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Abstract:

The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of firm performance on the quality of reported
earnings of listed companies in the Nigeria stock exchange .The m-score model has been used to
measure the earnings management existing in the sample companies. Company’s ratios and profit
number have been used as performance indicators. The results indicate substantial difference
existing among the significant factors influencing earnings quality of companies in Nigeria. This
study also shows that returns on asset(ROA) ,returns on capital employed(ROCE), Firm size and
profit before tax have impact on day sales receivable index (DSRI), depreciation index (DEPI),
leverage index (LVGI) of Nigeria companies listed Nigeria stock exchange. The study further shows
that the sale general administration index that does not have a significant relationship with firm
performance.

Keywords: earnings management; m-score model, Nigeria listed companies, financial performance
indicators.

INTRODUCTION

Earnings management is a hot topic that it has attracted the interest of various stakeholders across
the globe. The recent global financial crises have emphasized the need of transparency in
accounting process of companies. The last few decades have witnessed sudden collapse of large
business firms due to misleading financial reporting practice intensely hiding the actual facts
regarding the business with a purpose of bluffing its stakeholders (Huizing and Laeven, 2014 Taylor
2016). In Nigeria the accelerated rate of failed banks that we witness in the late 1990’s and early
21% century viz Oceanic Bank Plc. Societe Generale bank Ltd. Allstate Trust Bank all reveals the
governance loopholes in Nigeria corporate Laws and structure and financial reporting practice.
Initiatives for a better governance environment and corporate transparency have been introduced
by CBN, NSE to promote independent and fair business decision making process to safeguard the
interest of stakeholders and common investors.

It has been observed that significant part of such studies have been performed in developed nations
but very few in contexts to developing countries like Nigeria.

Hence this study analyze the relationship between earnings management practices and companies
capital market performance indicators companies listed in Nigeria stock exchange. This present
study has been organized in seven sections. The second section deals with undertaken to fill this
research gap and identify the relationship existing between earning management and firm
performance in companies listed in the Nigeria stock exchange with this back detailed literature
review, while the third section discusses the methodology adopted for undertaking this study. The
forth section analysis the results and fifth provided an elaborated discussion on the results. The sixth
section concludes the study and the seventh section financial health of firm and leads to its collapse.

REVIEW RELATED LITERATURE

Conceptual framework

Earnings management as a practice was first identified by Schipper in 1989 as management of
purposeful intervention in the external financial reporting process with the intent of obtaining some
private gains. Healey and Wahlen (1999) defines earning management as practice where managers
use their discretionary powers in financial reporting process to manipulate financial reports to either
mislead some stakeholders about the underlie economic performance of the company or to influence
contractual outcomes that depends on produced financial information and accounting numbers.
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Empirical Review

Gunther and Moore (2003) in their studies used loan loss provision as a tool for income smoothing
practice where managers used their discretionary powers to manipulate the LLP amount and there
by showing a favorable financial result to the stake holders. Studies show that LLP and realized
gain and loss from sale of securities and investment have a consistent relationship with earnings
management practice in banks.

(Beatty and Liao 2011; Bushman and Williams, 2012). In Indian banks identified presence of
earnings management practices through the periodical fluctuation in banks provisioning with trend
analysis without using any specific model. It is evident from prior research that in case of banking
industry it is important to take in to account banking provisions and securities gain and losses for
identifying earnings management. Modified Jones model is best suited model for sales based
industry where revenue and net assets have accruals at managers discretion where in banking and
financial service sector there is need for model which consider the difference in the nature of
business and takes into consideration accruals such as provisions of anticipated loss, non-
performing assets and sale of securities and investment. Therefore, in the present study we are using
the model provided by Professor Messod Beneish using 8§ variables related to financial ratios, to
identify the earnings management practices in Nigeria listed companies and their impact on
performance. Hence this study analyze the relationship between earnings management practices and
companies capital market performance indicators (viz return on assets, return on capital employed,
profit before depreciation, interest, ) companies listed in Nigeria stock exchange. Hence, it is against
this backdrop that the study develops the following hypothesis.

Development of Hypotheses

Drawing from the literature, the hypotheses to be tested in this study are stated below in their

Null forms

1. Hau: There is no relationship between day sales receivable index and firm’s performance

In Nigeria listed companies.

