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PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 provides a valuable empirical investigation into the determinants of employee performance within a specific public sector context—a tax service office in Indonesia. By examining the combined and individual effects of work meaning, work-life balance, and work experience, the study offers practical insights for human resource management in government institutions. Its focus on the often-overlooked role of psychological factors like work meaning contributes to the broader discourse on public service motivation and organizational effectiveness. Furthermore, the findings have significant practical implications for improving employee outcomes in a high-stakes, service-oriented governmental agency.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title accurately reflects the study's variables and context.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The abstract is well-structured and includes the key elements: objective, method, key findings, and implications. However, it could be slightly strengthened by explicitly mentioning the sample size (n=54) and the key finding that work-life balance was not a significant predictor, which contradicts the hypothesis and abstract's current claim.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The keywords are highly relevant and appropriate for the scope of the study.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The introduction effectively sets the stage, highlighting the importance of HR and employee performance in the public sector. The context of the West Medan Tax Office is well-defined. However, the flow from the general problem to the specific research gap could be slightly smoother. The transition to the observation about employees struggling with work-life balance feels slightly abrupt.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The research objectives and four hypotheses (H1-H4) are stated clearly and explicitly in the "Research Hypothesis" section.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The literature review covers the core concepts adequately, but the sources are a significant weakness. A majority of the citations are from relatively obscure journals or conference proceedings (e.g., Dehotman, 2023; Nurmega, 2022; Adawiyah, 2023). For a Q1 journal submission, the theoretical framework should be grounded in more seminal and high-impact sources from established, top-tier journals. The theoretical underpinnings of the relationships are discussed, but not with the depth or authority expected.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The quantitative method is appropriate. However, there are critical methodological issues:
• Sampling: The justification for a sample size of 54 from a population of 117 is not provided. This is less than half the population, and no sampling technique (e.g., random sampling) is described, raising concerns about representativeness.
• Data Analysis: There is a major contradiction. In the Results, the t-test shows work-life balance is significant (p = .000). However, in the Evaluation section, the authors state, "the results of the study indicate that work-life balance does not have a significant effect." This is a critical inconsistency that must be corrected. The interpretation in the "Evaluation" section is factually wrong based on the presented data.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The manuscript lacks any statement regarding ethical considerations. There is no mention of informed consent, confidentiality, or approval from an ethics committee. This is a significant omission for a study involving human subjects and is a mandatory requirement for reputable journals.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The results are presented systematically with tables and figures, which is good. However, the contradiction between the statistical finding and the narrative interpretation in the "Evaluation" section severely undermines the clarity and credibility of the results.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, the tables and figures are clear, well-labeled, and directly relevant to the analysis presented.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The discussion is weak. It simply restates the findings without adequately linking them back to the theories and literature reviewed earlier. The authors state that work-life balance is not significant, but they do not explore why this might be the case, especially in the context of a demanding public sector role. The discussion lacks critical analysis and integration with the broader literature.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
No, the conclusions are partially unsupported. The conclusion correctly states that all three variables have a positive and significant effect. However, this directly contradicts the authors' own "Evaluation" section which claimed work-life balance was not significant. The conclusion must be consistent with the primary statistical results (the t-test).
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The study's limitations are not discussed. Key limitations include the small, potentially non-representative sample, the lack of discussion on common method bias (since all data came from self-report questionnaires), and the generalizability of the findings beyond a single tax office. Acknowledging these is crucial for a rigorous academic article.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The number of references is adequate, but their relevance and quality are a major issue. As noted in point 6, the authors rely heavily on lower-quality sources. For a Q1 journal, the reference list needs to be substantially revised to include foundational and recent high-impact papers from respected journals in the fields of organizational behavior, HRM, and public administration.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The language is generally clear and understandable. However, there are some grammatical errors and awkward phrasings that could be improved with a thorough language edit. The most significant issue is not grammar but the logical contradiction in the narrative.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript addresses a relevant and interesting topic. However, in its current form, it is not suitable for publication in a Q1 journal. The main issues are:

Critical Contradiction: There is a fundamental inconsistency between the statistical results (work-life balance is significant) and the narrative discussion (authors claim it is not significant). This must be resolved before any further consideration.

Methodological Flaws: The sampling justification is missing, and the sample size appears arbitrary. A clear description of the sampling technique is required.

Lack of Ethical Oversight: The complete absence of an ethics statement is a serious deficiency that needs to be addressed.

Weak Theoretical Foundation: The literature review relies heavily on low-impact sources and fails to ground the study in established, high-quality theory.

Inadequate Discussion and Limitations: The discussion is superficial and fails to interpret the findings in the context of existing literature. The lack of a limitations section further diminishes the scholarly rigor.

I recommend a Major Revision if the journal is willing to consider this manuscript. The authors need to correct the core contradiction, significantly upgrade the literature review with better sources, provide a rigorous methodological justification, and add the missing ethical and limitations sections. Without these substantial changes, the manuscript cannot meet the standards of a top-tier journal.
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	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:
. Farshid Bidouei, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, Iran

Page 5 of 5
V180326


