We appreciate all reviewers for recognizing the novelty of our paper. Below, we provide

the point-by-point responses for each reviewer.

Comment 1: In particular, we note that there is no assessment of the quality or risk of
bias of the included studies. Conclusions in a systematic review or meta-analysis should
be related to the quality of the included publications. Without this critical assessment
of the included studies, we do not feel that your systematic review currently fulfils our
requirements for consideration (for more information, we would refer you to the
following source: Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ,
Welch VA (editors).

Reply 1: We have added sections 4.5 Quality Assessment in revised manuscript. We
adopted quality assessment tools that are being used in meta-analysis in the area of
Engineering.

4.5 Quality Assessment

Although most quality checklists published in extant academic literature have primarily
addressed medical studies, we sought to ensure the thorough evaluation of the selected
studies by adhering to a combination of established guidelines. To rigorously assess the
methodological quality of the studies included in this meta-analysis, we followed the
guidelines of Kitchenham and Charters [46] as well as the meta-analysis on the existing
quality assessment tools that are being used in meta-analysis in the area of

Engineering [47]. The study suggested using a set of questions based on widely used
checklists and guidelines for the design, conduct, analysis, and conclusions of each study
in this meta-analysis. The study evaluation criteria were based on the questions
presented below.

e Q1: Are the aims of the research clearly defined?

e Q2: Is there an adequate description of the context in which the research was
carried out?

¢ 3: Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research?
¢ Q4: Was there a control group?

e 5: Are the data collection methods adequately described?

& 6: Were all measures used in the study fully defined?

o QT: Is the experimental design appropriate and justifiable?

¢ Q8: Does the study provide description and justification of the data analysis
approaches?

e Q9: Are the findings of the study clearly stated?

e Q10: Does the study add value to academia or practice?

The scoring procedure assigned a value of 1 for "Yes” and 0 for "No”. Studies could
score between () and 10 points. Papers receiving a score exceeding 8 (;8) were decided
to be retained in this meta-analysis. The results of quality assessment are presented in
52 Table.



Table 4. Result of quality assessment
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Furthermore, we have added some practical implications of our work.

Second. the key research in current information science is personalized
applications [55-57], such as recommendation system and chat AL The results of this
study will contribute to the development of these personalized applications. This work

also holds important implications for the field of security, particularly in addressing the
prevalent issues of rumor spreading and online fraud. Current social landscape is
marred by the substantial impact of these problems. The notion of ™ psychological
persuasion” has gained attention in recent research |58|, revealing the potency of
personalized warnings in improving the efficacy of persuasion strategies [59,60]. This
study, along with machine learning-based automatic personality detection methods,
enables the possibility of delivering personalized warnings on a large scale.



