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1. Introduction 

The following chapter provides a background on IFRS and its amendment on IFRS 16 during 

Covid-19. Furthermore, a problematization, purpose and research questions are presented to 

understand the relevance of studying the stakeholders’ influence on the decision-making 

process of IFRS 16’s amendment on Covid 19-related Rent Concession.  

 

1.1 Background 
The International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) are monitored by the International 

Accounting Standards Board (IASB, thereafter referred to as the Board), which is a not-for-

profit, public interest organization based in London. Their objective is to develop a single set 

of qualitative, understandable, enforceable, and globally accepted accounting standards (IASB, 

2022a). The IASB seeks to set standards that provide transparency by improving the 

comparability and quality of information. Moreover, the Board is constantly changing and 

revising standards because of the changing business environment. For the accounting 

information to become comparable and have a high quality, the IASB must keep up with the 

ever-changing business environment. This allows investors to make informed decisions (IASB, 

2022a).  

One of the recent changes in the IASB’s standards was when Covid-19 came into force in 2019 

and impacted the economy (Figure 1). The pandemic led to mandatory restrictions and the 

global shutdown caused massive financial losses and created many uncertainties for businesses 

around the world (Fairlie & Mossen, 2021). Akbulaev et al. (2020) studied the economy during 

Covid-19 and found that import and export rates have largely declined. Furthermore, many 

businesses had to suspend their production of goods, which caused a high degree of 

unemployment. Consequently, many businesses were forced to close (Fairlie & Mossen, 2021).  
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Figure 1 

An index of consumer prices in the European union area.  

 

Note. This static figure showed a decrease in 2019 when Covid-19 came into force and impacted the economy's 

inflation on EU countries. The blue dotted line represents the EU and the orange dotted line is the Euro area. 

Adopted from HICP - monthly data (annual rate of change), by Eurostat, 2022. 

(https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/PRC_HICP_MANR__custom_79197/bookmark/line?lang=en&

bookmarkId=c8a8c259-ee51-444c-9c4b-9e1d41397f63). In the public domain.  

 

Furthermore, studies have found that the pandemic has affected the consistency and the quality 

of financial reporting globally (Saker, et al., 2021). High indebtedness ratio led to companies 

having financial difficulties (Akkouch & Meftahi, 2021). Consequently, financial reports 

became extremely uncertain. For example, Jabbar et al. (2020) studied the pandemics impact 

on accounting standards and found evidence that the pandemic had an adverse effect on 

financial reporting internationally. Therefore, this led to difficulties for firms to present their 

financial reports. 

 

To respond to the companies’ difficulties with financial reporting, the IASB announced in 2020 

that Covid-19 has had an adverse effect on the quality of reporting. The circumstances led to 

significant uncertainties and complexities in organizations' financial reporting. The Board was 

able to identify challenges when preparing financial statements. Stakeholders, such as auditors, 

faced difficulties when auditing the information. In addition, investors faced difficulties in 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/PRC_HICP_MANR__custom_79197/bookmark/line?lang=en&bookmarkId=c8a8c259-ee51-444c-9c4b-9e1d41397f63
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/PRC_HICP_MANR__custom_79197/bookmark/line?lang=en&bookmarkId=c8a8c259-ee51-444c-9c4b-9e1d41397f63
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making decisions based on the reported information. Stakeholders' negative reactions led to the 

IASB’s reconsideration of certain financial statement requirements. One of the challenges the 

IASB had to deal with was IFRS 16 Leases (Tokar & Kumar, 2020).   

