

Response to Reviewer 2 Comments

Point 1: References 15 and 59 are self-references? If the amswer is yes,  please remove them. The elimination of self citations also presupposed the "reformulation" of the paragraph in the article - corresponding to the quoted source.

Response 1: We really appreicate your considerate comments. As suggested by the reviewer, we totally agree to the reviewer’s recommendation to remove self-referecnes to validiate our research and discussions. 
First of all, instead of refrence 15, we have referenced two other pertinent previous studies that demonstrate the necessity for a differential treatment effect analysis. In alignment with the content of the cited papers, we have reformulated the respective paragraph. Regarding the referecne 15, the revised text reads as follows on page 2.

“On the other hand, it has been recognized that the attributes of both students and schools can affect the effect of educational program [15]. If treatment effect of specific educational program is heterogeneous contingent upon other variables, the estimated average treatment effect based on traditional regression approach has no practical behavioral interpretation [16]. Furthermore, discerning the differential effect of specific educational program can yield noteworthy implications for educators and policymakers, aiming to amplify the outcome of the educational program and elevate program quality.”

Secondly, in lieu of reference 59, we have cited the study by Chiu and Khoo (2005), which presents the hypothetical explanation of ‘Privileged Bias’ as pertaining to the differential effect in CSDL. Accordingly, we have reformulated the relevant paragraph. Regarding the refrence 59, the revised text reads as follows on page 12.

“These findings align with previous research by Chiu and Khoo [59], which explores the influence of socioeconomic status on the relationship between additional school resources and students’ achievement. A potential elucidation for the noted heterogeneity rooted in socioeconomic status is the hypothesis termed ‘Privilege Bias’, wherein schools with more advantaged students tend to access higher quality teachers and more educational resources. Consequently, these privileged schools experience greater academic advantages. As posited by Chiu & Khoo [59], parents of more privileged students often leverage their social and financial capital to procure higher quality school resources for their children. While there may not be significant differences in the amount of time spent implementing CSDL between high-income and low-income students, variations in the quality of teachers and educational resources accessed through CSDL can account for the differential effects based on income levels. Further research is needed to empirically validate this hypothesis.”
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