2. Ha: There is no relationship between sales general administration index and firm performance
in Nigeria listed company.

3. Ha. There is no relationship between depreciation index and firm performance in Nigeria listed
company.

4. H4 There is no relationship between leverage index and firm performance in Nigeria listed
company.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Method of data collection

Time series data and cross sectional data of the sample companies listed in the Nigeria Stock
exchange, ranging from 2012-2015 was collected from the central Bank of Nigeria Statistical
bulletins, various CBN annual reports, National Bureau of statistics and federal ministry of finance.
However, a total of 10 listed Companies in the Nigerian stock exchange market were selected and
analyzed for the study using the purposive sampling method.

Model specification and operation definition of the variables

The data are to be analyzed using the regression analysis which could be termed to be a statistical
technique used to find relationships between variables for the purpose of predicting future values.
Using the formula;

EM= ap +airoa + 02 ROCE+03FIRM SIZE +04PBT +

This can be written in explicit form as:
DSRI= 0 + 41roAT02ROCE +03FIRMSIZE +04PBT @)
SGAI= o + «1roaAT02ROCE +03FIRMSIZE +04PBT (2)
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DEPI= 00 + 1roaAT02ROCE +03FIRMSIZE +04PBT (3)
LVGI= a0 + a1roaT02ROCE +03FIRMSIZE +a4PBT @)
Where:

EM=Earnings management

ROA=Return on Asset. This is computed by dividing profit before tax by the firm total assets,
Which is a proxy for firm performance.

ROCE=Return on capital employed. This is computed by diving total equity by the total asset of
the firm. It is a proxy of firm performance.

Firm size=total asset of the firm, It is a proxy of firm performance.

PBT=profit before tax ,It is a proxy of firm performance.

DSRI=Day sale receivable index It is a proxy of earnings management

SGAI=Selling general and Administrative expenses

DEPI=Depreciation index

LVGlI=leverage index

p=Error term

A priori expectation of coefficient of estimates

The main model used in this study is EM= ao +airoa + 02 ROCE+o03rRM SIZE +04pBT + 3 15 aimed at
the assessing the impact of firm performance on reported earnings of listed firms in the Nigeria
stock exchange. In this study a positive impact of ROA, ROCE, FIRMSIZE and PBT on earnings
management is expected

For the purpose of the formulated hypotheses earnings management was decomposed into the
following variables which serve as proxy earnings management. Day sales receivable index
(DSRI),Sales general Administrative index (SGAI),Depreciation index (DEPI) and leverage
index(LVGI).

Data estimation Techniques

The study adopted the use of both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. Specifically the
panel least squares was used to estimate the relationship of the firm financial performance and the
reported earnings. The cross-sectional and time series nature of the secondary data used in this study
also made the panel data estimation relevant. The Granger causality test was also carried out using
E-VIEW 9.0,the variables were log-linearized to bring them at par or level magnitude.

Results and discussion
Table 4.1. SUMMARY OF DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

LOG(DSRI) LOG(SGAI) LOG(DEPI) LOG(LVGI) LOG(ROA) LOG(ROCE) LOG(FSIZE) LOG(PBT)

Mean -0.265688  0.054466  -0.632814 -0.029006 -3.016725 -2.381810 17.99668 15.61705
Median -0.146761  0.108072  -0.092297  0.006727  -2.943140 -2.246205 18.09629 15.85025
Maximum  0.571601  0.593437  0.386894  0.597187 -0.618782 -0.336732 20.66809 18.30106
Minimum  -2.643668 -0.669431 -9.210340 -0.553385 -5.744604 -8.111728 14.60408 12.11250
Std. Dev. 0.660081  0.285702  1.975902  0.267847  1.168653  1.600166 1.400525 1.278247
Skewness  -1.935792  -0.621997 -3.765812  0.249484  -0.052940 -1.536383 -0.834443 -0.692784
Kurtosis 7.762360  3.256630  16.03331  2.855637  2.676429  6.233208 3.742327 3.671900
Jarque-Bera 62.78205  2.688968  377.6542  0.449682  0.178693  30.67227 5.421378 3.655671
Probability  0.000000  0.260674  0.000000  0.798643  0.914529  0.000000 0.066491 0.160761

Sum -10.62750  2.178623  -25.31255 -1.160246 -111.6188 -88.12698 701.8703 577.8307
Sum Sq. Dev. 16.99255  3.183402  152.2634  2.797946  49.16701  92.17915 74.53584 58.82099

Observations 40 40 40 40 37 37 39 37

Aurthors computation 2018
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The table 4.3 above shows the earnings manipulation practice among companies listed in the stock
exchange. The indices show evidence that all the companies sampled engage in earnings
management in one form or the other at different levels. the mean of earnings manipulations are -
0.26556,0.0544 -0.6328,-0.0290 for DSRI,SGALDEPI and LVGI respectively.

