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A ring R is said to be an EIFA-ring if every endo- 

Artinian R-module is Artinian. Authors characterize the class of perfect commutative EIFA-

rings, it is exactly the class of perfect commutative Artinian principal ideal rings. The 

proof of this characterization uses a previous result of authors and results of Kaidi and 

Sangharé. The paper is easy to read and proofs are very simple. Here are some remarks that 

may be helpful to authors: 

1.   In the title, “ring” should be replaced by 

“Rings”. 

 

 2.   In the abstract, “commutative rings” should be replaced by “perfect commutative 

rings”. 

 

3.   The introduction should be focused on the contribution of authors. 

4.   Authors should give a more developed definition of a perfect ring. 

5.   Definitions 1.1 and 1.2 are not used thereafter. 

6.   Proposition 2.1 is an immediate consequence of Proposition 1.3[2]. 

 

7.   Authors should provide a complete and detailed proof of Theorem 2.2. They used without 

explanation the fact that F is an M- endomorphism.  
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