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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) 

Compulsory 

REVISION comments 

 

Correct the paper title (‘EXPLORING THE EFFECTS OF 

TAIWAN SUPERVISORS’ SYSTEM ON FIRM 

PERFORMANCE’). 

 

Since corrected as “THE EFFECTS OF 

SUPERVISORY MECHANISM IN TAIWAN”  

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

The authors should emphasize more the novelty of the 

paper, the usefulness of research, as well as the practical 

implications. 

 

Since the variables considered for the multivariate 

regression model are showed within Table 3, I suggest the 

authors to remove the description out of Section 5.2.1. 

 

The authors should provide in-depth explanations 

regarding the descriptive statistics.  

Since corrected.  

 

 

 

Since removed  Section 5.2.1 

 

 

Since added the in-depth explanations 

regarding the descriptive statistics.  

Optional/General 

comments 

 

The paper is efficiently organized and easy to follow, 

providing a comprehensive review of the literature on the 

researched topic. 

 

However, I suggest the authors to reformulate several 

long phrases. 

 

Furthermore, I suggest the authors to perform robustness 

checks and robustness tests. 

Thank you very much. 

 

 

 

Since reviewed and reformulate several 

long phrases. 

 

Since re-performed and rechecked.   

 