Table 4.5 CORRELATION TEST ANALYSIS

L(DSRI) L(SGAI)  L(DEPI) L(LVGI) L(ROA) L(ROCE) L(FSIZE) L(PBT)

LOG(DSRI) 1.000000 0.097556 -0.256485  -0.267684  0.094005 -0.337915 -0.198431  -0.114630
LOG(SGAID) 0.097556  1.000000 -0.185461  0.261965  0.291627 -0.221676 0.152956  0.394337
LOG(DEPI) -0.256485 -0.185461 1.000000  -0.324949  -0.293513  0.230692 -0.056170  -0.314169
LOG(LVGI) -0.267684 0.261965 -0.324949  1.000000 -0.070218 0.051645 -0.026137  0.249917
LOG(ROA) 0.094005 0.291627 -0.293513  -0.070218  1.000000 -0.007912 0.164463  0.418216
LOG(ROCE) -0.337915 -0.221676 0.230692  0.051645 -0.007912 1.000000 -0.051376  0.003339
LOG(FSIZ) -0.198431 0.152956 -0.056170  -0.026137  0.164463 -0.051376 1.000000  0.659511
LOG(PBT) -0.114630 0.394337 -0.314169  0.249917  0.418216 0.003339 0.659511 1.000000

The correlation analysis is the step before the regression. In this analysis attention has to be paid to
variables that show significant correlations that will be put in the same model for the regression
analysis. The correlations of the variables are presented in Table 4.5 the dependent variables SGAI
and DEPI shows a non-significant correlation with both performance measures of ROA and ROCE.
However, there are some significant correlations that have to be mentioned, DSRI shows a strong
positive significant correlation with LOGROA( 0.0940), while DEPI has weak positive correlation
with LOGROCE (0.23069),strong positive correlation between LVGI and LOG ROCE,LOGPBT
respectively (0.05164,0.2499).These indicate that an increase in any of the positive variables will
to better performance of the correlated variable Another important significant correlation is between
LVGI and LOGROA, with significant negative correlation.

Table.4. 6 REGRESSIONS

anel least squares result
variables Equations
Dependen DSRI SGAI DEPI LVGI
tt variable:
coefficie (t- P- coefficient | t-statistics | p- value coefficient | t-statistics | p-value coefficient t-statistics | p-value
nt statistics) Value
constant 0.9275 3.8253 0.0009 | 0.9691 6.1945 0.000 1.1511 7.4800 0.000 0.7879 5.3303 0.0000
ROA 0.7615 1.2193 0.2351 0.2426 0.6020 0.5530 0.6360 1.6042 0.1223 | 0.5449 -1.4311 0.1658
ROCE 0.7283 -25971 0.0161 -0.3491 -1.9293 0.0661 0.5127 2.8800 0.0085 | 0.2154 -1.2601 0.2202
FIRM- -1.10E09 | -1.3684 0.1844 | -1.96E08 -0.3791 0.7081 1.84E09 3.6149 0.0015 | -4.97E10 -1.0158 0.3203
SIZE
PBT 1.59E08 | 1.0343 0.3117 1.90E08 1.91552 0.0680 - -5.4575 0.000 2.44E08 2.60223 0.0159
5.33E087.4
80
ECM(-1) -0.0044 -0.1319 0.8962 | 0.0026 0.1208 0.9049 -0.0469 -2.1859 0.0393 | 0.0291 1.4152 0.1704
R? 0.3107 0.0362 0.576 0.2618
R2%q 0.1609 0.2241 0.484 0.1014
F-test 7.0740 5.6183 6.25 8.632
p-value 0.0075 0.00714 0.0081 0.00823