 

IFRS 16 Leases came into effect in January 2019 and listed companies were required to apply 

the standard in their financial statement (Magli, et al., 2018). The Board announced in 2020 

that IFRS 16 has been significantly impacted by the pandemic (Tokar & Kumar, 2020). Since 

the standard was new for companies, stakeholders were not used to applying the standard in 

their reports. The circumstances caused difficulties in dissecting the standard. Furthermore, it 

also affected the accounting for lease transactions and the way leases were disclosed in the 

financial statements (Narayanappa, 2020). This created various challenges for commercial 

lessees that were provided rent holidays by lessors (IASB, 2020a). The IASB acknowledged 

the problem on the standard, and published in May 2020, the amendment, Covid-19-related 

Rent Concession. The objective of the issued practical expedient was to alleviate lessees' 

financial and reporting distress during the pandemic, whilst continuing to provide users of 

financial statements with necessary information about the leases. What this amendment meant 

for the lessee is that they may choose not to report the rent concession, that is a direct 

consequence of Covid-19, as a lease modification (IASB, 2020b).  

 

1.2 Problematization  
In accounting research, the consequences of IFRS 16 Leases have been discussed, even as early 

as before its development and implementation (Beattie, et al., 2006; Magli, et al., 2018; 

Tofanelo, et al., 2021). Tofanelo et al. (2021) and Magli et al. (2018) studied the airline industry 

and agreed that IFRS 16 would affect the financial reports. There are also studies on 

stakeholders' views on IFRS 16, and how different stakeholders can impact the standard-setting 

process (Beattie, et al., 2006; Bamber & McMeeking, 2016; Mellado & Parte, 2017; Jorissen, 

et al., 2010; Rey, et al., 2020). For instance, Rey et al. (2020) studied lobbying activities during 

the standard-setting process of IFRS 16 and found that stakeholders seemed to have the ability 

to influence the IASB’s proposal (Rey, et al., 2020). Furthermore, Mellado and Parte (2017) 

studied explanatory factors of lobbying intensity and found that several attributes of a 

stakeholder can be explained by their level of lobbying in the standard-setting process. Whereas 

Jorissen et al. (2010) found the nature of stakeholders’ participation relied on self-interested 
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views in the due process of accounting standards. The authors argued that stakeholder reactions 

differ, depending on how the amended standard would eventually affect them. 

 

Akkouch and Meftahi (2021) studied IFRS 16 during the pandemic and found that the IASB 

responded by issuing an amendment to help companies continue providing useful information. 

A study by Moscariello et al. (2021) analyzed the IASB's output legitimacy in response to the 

pandemic and the issued Covid-19-related Rent Concession. However, Teixeira (2021) instead 

opted for a commentary in which he criticized the IASB, and its standard-setting process after 

the amendment was issued.  

 

Previous studies have shown that it is important for the IASB to regard stakeholders' opinions 

and feedback on accounting standards processes because it brings transparency, efficiency, and 

accountability to the standards (Beller, 2020). When changes are made to standards, the 

stakeholders engage in the process and the Board seeks response on how to proceed with the 

proposed amendment. In turn, stakeholders provide feedback in their comment letters, and the 

IASB revises the proposal based on the responses (IASB, 2020c). According to Botzem (2012) 

the extensive cooperation the IASB has with a diverse variety of stakeholders has become 

fundamental in the widespread use of IFRS. Moreover, while the IASB has full decision-

making authority, the decision-making process is still influenced by stakeholders’ participation. 

Consequently, stakeholders' engagement in the standard-setting process have become an 

instrument for the Board to understand issues in the process they have yet to identify. Therefore, 

the purpose of the consultation period, primarily with the help of comment letters, is to provide 

the Board with a comprehensive overview of the issues involved in the standard-setting process 

(Botzem, 2012).  

 

Despite this importance, there have been no studies exploring the decision-making process 

behind the development of Covid-19-related Rent Concession, nor the role stakeholders had in 

the process. Drăgulescu et al. (2014) stated that stakeholders’ decisions are factors that affect 

the future profitability of the company. Correspondingly, this can also relate to the IASB and 

its relationship with their stakeholders. We have come to discover that the stakeholders’ 

influence on the IASB’s decision-making process on developing the IFRS 16 related 

amendment has not been studied yet. Therefore, we believe that it is important to fill in this 

void and examine how much the stakeholders’ input has affected the final amendment of the 

IASB’s proposal on Covid-19-related Rent Concession, and the present study aims to do so.  
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1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this research is to investigate the influence that various stakeholder groups had 

on the IASB’s decision-making process of the Covid-19-related Rent Concession. To 

investigate stakeholders' influence, information was collected from the comment letters that 

were sent to the IASB.  

