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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 current manuscript is timely and has not been previously studied, as it focuses on the impact of AI-driven administrations on job security perceptions of government ministry secretaries in Lesotho, which is a previously overlooked demographic and institutional setting due to limited existing empirical data. Its emphasis on experience, displacement phobia and digital preparedness in a rudimentary digitalisation State sector provides much-needed contextual counterpoint to much global discussion that is often biased towards a viewpoint of the private-sector or Global North. The chapter will provide a theoretically informed perspective on individual acceptance as well as the organisational contingency, thus the chapter will provide a roadmap of future empirical studies and policy-attracting guideline towards AI adoption and workforce alteration within the state sector. The qualitative phenomenological knowledge and the reskilling, capacity building, policy based integration recommendations present practical knowledge to Governments, HR practitioners, and academics intending to promote inclusive and humane digital transformation of African public services.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The present title, Perceptions on Job Security among Secretaries in the Age of Artificial Intelligence (AI): Insights from Secretaries within the Lesotho Government Ministries, is overly appropriate in that it encompasses all the constructs in the title, including perceptions and job security as well as AI, and frames the research question within the realm of the public-sector. 
However, the title itself is a bit heavy; it could use a shorter and more analytically precise phrasing that would improve the communicative ability of the title and also would maintain the qualitative and context-specific nature of the study.

Another narrower option could be: “AI-Powered Administrative Tools and Secretarial Job Security: A Phenomenological Study in Lesotho Government Ministries.
	

	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 very general with providing the research problem, methodology, theoretical perspective, the main findings and the overall contribution made by it.

Revision It would be a good idea to:
· Start with a brief description of the fact that this is a small phenomenological pilot on five ministry secretaries.  
· Narrow the peripheral background information and concentrate on the fundamental themes of fear of displacement, competency discontinuities, and structural limitation.  
· Substitute the existing sequence of redundant overlap strategy phrases with one clear sentence summarizing what the strategy involves and has to do (to accomplish), and hence removes the repetitive language, and pulls the total length.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript reflects a good level of scientific rigor especially in its correspondence of the research question, theoretical framework and qualitative phenomenological design. The implementation of the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) and Technology Acceptance in the Public Sector (TOE) model is prudent in extracting the perceptions of secretaries regarding AI tools and the associated fear of job loss. In addition, the methodological choices which are purposive sampling, semi structured interviews, inductive thematic analysis, and the inclusion of credibility measures are adequately mentioned in great methodological detail, fitting the pilot study.
However, the sample size, which was limited to only five participants in one ministry is something that forced one to be cautious about the application of the inferences. Claims must be appropriately marked on a macro-label: Do Not generalise, exploratory and strictly limited to the setting of the context, which prohibits any unintentional generalisation of the claims to the larger groups of clandestine cadres of secretaries or the generalised population of the large mass of people in the public. Attaching a stronger connection between discrete thematic results and specific UTAUT/TOE constructs into the manuscript will significantly strengthen the scientific clarity. More concise coverage of overlapping theoretical and contextual backgrounds will also make the coherence streamlined further.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references is typically sufficient and consists of a good amount of sources that are rather recent (2020-2025) concerning artificial intelligence, employment, UTAUT/TOE systems, and secretarial work. This breadth gives a substantial background of the scientific currency of the manuscript. However, the literature is also somewhat repetitive and rather overly dependent on a few African public-sector and technology-acceptance studies. The use of a relatively small number of new modern elements in the areas of public administration and job security based on automation would be helpful in strengthening the contextual framing even further.
	

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

	The language is generally adequate to the academic discussion, and the argument is convincingly brought out. However, the text is overloaded with long sentences, occasional grammatic errors, and word redundancy; a strict language revision procedure to focus on the sentences reduction and grammatical correctness should be offered before the publication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The paper covers one of the most topical and relevant problems in dealing with African public governments, providing an exploratory contribution of value by preempting the sentiments of civil service secretaries to the ongoing debate that aims at the changing discourse of artificial intelligence. Its theoretical basis is grounded on the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) and the Technology-Organization-Environment (TOE) framework and is quite sensible, whereas the selection of the qualitative phenomenological design is consistent with the aim of one grasping the perceptions of the study participants and their lived experience.  
However, the pilot nature of the study and the narrow area of a one-ministry sample should be more consistently pointed out as a limitation; they should be framed in terms of context-specificity and not be applied to any wider context. Besides, the reduction of the theoretical and contextual parts, narrowing the abstract, and clarifying expressions and sentence structure in the English language would make the manuscript shorter, easier to read, and easier to argue about by the scholars of another country.
I have read through the manuscript, and I can say that there is a sound conceptual framework underlying it, the topic is topical, with the pilot methodology adhering to high standards of methodology and ethical principles. 
The paper, therefore, does not need a complete overhaul and just a slight revision. Particular focus should be made by increasing linguistic accuracy and succinctness, summarizing the abstract with clear spelling out the scope of the study and saving on unnecessary expositions on the theoretical level.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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