Aurthors computation 2018
The adjusted R square for DSRI ,SGAI and LVGI 16%,22% and 10% respectively denotes that
there is no goodness of fit in the model specification. Gujarati and Porter,(2009) stated that the fit
of the model is said to be better the closer R? is to 1 .However ,they posited that in regression
analysis, the objective is not to obtain a high R? per se but rather to obtain dependable estimates
of the population regression coefficients and draw statistical inferences about them. They argued
further that in empirical analysis, it is not unusual to obtain a very high R? but that some of the
regression coefficient either are statistically insignificant or have signs that are contrary to a priori
expectations. Therefore the researcher should be more concerned about the logical or theoretical
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relevance of the regressors to the regressand and their statistical significance and concluded that
that if in the process we obtain a high R? well or good, on the other hand if R? is low, it does not
mean the model is necessarily bad. From the relationship between f test R? and as indicated above,
testing the overall significance of a regression in terms of R? is an alternative but equivalent to
the F-test.the p value of the f-stastistics obtained in the ECM is 0.0075,0.0071,0.0081 and 0.0082
DSRI,SGALDEPI AND LVGI respectively. This is sufficiently low and significant at 1% level of
significance. The F-statistic shows that the models 1-4 are rightly specified. We should therefore
not accept the null hypothesis and concludes there is a relationship between firm performance and
earnings management. From the coefficients of the result, it reveals that the predictor variables were
combined and entered into the regression model at once, the coefficient for ROA, ROCE,FIRM
SIZE were found to be positive and significant while PBT is positive but not significant. The
positive direction of ROA,ROCE is consistent with extant literatures which suggest that ROA and
ROCE has impact on the earnings management. The firm size is negatively significant; the negative
direction of firm size is not consistent with extant literature which suggests that firm size have
impact on reported earnings. The PBT is positive but not significant indicating that PBT is does not
impact on DSRI.

For the second equation, (using SGAI as the dependent variable) the most significant revelation in
the analysis is that Only ROCE and PBT is positive but not significant at less than the 1% level.
.PBT is positive but not significant while ROA and firm size are negative and not significant. This
suggest that ROA,ROCE,FIRM -SIZE and PBT does not impact on SGAI hence we accept the null
hypothesis: There is no relationship between sales general administration index (SGAI) and firm
performance in Nigeria listed company.

For the third equation, (using DEPI as the dependent variable) the most significant revelation in the
analysis is that ROA and ROCE is positive and significant at less than the 1% level. Firm size is
positive but not significant and PBT is negative but not significant. This suggest that DEPI has
positive relationship with ROA, ROCE and firm size. Hence we reject the null hypothesis which
states: There is no relationship between depreciation index and firm performance in Nigeria listed
company.

For the equation, (using LVGI as the dependent variable) the most significant revelation in the
analysis is that both ROA and ROCE is positive and significant at less than the 1% level while firm
size negative and significant and PBT is positive but not significant. Hence we reject the null
hypothesis which states: There is no relationship between leverage index and firm performance in
Nigeria listed company.

Discussion

This study supports the finding of Sarkar et al.(2014) and state that there is presence of earnings
management practice in Nigeria listed companies.Though the model used for calculating earnings
management by Sarkar et al. (2014) is modified Jones model, in this study we have used m-score
model provided by professor Messod Beneish (199). Further, in case of companies listed in the NSE
a significant relationship was found between some of the market measures for firm performance
(ROA and ROCE ratio) and earnings Management practices. The study also shows a significant
relationship was found between firm performance ( ROA,ROCE,FIRM SIZE , PBT) and
DSRILDEPI and LVGI which are proxies used in this study for earnings management. Also a
negative relationship was observed between magnitude of SGAI and firm performance in the listed
companies. The result of this study is supported by similar results of previous research. In their
study of banks operating in Turkey, Kilic et al. (2014) have identified that there exists a direct
negative relationship between banks profitability and presence of earnings management practice. In
2012 Ardekani et al identified that firm with consistent high earnings is more likely to engage in
earnings management practices. Fang (2009) in his research identified that magnitude of earnings
management increases in the beginning and stay stable and then gradually decrease in the end as
the firm performance keep on increasing. In their study of US firms, Gang et al. (2008) found that
observed firms are engaged in earnings management practices for producing desired financial
reports and manipulates performance measures for attaining a pre-defined objective. Thus, this
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study contributes to the existing literature and illustrates the trend of earnings management practices
and its relation with firm performance in case of Nigeria listed companies in stock exchange.

