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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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, titled “Accounting Intelligence System and Performance of Listed Consumer Goods Firms in Nigeria,” addresses a highly relevant and emotionally compelling issue in contemporary accounting research, especially within the context of emerging economies where digital transformation is both a necessity and a challenge. The study touches on a powerful intersection between technology, accounting innovation, and corporate survival, which makes it valuable for the scientific community. 
Moreoevr, in an era where firms are struggling to remain competitive amid inflation, exchange rate instability, and operational uncertainty, understanding how Accounting Intelligence Systems (AIS) shape financial performance is not merely an academic exercise—it is a matter of strategic survival. The manuscript contributes meaningfully by focusing on Nigeria’s listed consumer goods sector, an area that has received comparatively limited scholarly attention despite its enormous economic significance. This gives the paper practical relevance and strong policy implications for managers, investors, regulators, and researchers alike.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	
4
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	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
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	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


	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	
4
	

	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
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The title of the article is generally suitable because it clearly reflects the core variables of the study and the contextual focus on the listed consumer goods firms in Nigeria. However, the phrase “Accounting Intelligence System” may create conceptual ambiguity because much of the literature traditionally refers to “Accounting Information System,” while the manuscript positions “Accounting Intelligence System” as an AI-enhanced evolution of that concept. 
This distinction should be made more explicit in the title to avoid confusion for readers and indexing databases. A stronger alternative title could be (only suggestion): “Accounting Intelligence Systems and Financial Performance of Listed Consumer Goods Firms in Nigeria: Evidence from Return on Assets Analysis.” This revised version improves precision, highlights the performance metric, and increases academic clarity.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract is comprehensive in structure and successfully presents the objective, methodology, findings, conclusion, and recommendations. It gives readers a strong overview of the study and demonstrates the practical significance of the findings. However, the abstract would benefit from stronger conceptual clarity regarding the meaning of “Accounting Intelligence System,” particularly because the term may be interpreted differently across disciplines. 
A brief phrase clarifying whether AIS refers to AI-driven accounting systems, advanced accounting software, or intelligent accounting analytics would strengthen understanding. Additionally, the abstract should briefly mention the theoretical foundation, particularly the Resource-Based View (RBV), since it serves as the intellectual backbone of the study. There is also a need to improve wording consistency; for example, the expression “hints” appears repeatedly where “insights” would be academically more appropriate and professionally polished. Strengthening this linguistic precision would elevate the scholarly impression of the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Scientifically, the manuscript is strong in intention and relevance, and the overall methodological structure is appropriate for the research objectives. The use of ex-post facto design, panel data analysis, diagnostic tests for heteroskedasticity and cross-sectional dependence, and the adoption of Panel EGLS demonstrate sound methodological awareness. The study is logically organised, and the hypotheses align well with the stated objectives. However, some scientific concerns deserve attention. The operationalisation of “AIS adoption” using a simple dummy variable (1 or 0) may be too simplistic for such a complex construct and may not fully capture the depth of adoption. Similarly, measuring “intensity” solely through accounting software cost divided by total assets may not adequately reflect real usage intensity, since financial expenditure does not always translate to effective utilisation. 
This may partly explain the surprising negative coefficient reported for usage intensity. Also, the interpretation of some regression coefficients—particularly the claim that AIS intensity reduces ROA by over 191%—requires more cautious economic interpretation because this may appear exaggerated due to scale effects rather than practical reality. The authors should clarify this to avoid misleading readers. Additionally, the very high correlation among independent variables such as AISC and AISAM suggests potential multicollinearity concerns that were not sufficiently addressed. A Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test would strengthen the scientific rigour significantly.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	The references are extensive and generally recent, which is commendable, especially with the inclusion of 2024 and 2025 studies that reflect the rapidly evolving nature of AIS and digital accounting research. This gives the manuscript contemporary relevance and demonstrates strong engagement with emerging scholarship. However, there is a noticeable dependence on very recent sources, some of which appear to be conference papers, working papers, or less-established publications. 
The manuscript would benefit from incorporating more high-impact foundational studies from top-tier journals in accounting information systems, management accounting, and information systems research. For example, stronger engagement with seminal works on technology adoption frameworks such as DeLone and McLean’s Information Systems Success Model, or studies from journals like the International Journal of Accounting Information Systems and the Journal of Information Systems, would improve theoretical depth. Additionally, some references, such as Medium articles, may not be ideal for scholarly rigour and should be replaced with peer-reviewed academic sources wherever possible.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
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