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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 critical and practical issue within public sector human resource management: the determinants of employee performance in a tax office. By examining the roles of career paths, job stress, and work conflict, the study provides context-specific insights that can inform human resource strategies in government agencies. The finding that career path is a significant driver of performance reinforces the importance of structured career development, while the non-significant results for stress and conflict offer an interesting foundation for future research to explore the boundary conditions of these well-established relationships in different organizational contexts. The study contributes to the literature by applying these concepts to a non-Western, public sector setting, thereby testing the generalizability of existing theories.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It accurately and concisely reflects the study's focus, variables, and research setting.
	

	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 a good summary but could be enhanced for a scholarly audience. I suggest the following additions:
1. Methods: Briefly mention that the study employed a census of 90 employees. This clarifies the sampling method.
2. Results: Add the coefficient of determination (R² = 50.9%) to indicate the explanatory power of the model.
3. Implications/Limitations: Briefly note that the findings are context-specific and suggest that future research should explore the non-significant results for stress and conflict.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is foundationally correct but requires major revisions to meet the rigorous standards of a high quality journal. While the application of standard statistical tests (validity, reliability, regression) is appropriate, several critical issues undermine the scientific robustness of the current version:

1. Common Method Bias (CMB): The most significant threat to validity. Data for all variables were collected from the same source at the same time using a single questionnaire. This can artificially inflate or deflate relationships. The authors must address this, either by performing a statistical test (e.g., Harman's Single-Factor Test) and/or by explicitly discussing it as a primary limitation.
2. Missing Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals: The analysis relies solely on p-values. For a high-impact journal, reporting effect sizes (e.g., Cohen's f²) and 95% confidence intervals for the regression coefficients is standard. This provides a much deeper understanding of the magnitude and precision of the effects.
3. Superficial Interpretation: The interpretation of the simultaneous vs. partial findings is overly simplistic. The statement that the three variables must be "jointly implemented" misinterprets simultaneous significance. A deeper theoretical or statistical explanation for this pattern (e.g., suppressor effects, the importance of the holistic work environment) is needed.
4. Inconsistencies: The manuscript uses "career path" and "career ladder" interchangeably. This must be standardized. Also, a typo in the reported regression equation shows a negative sign for work stress when the coefficient in the table is positive. This must be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number and generally recent. However, the list needs refinement:
1. Remove Duplicates: Delete the duplicate entries for Dakhoul (2018) and Rambulangi et al. (2024). The following reference is not valid:

https://doi.org/10.17261/Pressacademia.2018.780
2. Strengthen Theoretical Foundation: To better ground the study, I suggest adding the following seminal and contemporary works:
- Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources theory: Taking stock and looking forward. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273–285. (For a robust framework on job stress).
- De Dreu, C. K. W., & Weingart, L. R. (2003). Task versus relationship conflict, team performance, and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(4), 741–749. (To differentiate between types of conflict and their effects).
- Perry, J. L., & Wise, L. R. (1990). The motivational bases of public service. Public Administration Review, 50(3), 367–373. (To contextualize findings within public sector motivation theory).
	

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


	The language is understandable but not yet suitable for publication in its current form. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings (e.g., "when the career ladder is fulfilled"), and a generally non-native academic style. A thorough professional language edit is required to improve clarity and meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study has a solid core and asks a relevant question. However, the presentation and analysis are at a level more suited to a regional or practice-oriented journal. To be competitive for a high quality journal, the authors must address the methodological threats, provide a more nuanced interpretation of their results, and strengthen the theoretical framing. The absence of any statement on ethical approval (IRB, informed consent) is also a notable omission that must be rectified.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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