Conclusion

This present study confirms the presence of income increasing earnings management practice in
Nigeria listed companies. This study emphases the advantage of company based model provided by
professor M Beneish. (1999) since through this study we get specific firm parameters influencing
companies earnings management practices viz. DSRI and DEPI SGAI and LVGIL. In this study, we
have also identified a significant relationship existing between firm performance indictor (viz.
ROA,ROCE,PBT AND FIRMSIZE) and earnings management practices. It is identified that
Companies operating profit influences the magnitude of earnings management and fluctuation in
company performance is a motivation for managers to use earnings management practice to provide
the desired financial statement to the stakeholders.

Future implication and limitation

This study is considered to be an initial attempt to analyze the presence of earnings management in
Nigeria companies using the m-score by Beneish (1999). It is also the first study to identify the
existence of any relationship between firm performance indicators of Nigeria listed companies and
earnings management practices present in Nigeria listed companies. The results of this study can be
further used for identifying the magnitude of earnings management and various factors contributing
to earnings management. The findings of the study can be used for identifying the loopholes in
Nigeria listed companies which facilitated earnings management and also for identifying different
control measures to restrict earnings management practice from distorting financial reports of the
firms. This study has limitation of considering few companies from the non financial sector, also
there is the limitation of the number of dependent variables used, other dependent variables can be
used for future research such as Total Accrual to TOTAL ASSET(TATA),Sales growth index
(SGI), Asset Quality Index (AQI) and Gross Margin index (GMI) A higher number of firms from
both the financial sector may provide a better and conclusive result.
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APPENDIX 1
EVIEW 9.0 RESULTS
Result of common regression model for companies listed in the NSE
REGRESSION FOR

MODEL 1

Dependent Variable: DSRI

Method: Panel Least Squares

Date: 05/17/18 Time: 05:14

Sample (adjusted): 2013 2015

Periods included: 3

Cross-sections included: 10

Total panel (unbalanced) observations: 29

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic  Prob.

C 0.927546 0.242475 3.825322 0.0009
ROA 0.761545 0.624558 1.219334 0.2351
ROCE -0.728310 0.280426 -2.597154 0.0161
FSIZE -1.10E-09 8.02E-10 -1.368410 0.1844
PBT 1.59E-08 1.54E-08 1.034367 0.3117
ECM(-1) -0.004463 0.033825 -0.131929 0.8962
R-squared 0.610763 Mean dependent var  0.892141

Adjusted R-squared 0.160929 S.D. dependent var  0.440854
S.E. of regression  0.403826 Akaike info criterion 1.206324
Sum squared resid  3.750728 Schwarz criterion 1.489213
Log likelihood -11.49170  Hannan-Quinn criter. 1.294922
F-statistic 2.074047 Durbin-Watson stat  0.283942
Prob(F-statistic) 0.105621

MODEL2

Dependent Variable: SGAI

Method: Panel Least Squares

Date: 05/17/18 Time: 05:18

Sample (adjusted): 2013 2015

Periods included: 3

Cross-sections included: 10

Total panel (unbalanced) observations: 29

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic  Prob.
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C 0.969149 0.156453 6.194521 0.0000
ROA 0.242625 0.402985 0.602070 0.5530
ROCE -0.349103 0.180940 -1.929388 0.0661
FSIZE -1.96E-10 5.18E-10 -0.379139 0.7081
PBT 1.90E-08 9.92E-09 1.915219 0.0680
ECM(-1) 0.002637 0.021825 0.120822 0.9049
R-squared 0.662734 Mean dependent var 1.104434
Adjusted R-squared 0.524198 S.D. dependent var  0.295825
S.E. of regression  0.260561 Akaike info criterion 0.330032
Sum squared resid 1.561517 Schwarz criterion 0.612921
Log likelihood 1.214530 Hannan-Quinn criter. 0.418630
F-statistic 2.618340 Durbin-Watson stat  0.263320
Prob(F-statistic) 0.051429

MODEL.3

Dependent Variable: DEPI

Method: Panel Least Squares

Date: 05/17/18 Time: 05:20

Sample (adjusted): 2013 2015

Periods included: 3

Cross-sections included: 10

Total panel (unbalanced) observations: 29

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic  Prob.

