors has added in the manuscript
- Further standardize the academic language throughout the manuscript, avoiding literal translations and report-style phrasing that detract from scholarly tone.
=> The authors has rewrite in the manuscript.
- Carefully review the entire reference list to ensure consistency in formatting and citation in full compliance with the journal’s guidelines.
=> The research team checked the details regarding formatting and the list of references. The journal specifies citations by number, not APA. The team carefully checked this issue.

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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