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	The author's understanding of research methodology and grouping of relevant studies is very good. However, I recommend providing a more in-depth analysis of the weaknesses and potential biases in the included studies. Further explanation of the inclusion and exclusion criteria could also clarify the selection of included studies.
	After an examination of recent systematic literature reviews published in Education Science, we determined that our explanation of the inclusion and exclusion criteria was in keeping with the expectations of the journal and in some cases, exceeded the information in published papers (e.g., see -    https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13111139 ) and https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13121194. We note that this perspective was shared by Reviewer 3. 

	Comments on the Quality of English Language
The quality of the English in this article is quite good, but some sentences appear unclear and may confuse readers. I suggest revising it so that the expressions are more concise and easier to understand. "Word selection and sentence structure need further attention to improve communication clarity."
	We have completed a thorough proofread of the document and have improved the clarity of the communication throughout. 