C 1.151439 0.153935 7.480027  0.0000
ROA 0.636077 0.396500 1.604229 0.1223
ROCE 0.512736 0.178028 2.880083  0.0085
FSIZE 1.84E-09 5.09E-10 3.614914 0.0015
PBT -5.33E-08 9.76E-09 -5.457549 0.0000
ECM(-1) -0.046940 0.021474 -2.185917 0.0393
R-squared 0.576297 Mean dependent var  0.826093
Adjusted R-squared 0.484188 S.D. dependent var  0.356959
S.E. of regression  0.256368 Akaike info criterion 0.297589
Sum squared resid 1.511669 Schwarz criterion 0.580477
Log likelihood 1.684967 Hannan-Quinn criter. 0.386186
F-statistic 6.256662 Durbin-Watson stat  0.978957
Prob(F-statistic) 0.000840

MODEL 4

Dependent Variable: LVGI
Method: Panel Least Squares
Date: 05/17/18 Time: 05:24
Sample (adjusted): 2013 2015

Periods included: 3

Cross-sections included: 10
Total panel (unbalanced) observations: 29
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Variable CoefficientStd. Error t-Statistic  Prob.

C 0.787969 0.147826 5.330382  0.0000
ROA -0.544938 0.380764 -1.431169 0.1658
ROCE -0.215443 0.170963 -1.260175 0.2202
FSIZE -4.97E-10 4.89E-10 -1.015813 0.3203
PBT 2.44E-08 9.37E-09 2.602365 0.0159
ECM(-1) 0.029186 0.020622 1.415295 0.1704
R-squared 0.561893 Mean dependent var  1.004507
Adjusted R-squared 0.101435 S.D. dependent var  0.259718
S.E. of regression  0.246194 Akaike info criterion 0.216597
Sum squared resid 1.394064 Schwarz criterion 0.499486
Log likelihood 2.859340 Hannan-Quinn criter. 0.305194
F-statistic 1.632160 Durbin-Watson stat  1.397116
Prob(F-statistic) 0.191397

Table 4.1 Presentation of dataset of financial performance indicators of sampled firm.

S/NO Company Yrs ROA ROCE F-SIZE PBT
1 GUINESS 2012 0.1340 0.3681 106,009,667 | 20,383,158
2013 0.0098 0.2576 121,060,621 | 17,008,875
2014 0.0724 0.2129 132,328,273 | 11,681,560
2015 0.0637 0.1612 122,246,632 | 10,795,102
2 NESTLE
2012 0.2459 0.7141 88,963,218 25,050,172
2013 0.2057 0.0003 108,207,480 | 26,047,590
2014 0.2096 0.6187 106,062,067 | 25,445,978
2015 0.1991 0.6245 119,215,053 | 29,322,477
3 TRANSCORP 2012 0.0254 0.0394 99,557,667 3,946,215
2013 0.4655 0.0803 149,469,413 | 9,032,151
2014 0.0194 0.1058 170,755,362 | 7,731,598
2015 0.0100 0.0232 202,883,949 | 3,319,529
4 SEVEN UP BOTTLING | 2012 0.0346 0.1628 48,485,602 2,558,644
PLC
2013 0.0556 0.2271 51,370,170 3,262,719
2014 0.0390 0.1110 55,452,937 2,705,052
2015 0.1053 0.2977 67,606,829 8,749,101
5 UNILIVER 2012 0.1534 0.1534 36,497,629 8,185,987
2013 0.0367 0.4987 43,254,114 | 6,911,441
2014 0.0527 0.4987 45,736,255 2,873,235
2015 0.0238 0.1465 50,172,464 1,771,063
6 NEIMETH 2012 -0.0150 -0.1531 2,897,555 -78,140
PHARMACEUTICAL
PLC
2013 0.0300 0.0486 2,891,079 182,135
2014 0.0550 0.1005 2,200,244 -198,173
2015 0.0450 0.1001 2,782,488 -315,772
7 JULIUS BERGER 2012 0.0447 0.5290 227,261,257 | 7,761,800
2013 0.0345 0.3730 179,034,164 | 8,717,200
2014 0.0032 0.0315 256,045,781 | 13,348,896
2015 0.0995 0.1004 245,086,270 | 6,449,973
8 AG LEVENTIS NIG | 2012 0.0125 0.0415 20,494,625 1,037,183
PLC
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2013 0.0197 0.0278 22,784,783 1,227,392
2014 0.0092 0.0226 23,083,496 5,344,039
2015 0.0146 0.0362 22,501,905 329,382

