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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.


	This manuscript addresses a relevant and timely issue for the scientific community by quantitatively ranking women’s well-being across European countries using a clear set of socio-economic indicators and modern multi-criteria techniques. It contributes methodologically by combining the Preference Selection Index (PSI) with Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs), showing how an AI-based approach can complement traditional decision-making tools in cross-country welfare assessment. The work offers empirical insights that can inform gender-focused policy discussions, especially in Europe, and aligns with the growing literature that uses machine learning to study gender inequality and women’s status. The explicit comparison of different ANN configurations and their consistency with PSI rankings further strengthens its scientific value for researchers interested in ranking methods and welfare measurement.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Ranking Women’s Well-Being Across Countries: A Comparative Analysis Using PSI and Artificial Neural Networks”, is generally suitable because it clearly reflects both the substantive focus (women’s well-being, cross-country ranking) and the main methods (PSI and ANN). To make it more concise and emphasize the European setting, a minor refinement could be:​

“Ranking Women’s Well-Being in Europe Using Preference Selection Index and Artificial Neural Networks”


	

	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: it states the motivation (gender equality and women’s welfare), describes the dataset (12 European countries, OECD “How’s Life?” and UNDP Gender Inequality Index indicators), explains the methods (PSI and multiple ANN configurations), and summarizes the key findings (Finland, Denmark, Slovenia leading; PSI reliability; ANN with factor-based weights closest to PSI). However, it could be improved by:​

1. Adding 1–2 explicit phrases on the policy relevance or potential applications for decision-makers (e.g. how rankings can guide targeted interventions).​​

2. Clarifying in one short sentence that ANN models are not only evaluated descriptively but also through Spearman rank correlations to quantify consistency with PSI.​​

3. Slightly tightening wording to avoid repetition of “ranking” and “PSI/ANN” and improving flow between motivation, methods, and conclusions.

No major deletions are needed, but some long sentences could be split to improve readability and highlight the main contribution more sharply.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall. The PSI method is correctly described, including normalization for benefit and cost criteria, calculation of preference variance, total preference values, and preference indices, and it is applied to a clearly defined decision matrix of nine indicators across 12 countries. The use of four ANN configurations (equal vs factor weights; PSI-based vs random targets) and subsequent Spearman rank correlations is methodologically coherent and clearly supports the conclusions that PSI-targeted and factor-weighted models best reproduce the PSI ranking. The main scientific limitation is the very small sample size (12 countries) relative to ANN complexity, which raises overfitting concerns; this is partially mitigated by LOOCV but should be acknowledged more explicitly as a constraint on generalizability. It would also be useful to briefly justify the choice of PSI (which ignores exogenous weights) versus other multi-criteria methods and to discuss that the assumption of PSI as the “true” ranking is a modeling choice rather than an empirically validated ground truth.​
	


	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is reasonably broad and includes:

1. Foundational PSI and ANN sources (Maniya & Bhatt 2010; McCulloch & Pitts 1943; Rosenblatt 1958; Kingma & Ba 2015).​

2. Recent methodological and application studies on neural networks, activation functions, and optimization (e.g. Dubey et al. 2022; Jagtap & Karniadakis 2023; Loganathan & Latha 2025).​​

3. Up-to-date gender and well-being sources such as OECD “How’s Life?” 2024 and UNDP Gender Inequality Index 2023/2025.​​

a. To further strengthen the literature base, the authors could consider adding:

4. Recent indices and reports that rank countries on women’s well-being (e.g. Women, Peace and Security Index; Hologic Global Women’s Health Index; Global Gender Gap Index).​

5. Recent empirical work applying machine learning / deep learning to gender equality or gender-related indicators (e.g. recent ML studies on socioeconomic indicators and gender inequality).​

Overall, references are sufficient and generally recent, but a few additional citations on global women’s well-being indices and AI for gender equality would increase visibility and situate the study more clearly in the latest literature.


	

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


	The English is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication, with correct technical terminology and consistent use of methodological language. There are occasional stylistic issues, such as long sentences, minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g. pluralization, article use), and capitalization inconsistencies in section headings (“2. methodology”, “3. results and discussion”). A light language edit focusing on sentence length, punctuation, and consistent use of tenses and capitalization would improve readability but is not a barrier to publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The paper could benefit from a brief conceptual section linking the selected indicators (employment, satisfaction, safety, social support, etc.) to recognized frameworks for women’s inclusion, justice, and security or gender equality indices.​​

2. The choice of only 12 European countries is understandable due to data completeness, but a short sensitivity discussion (e.g. how rankings might change with more countries or alternative indicators) would help clarify scope and limitations.​

3. The policy implications section could be slightly expanded to illustrate how the resulting rankings can inform targeted interventions (e.g. addressing long-term unemployment or perceived insecurity) in lower-ranked countries.​​

In summary, the manuscript is relevant, methodologically coherent, and clearly written, with minor recommended revisions to the abstract, limitations discussion, literature coverage, and language polishing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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