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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The manuscript provides a valuable contribution to the fields of gerontology, psychology, and aging studies by investigating how marital status influences happiness, spirituality, and life satisfaction among elderly individuals in India. It addresses a significant gap, as most prior work in this area is concentrated in Western contexts, leaving the socio-cultural nuances of India underexplored. By comparing community-dwelling and institutionalized elderly, the study offers insights into contextual variations that have important implications for policy and intervention design. The findings can guide mental health professionals, social workers, and policymakers in developing targeted support systems for vulnerable elderly groups, particularly widowed and separated individuals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Marital Status as a Determinant of Happiness, Spirituality, and Life Satisfaction Among Elderly: Community vs. Institutional Contexts”, is informative but slightly lengthy.

Suggested Alternative Title:

“Marital Status and Well-Being Among Indian Elderly: A Comparative Study of Community and Institutional Settings”

“The Role of Marital Status in Shaping Happiness, Spirituality, and Life Satisfaction in Elderly Populations”


	

	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 comprehensive, covering the aim, methodology, sample size, key findings, and implications. However, a few improvements could strengthen it:

(i) Add the sample size (450) and the districts studied (Kanpur, Lucknow, Mathura) explicitly in the first line for clarity.

(ii) Mention the specific scales used (Happiness Scale, SWBS, SWLS) briefly to highlight methodological rigor.

(iii) The phrase “especially separated counterparts” could be rephrased to “particularly separated/divorced counterparts” for precision.

(iv) A brief note on policy or intervention implications (e.g., support for widowed/separated elders in old-age homes) would make the abstract more impactful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate (cross-sectional, stratified random sampling), instruments used are validated, and statistical analyses (ANOVA with Games-Howell/Bonferroni post hoc tests) are correctly applied. The discussion aligns well with results and prior literature, and limitations are acknowledged. No major methodological flaws are evident.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and well-chosen, spanning both classic and recent works. However:

(i) A few very recent references (2022–2024) are included, which strengthens the manuscript.

(ii) Still, you might suggest adding more India-specific gerontology studies (post-2020) to enhance contextual relevance.

(iii) Suggested addition: Research from WHO and Indian Government reports on elderly well-being and marital transitions post-2020.


	

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


	The manuscript is written in good academic English. The tone is formal, coherent, and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor language edits for conciseness (e.g., reducing redundancy in long sentences) could improve readability but overall, it meets scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	(i) Tables and figures are relevant but could be made visually clearer (e.g., aligning tables consistently, ensuring figure legends are self-explanatory).

(ii) The manuscript would benefit from a shorter, more focused conclusion that summarizes key takeaways and practical implications in 3–4 sentences.

(iii) Consider adding a future directions paragraph focusing on qualitative studies or longitudinal designs, as suggested in the discussion, to strengthen the scope for future researchers.
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