9 PZ NIG 2012 0.5386 0.0592 47,153,847 4,306,863
2013 0.0736 0.1250 72,296,420 7,650,265
2014 0.0716 0.0019 70,965,735 6,949,985
2015 0.0678 0.1046 67,387,914 6,556,814

10 OANDO 2012 0.1025 0.1025 515,063,788 | 14,177,442
2013 0.0086 0.0086 591,896,939 | 713,207
2014 -2.6721 -2.6721 946,321,309 | 88,725,526
2015 -0.0399 -0.7433 892,353,671 | 82,735,583

Aurthors computation 2018

From table 4.1 above shows the individual result of the financial performance ratios computed using
the sampled companies. The following ratios: ROA,ROCE were computed from the financial
statement of the selected companies. For the firm size and profit before tax the figures were
collected from the financial statement.

Table 4. 2 Presentation of dataset of proxy of earnings management( dependent variable)

S/NO COMPANY YRS DSRI SGAI DEPI LVGI
1 GUINESS
2012 0.7151 1.2370 0.8710 1.0431
2013 0.6172 1.2181 0.7101 1.0541
2014 0.0898 1.1212 0.9903 1.0642
2015 0.0711 1.1315 0.8901 1.0731
2 NESTLE 2012 1.6172 1.0761 0.1701 1.2071
2013 1.7711 1.6710 0.0002 1.4031
2014 1.0811 1.081 0.1010 1.2072
2015 1.0988 1.1072 0.00010 1.0304
3 TRANSCORP 2012 1.2131 1.1671 1.2101 0.5750
2013 1.4171 1.1717 1.3721 0.6450
2014 1.6959 1.1948 1.4724 0.7408
2015 1.4171 1.0948 1.2721 0.6401
4 SEVEN UP | 2012 0.5707 0.7220 0.7902 0.8471
BOTTLING
2013 0.6703 0.5721 0.7801 0.7172
2014 0.7707 0.6752 0.9801 0.8521
2015 0.6707 0.7572 0.9802 0.9498
5 UNILIVER 2012 0.6111 1.3101 1.0642 1.0101
2013 07121 1.4011 1.0731 1.0074
2014 0.5622 1.5012 1.0839 1.0061
2015 0.6744 1.6023 1.0939 1.0076
6 NEIMETH 2012 1.0210 0.5120 0.8701 0.6711
PHARMACEUTICALS
2013 1.1021 0.6121 0.7717 0.8182
2014 1.1121 0.7121 0.6671 0.8471
2015 1.1134 0.8118 0.8623 0.8464
7 JULIUS BERGER 2012 0.5121 0.8218 0.8801 1.6770
2013 0.3172 1.0071 0.8171 1.8170
2014 0.4217 1.0007 0.6771 1.000
2015 0.5294 1.0013 0.8863 1.0880
8 AG LEVENTIS 2012 1.0171 1.6017 0.9903 1.0304
2013 1.0161 1.1212 0.5201 1.0204
2014 1.0711 1.1211 0.4210 1.1411
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2015 1.0896 1.1805 0.6420 1.5112
9 PZ NIG 2012 0.8675 1.1213 1.0231 0.6281
2013 0.5781 1.0781 0.9341 0.7871
2014 0.7637 1.0771 1.0211 0.7977
2015 0.8635 1.0678 1.0000 0.8786
10 OANDO NIG PLC 2012 0.5781 1.1902 1.0331 0.9371
2013 0.8635 1.1271 1.0000 0.8786
2014 1.7110 1.8102 0.9371 1.3011
2015 1.0896 1.0679 0.9921 1.5121

Aurthors computation of earnings management 2018

The table 4.2 above shows the individual result of the ratios computed using selected variables from
the Beneish model, of the sampled companies. The following ratios: DSRI,SGALDEPI AND LVGI
were computed from the financial statement of the selected companies and the results indicates that
earnings are manipulated.
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