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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This paper offers an insight into the scientific community by studying the relationship between oil price fluctuations, institutional quality, and well-being oil oil-producing countries. The paper delivers empirical findings through its robust two-system GMM method combined with a wide-spanning countries dataset from 2006 to 2022 to examine economic-happiness relationships. This study shows that oil revenues and institutional quality do not guarantee increased well-being because both factors fail to directly boost life satisfaction levels. This study proves that resource-rich nations need to redirect oil revenues towards building socio-economic programs and establish better institutional systems to achieve meaningful well-being development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	These three variables are the core focus of the article title "Oil Price Fluctuations, Institutional Quality and Wellbeing in the Context of Oil-Producing Nations" which maintains both clarity and connection to its content. The research variables are directly portrayed through this specific title format.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well constructed but needs improvements to achieve better clarity, together with better focus and completeness. My suggestions are: (1) Phrasing such as “findings of the study shows” (should be show), and constructions like “projects that enables” need grammatical correction. (2) The author should include the contribution in the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientific scholarly consistency appears in the manuscript through its appropriate methodology and literature review and analytical techniques. More improvement is required to increase the scientific validity and clarity of the manuscript. The presented manuscript lacks critical results from panel unit root or stationarity tests that represent essential tools for time series/panel econometric analysis. The policy recommendations appear somewhat aggressive based on the results, with insignificant key-effect relationship discoveries. The study requires a stronger recognition of how the confirmatory analysis is confined by its unsupported results. All the coefficients on the result table have insignificant statistical significance, but are still discussed in the results as if they are meaningful. More so, the presented table lacks information regarding the AR(1) test result. The System GMM model requires both tests because it demands the significance of AR(1) combined with the non-significance of AR(2). The manuscript needs to present the interpretation of results with more clarity regarding this finding.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, but the English language quality requires moderate revision for grammar, clarity, conciseness, as well as academic tone. I suggest that professional proofreading, along with expert copyediting services, should be used to achieve publishing standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The academic value of this manuscript in development economics cannot be overlooked because it demonstrates valuable propositions. The paper requires attention in both its language structure and its interpretation of empirical results and econometric reporting.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Olaleye Olalekan Oluwabunmi, Universiti Putra Malaysia, Malaysia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

