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[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]1. Evaluation of content and research methodology
This study aims to provide a comprehensive assessment of research trends in healthcare tourism. We conducted a bibliometric analysis using documents on health care tourism indexed in the Scopus database from 2015 to 2025. In total, 188 Scopus records related to healthcare tourism were analyzed using VOSviewer to identify prevailing trends and thematic clusters in the field. Additionally, the author performed co-citation and co-keyword analyses to suggest directions for future research. Health care tourism is a rapidly evolving area, particularly in the post-COVID-19 era. The findings are rich in content and highly applicable, reflecting emerging research trajectories within wellness tourism.
· Strengths
 Research on Wellness tourism has become a highly topical subject, especially in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. This article contributes a systematic and formal approach to evaluating research trends in this field, which previous studies have not fully addressed.
• Research method: The use of bibliometric analysis with VOSviewer to analyze co-citation and co-keyword relationships is a very reasonable and scientific choice. This method helps analyze research trends quantitatively and clarifies the intellectual structure and relationships among studies.
• Scientific and practical value: The study results indicate the strong development of health care tourism, which has practical value for managers and tourism policymakers. By identifying prominent research trends, the article can help stakeholders make informed strategic decisions to develop the healthcare tourism sector.
· Suggestions for improvement:
Although the author group has achieved certain results, some issues need improvement. 
First: Introduction needs improvement and completion. Although the introduction provides research context, it does not specify which particular studies have been conducted in this field and which research gaps the article aims to address. The author generally discusses gaps in logical issues in theory, but has not clarified what those issues are or how they relate to the author’s findings. Referencing previous key works would clarify why this study is necessary and what new contribution it makes to the existing theoretical foundation. In addition, the research objectives or research questions should be presented in this section; the author currently mentions them in the Methods section (which is inappropriate). The study has not clearly articulated its novelty, particularly in its application of quantitative methods. The significance of the study also needs to be made clearer by the author.
Second: Theoretical framework — although the study has identified and distinguished many concepts related to wellness tourism and other theoretical issues, it lacks a detailed discussion of the theoretical development in the field. Theories about tourist motivations, consumer behavior, or service models in health care tourism could be expanded to enrich the theoretical basis. Specific practical citations from previous studies are needed.
Third: Regarding research methods - The author should reconsider the logic of the PRISMA method and consider how to screen and select articles before reading titles and abstracts (as in steps 2 and 3 that the author collected). Clarify the criteria for excluded documents, and verify whether the 188 items are articles only or include other types of publications such as book chapters or conference proceedings (Table 1 reports only 127 articles, but in Methods, the author states selection of articles only???). If possible, the author could include a PRISMA diagram to enhance the methodological logic.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Fourth: Results and Discussion - The author needs to clearly distinguish between results and discussion; currently, most of the text merely describes figures without explaining or discussing the research issues. The study needs to enhance its academic evaluation by comparing and contrasting the obtained results to present more compelling arguments. The results mainly describe the figures without sufficiently analyzing their substantive meaning. The author should consider using core analysis figures (Figures 1, 2, and 3); all three figures show relationships among keywords from different cluster perspectives and temporal/concentration aspects, yet the author has not drawn out findings that clearly address the initial research objectives. Clusters should clarify relationships and interactions among representative keywords and their connections. In summary, the discussion section needs improvement to better clarify research objectives and highlight the study’s novelty.
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The manuscript is reasonably well-organized, with a clear structure that flows from the introduction, through the methods, results, to the discussion and conclusion. However, some sections could be optimized to improve accessibility and clarity.
· Strengths
· Coherence and logical flow: The paper is organized logically, which helps readers follow the research process from problem statement and methods to results and discussion.
· Suggestions for improvement
· Limitations section: Expand this section by explaining potential factors that may affect the results, such as bias in Scopus data or omission of studies that do not use key search terms in title/abstract…..
· Add scholarly citations: Provide scientific references for statements that are currently subjective.
· Enhance the discussion more exactly and link with the aim of the study 
· Expand literature review: Add more review materials to give a fuller overview of the context and importance of health care tourism, highlighting previous studies and the research gaps this paper addresses.
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Strengths
· Using VOSviewer to visualize keyword links and citation networks is an effective method that helps clarify the intellectual structure and research trends.
· The paper covers a wide range of topics in wellness tourism, from the field’s development to specific types of tourism, giving a comprehensive view of trends.
· Suggestions for improvement
· Clarify conceptual distinctions: Distinguish more clearly between “wellness  tourism,” “health tourism,” and “medical tourism.” This helps avoid confusion and ensures accurate scope definition.
· Clarify objectives and research questions: Make objectives/questions explicit and focused to guide analysis.
· 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.
· Deepen discussion: Expand the discussion to compare and contrast with prior studies, highlight the study’s contributions, and indicate which objectives were addressed.
· Future research directions: Add a specific section on future research directions based on the findings; the current discussion is still too general.
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