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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 manuscript is important because it shows how economic factors in a developing country relate to suicide over time. 
It provides evidence from Bangladesh that can support future research and comparisons across countries. 
The scientific community can help address issues of suicide and mental health by making this information available to governments, allowing them to understand that suicide may also be influenced by economic variables and to guide the development of economic and health policies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable because it clearly reflects the purpose and method of the study
	

	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 clearly shows what the study is about: how economic factors like unemployment, inflation, and GDP relate to suicide rates in Bangladesh. 

It tells us the time period, where the data comes from, and the methods used (ARDL and Error Correction Model). 

It also summarizes the main results and explains why they matter for policymakers and public health. It is clearly written and includes all the key points: background, aim, methods, results, and importance. I have no suggestion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound and uses an appropriate methodological approach. 

There is the justification for the use of the ARDL model by checking the order of integration with unit root tests, since ARDL works well when variables are a mix of I(0) and I(1). 

They also apply the ARDL bounds test to confirm the long-run relationship. 

The diagnostic tests, including the Breusch-Godfrey test for serial correlation, the White or Breusch-Pagan test for heteroscedasticity, and the CUSUM test for stability, further support the reliability of the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are sufficient and include both foundational works and recent empirical studies. 

The author can add one or two recent papers that use the ARDL approach to further support their methodological choice, but the current list is still adequate and relevant.
	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is written in clear and understandable English, and the language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. 

The only suggestion is to revise the statistical phrase “accept the null hypothesis” in the interpretation of Table V to “fail to reject the null hypothesis,” which is more precise and commonly used in academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, scientifically sound, and clearly presented. 

The references are relevant, and the language communicates the findings effectively for scholarly purposes.

I suggest that the author check the citation styles for consistency. There is some repetition of the study’s purpose in the introduction, and the mention of results in the introduction could be moved to the methodology or results section
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:

Sam Rex Sagoe Babo, Ghana

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

