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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
a. The manuscript requires serious edition for incomplete words, omission of articles, repetitions, and tenses (see lines 23, 25, 33, 35, 36, 42, 72 etc). A 

title on page 121 was repeated in line 168. 
 

b. Objective No 1 should not be talking about adoption but only implementation because the country adopted IFRS in 2010. Objective Nos. 2 & 3 are 
not clearly stated, no mention was made of IFRS but quality financial report which is not the same with implementation of IFRS. The main objectives 
on line  82  should read specific objectives. 
 

c. The author should be more specific in stating the correct regulatory agency that was charged with the responsibility of transition to IFRS in Nigeria. 
The statement from line 98 to 102 disclosed that the author is not sure of the institution. 
 
. 

d. There was no theory in the section of literature titled “theoretical review”, that is to say, no theory was reviewed. The author(s) should find a suitable 
theory and discuss it in line with the topic of study. Examples are stakeholder and legitimacy theories. 
 

e. The work did not state the performance indicator to be used, either by expressing them in the objectives or explaining them as variables under 
methodology. Hence there was no source for the ROA and ROE in the analysis on Table 3 line 261. 
 

f. No literature was reviewed on implementation of IFRS and performance of companies instead it was on quality financial statements. No mention was 
also made about the particular IFRS for insurance companies. The literature should be beefed up in this area. 
 
 

g. Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 have no source for their contents. 
 

h. A study on performance requires quantitative data which should have been obtained from the financial statements of those companies. It was also 
possible to ascertain the level to which the companies adhere to or comply with IFRS or level of disclosure requirements of IFRS.in the financial 
statements. A content analysis would have revealed the true position of the performance of the companies in relation to IFRS application. 
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