 

1.4 Research question  

To fulfill the research aim, this thesis will focus on the following three specific questions: 

 
1. Who are the stakeholders that sent in the comment letters? 

2. What opinions are expressed by the stakeholder groups in the comment letters?  

3. To what extent did the final amendment reflect the stakeholder group's opinions? 
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2. Key concepts, Literature review and theoretical 
framework  

 
The following chapter begins with explaining the key concepts of some core aspects for this 

paper. The second subsection continues with exploring peer-reviewed articles on matters that 

are closely associated with IFRS 16 Leases. Lastly, a theoretical framework to our research 

aim is presented.  

 
 

2.1 Key concepts  

Accounting research, especially IFRS, is full of technical terminologies and concepts. To 

facilitate the readers’ understanding of the selected literature and the following theoretical 

framework, we believe it is necessary to first introduce the key concepts as a background. It 

will also pave the way for us to further fulfill the research aim. The following section thus will 

explain the key concepts of some aspects that are central for this study. It starts with a brief 

overview of IFRS 16 Leases and its predecessor IAS 17, followed by a clarification of what a 

rent concession is and the changes that the Covid-19-related Rent Concession has brought. 

Lastly, the section ends with a description of the IASB’s standard-setting process. 

 

2.1.1 IFRS 16 Leases and IAS 17 Leases  

The objective of IFRS 16 is to recognize, measure, present, and disclose leases. Following the 

standard, lessees are required to recognize assets and liabilities for all leases, unless the lease 

period is shorter than 12 months or the underlying asset has a low value. The benefit of IFRS 

16, is that companies' lease commitments will be more visible under the standard and represent 

economic reality more accurately (IASB, 2019a). IFRS 16 came into effect on January 1, 2019, 

after being underway for ten years and it replaced IAS 17 Leases (Figure 2). IAS 17 Leases 

distinguishes lease contracts as operating and finance leases, while leases and service contracts 

are distinguished by a control-based criterion for assets (the right of use) in IFRS 16. With IAS 

17, lessees are usually accounted for operating leases on an accrual basis, without the 

recognition of a liability for future payments. However, For finance leases, an asset is recorded 

in the statement of financial position along with liability for future lease payments. In 

accordance with IAS 17, operating leases did not require recognition in the financial statements 
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as liabilities. In contrast, the new IFRS 16 requires lessor payments to be recognized in the net 

financial position (Magli, et al., 2018). 
 
Figure 2 

Chronicle of IFRS 16 due Process.

 
Note: A figure showing a chronicle process of development IFRS 16 from 2016 to 2019. From “Lobbying during 

the IASB and FASB convergence due processes: Evidence from the IFRS 16 project on leases”, by Rey et al, 

2020, Journal of accounting auditing and Taxation, p. 4 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100348) 

 

2.1.2 Rent concessions 

Rent concessions can come in different forms, for example, they can include a one-time 

payment waiver, reduced payment, or deferrals of lease payments. One type of rent concession 

that became prevalent during the pandemic was the reductions in real estate rents (KPMG, 

2021). Rent concessions in IFRS 16 are usually accounted for as a lease modification unless it 

is an agreed upon condition in the lease contract. To recognize a rent concession as a lease 

modification is considered complicated to do for a lessee (KPMG, 2021). IFRS 16 defines a 

lease modification as a change in the scope of the lease, that is different from the terms in the 

original contract. Paragraph 44 in IFRS 16 specifies how a lessee should account for a lease 

modification during normal circumstances. The lessee is meant to report the lease modification 

as a separate lease, and if that is not done the lessee will have to account for the remeasurement 

of the lease liability by decreasing the carrying amount of the right-of-use asset (IASB, 2021a). 

