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1. The title is clear, and it is adequate to the content of
the article.

Rating Result
[Poor] 1-5
[Excellent]
5

First, I confirm that the title of the paper is clear, and it is adequate to the content of
the article. The title is also informative and interesting.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods, and
results.

5

The abstract is presented in a structured format with clear objects, methods, and
results. However, I suggest that instead of “empirical analysis…” (line 6), authors

could say, “panel data methodology was use as the analysis tool…”
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

4

I approve that the manuscript reveals few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes.
4. The study methods are explained clearly.
4
I agree that the research methods are explained clearly. Methodologically, a
multiple regression analysis with panel data is used. The authors have
comprehensively described the sampling procedure, explained the dependent,
independent and control variables, and presented the analysis technique in detail.
Under the empirical framework section, it would have been appropriate for the
authors to briefly explain what they mean by “ a pooled ordinary least squares
regression” particularly in relation to Fixed Effects (FE) model and Random Effects
(RE) model. In other words, why panel data is being used in this study?
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain
errors.

4

I agree that the body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. For instance,
in the introduction, the aim of the study and outcome measures are clearly defined
with appropriate reference to the literature. Also, the results section analyzed the
main findings of the study on the headings: descriptive statistics, multivariant
analysis etc. However, I did not see an explicit discussion of the results in relation to
previous studies. To be precise, mention how your results compare to (reference
given to author) another study which was published very recently.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
5
supported by the content.
I support the fact that the concluding remarks are accurate and supported by the
content. The conclusions are based on the findings/results of the data analyzed. The
study aims have been answered. Furthermore, the limitations of the study are clearly
presented, and future research areas suggested.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
•
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I approve that the references are comprehensive and appropriate. Some of
the fundamental/recent papers in the field are cited, among these are Calton
and Payne (2003); Ferreira (2010); Frijns et al. (2016); Gallego-Alvarez et
al. (2015); Jensen and Meckling (1976); La Porta et al. (2008); Liang and
Renneboog (2017) and Ortas et al., (2019).
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Accepted, minor revision needed
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Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
To assist the author(s) in revising his/her/their manuscript, please separate your remarks into
two sections:

Overview
The paper is original. It explores the relationship between cultural diversity of board
and corporate environmental performance within the energy sector. A regression
analysis of the effect of cultural diversity on the board was performed to see the
impact on the corporate performance. Moreover, it is an interesting study and the
authors have collected a unique dataset using cutting edge methodology. The paper is
generally scholarly-written and structured. The main contribution of the paper is its
demonstration that the board’s cultural diversity supports the achievement of better
corporate environment performance is particularly stronger among energy firms from
civil countries than energy firms from common law countries.
(1)
Suggestions, which would improve the quality of the paper but are not essential for
publication.

§

On pages 10 and 11, authors used “we” (the first-person pronoun) five
times under the sub-section, data collection and sampling procedure.
Authors shall not use the first-person in the text (Refer to Author
Guidelines, ESJ).

§

On page 9, line 17, it is stated: For example, Liang and Renneboog
(2017) analyzing a sample of 23,000 companies from 114 countries
find that companies from civil law countries have higher corporate
social responsibility ratings than companies from civil law countries.
Please, can you check the comparison and correct it?

(2)

Changes which must be made before publication

§

References: Authors should ensure that all required elements are
present in the reference list entries – completeness and correctness
following the APA referencing style.

§

The manuscript needs to be edited for grammar and syntax. The
authors may consult the ESJ proofreading/editing services department
or the following website: https://mariekekrijnen.com/services-andrates/ for the appropriate assistance.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:
The methodology is robust, the statistical analyses are suitable; and in terms of
evidence-based research, this manuscript is conventional and the subject significantly
original to merit publication following revision.
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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.
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Good abstract, no changes needed
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

3

Yes, a proof reading is required

4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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The authors clearly explained the methods used.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain
errors.

4

Minor grammatical errors.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.

5

The conclusion is accurate; it clearly states the finding.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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Up-to date relevant references were used.
The in-text references should be standardized the authors should use only form.
Few errors in the list of references.
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A proof reading is a must, there is some grammatical errors. In addition, the authors should
improve the in-text citations and the list of references; both should be standardized.
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