This specific principle of IFRS 16 became a prominent issue for lessees during Covid-19. In 

response to this, the IASB developed a practical expedient that made it easier for lessees to 

account for rent concessions which they named Covid-19-related Rent Concession (IASB, 

2020b). The positive effect of the amendment was that the received rent concessions were 

recognized in the profit and loss statement, instead of changing the lease period (KPMG, 2021). 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2020.100348
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2.1.3 Standard-setting process   

The IASB has explained the due process of their standard-setting where they follow three 

principles: transparency; full and fair consultation; accountability. They follow all three 

principles first by making meeting papers publicly available, and second by being open to input 

from various stakeholders. Finally, the foundation analyzes and presents the likely effects of 

the new standards in line with its third principle. The IASB enables stakeholders from across 

the globe to contribute to the development of accounting requirements by following due 

processes in the standard-setting (Beller, 2020). Accordingly, the process leading to the 

development and issuing of IFRS 16 Leases has followed the Board’s due process.  

 

Botzem (2012) found that the IASB uses many steps in its consultation process to better 

understand different accounting alternatives and the potential impact of the proposed 

amendment or standard on affected parties. Accordingly, this indicates that although the Board 

has full decision-making authority, the primary goal of the due process is to provide the Board 

with an instrument for collecting information on issues relevant to standard-setting. If the Board 

identifies a problem with an existing standard, they generally review the research and propose 

amendments to resolve issues identified through the research and consultation (IASB, 2022b). 

The proposed amendment is published in the mandatory exposure draft which is made public 

for the stakeholders to comment on. Exposure draft is the Board's primary means of engaging 

the public, and it includes an invitation for stakeholders to comment on the proposals. An 

exposure draft is usually open for comments for 120 days, however, there are exceptional 

circumstances where the Board can reduce the submission of comments to below 30 days. 

When the comment period ends, the Board collects the comment letters submitted by 

stakeholders. These comment letters are then summarized into the major points to help identify 

the main topics to consider when issuing the amendment (IASB, 2020c).  

 

Comment letters are essential for the Board because they provide an insight into the views of 

the stakeholders’ feedback on proposed amendments. In reviewing comments, the Board 

evaluates the issues raised and the explanations and evidence provided by the respondents. The 

strength of the analysis as well as the provided evidence in the comment letters are important. 

This can help the Board analyze the respondents to identify whether additional outreach might 

be needed for areas or groups of stakeholders. On some technical issues, it may be helpful if 

the Board is provided with an analysis of the levels of agreement or divergence among certain 
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sectors. This could include the level of agreement among investors or whether their 

perspectives differ based on region or type of participant (IASB, 2020c) 

 

2.2 Literature review 

This section presents an overview of articles that have discussed IFRS 16, followed by the 

advantages and disadvantages of the standard and lastly, a discussion about the decision-

making process. 

 
2.2.1 Literature on IFRS 16 Leases 

Previous studies on IFRS 16 have shown both the expected and the actual impact on financial 

statements (Magli, et al., 2018; Tofanelo, et al., 2021). Magli, et al. (2018) estimated an increase 

in lease assets and indebtedness, and a decrease in equity in the statement of financial position. 

Further, in the income statement they found an increase in EBITDA, and finally an increase in 

finance cost. This finding is further proven by evidence from a Brazilian airlines study that 

confirmed the estimations by Magli, et al. (2018). The study by Tofanelo et al. (2021) showed 

an increase in the indebtedness index for airline companies. The reason airline companies are 

interesting to study under IFRS 16 is because they usually fall within the context of using 

operating leasing as a form of financing. This suggests that the IFRS 16 will entail significant 

changes in a company's financial position.  

 

Carmona and Trombetta (2010) stated that the IASB and the Financial Accounting Standard 

Board (FASB) were in cohorts to constitute a common set of standards, and therefore moved 

forward into converging some topics they deemed important. Among these topics was how 

both the IASB and FASB would develop a joint approach for accounting for leases, which 

would result in liabilities and assets that arise from a lease to be capitalized and recognized on 

the balance sheet. A study by Barone et al. (2014) found that the objective of this convergence 

project was to increase comparability, quality, and transparency, which led to a greater 

understanding of risks in the reporting company. Moreover, Hussey (2014) found a second 

exposure draft from 2013 that was issued by both Boards, and it had received over 600 comment 

letters from various stakeholder groups. Those hundreds of stakeholders were the ones to be 

most affected by the new standard, which would soon be called IFRS 16 Leases. Initial analysis 

of the responses showed a predominant disagreement with the proposed standard (Hussey, 

2014).  
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Results from a study done by Durocher (2010) on Canadian public companies, revealed that in 

the event of capitalizing on operating leases, additional assets and liabilities would be 

recognized on the balance sheet. As a result, the debt-to-asset ratio would increase significantly, 

while the current ratio would decrease. Finance services were among the industry segments that 

experienced significant impacts on return on assets, return on equity, and/or earnings per share 

(Durocher, 2010). Hussey (2014) on the other hand, argued that Durocher’s (2010) findings 

were not surprising, because incorporating formerly omitted items on the balance sheet would 

inevitably have an impact.  

 

Beattie, et al. (2006) studied both preparers' and users' perspectives on recognizing all leases 

on the balance sheet. The results indicated that users were more prone than preparers to prefer 

all leases to appear on the balance sheet. Furthermore, findings from Kostolansky and Stanko 

(2011) supported the capitalization of leases, stating it would result in a more representative 

balance sheet. Kostolansky and Stanko (2011) and Beattie, et al. (2006) agreed upon the results 

that users were more inclined towards having all leases recognized on the balance sheet.  

 

2.2.2 Advantages and disadvantages on IFRS 16 

There has been a significant number of academic discussions related to the implementation of 

IFRS 16, and its principles and provisions. By adopting IFRS 16, companies' leasing 

commitments will become more visible and reflect economic reality more accurately. In 

addition, the standard makes it easier for companies that borrow money and purchase assets 

with other companies. This creates a better comparability among companies’ financial 

statements (IASB, 2019a). According to Horton et al. (2012), there are benefits with mandatory 

IFRS adoption, such as increased comparability and transparency among financial institutions. 

Furthermore, Neel (2016) also stated that IFRS 16 confers economic benefits, such as enhanced 

transparency for stakeholders.  

 

A study by Durocher and Fortin (2010) discussed the benefits of the principles of IFRS 16 from 

a lessor's perspective. The authors examined the preferences of Canadian private business 

bankers, regarding capitalizing on all noncancelable lease contracts, including operating lease 

contracts. Bankers did use finance and operating lease information but when they analyzed 

private business loan requests, they placed a significantly greater emphasis on the former. By 
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capitalizing operating leases, bankers would be more able to assess lessees' long-term financing 

commitments, and it would result in a more accurate estimation of their risk of providing 

financing. Another study by Duke et al (2009) examined the impact of operating lease 

capitalization on 366 companies. Their study showed how leases can be reported as operating 

expenses which can reduce liabilities by billions of dollars and increase earnings. Consistent 

with Duke et al (2009), Singh (2010) concluded the new leasing standard would provide more 

precise information for investors and financial statement users to better assess and value the 

debt obligations of companies.  

 

On the other hand, some researchers argued the implementation of IFRS 16 can negatively 

affect companies’ financial reporting. Teixeira (2021) exemplified the new IFRS 16 objective 

in practice, where reporting leases means that an unanticipated occurrence can disrupt the 

lessees reporting of the lease leading to a complete remeasurement of the remaining lease 

liability. According to Laslo (2019), the disadvantages of IFRS 16 would bring a substantial 

change to the accounting of the leasing contracts to the lessee. For example, the value of assets 

and liabilities would increase. Consequently, a profit or loss would not be allocated linearly, 

which would result in a depreciation of the right-of-use assets and financial costs. This change 

depends on the conditions and duration of the contracts (Laslo, 2019). Another disadvantage of 

IFRS 16 is that leases who involve large volumes of small assets create an increased expense 

and complexity in their financial statement (Mongoato, 2016). Furthermore, Grossman and 

Grossman (2010), conducted an analysis of 91 companies and found that both current ratios 

and the debt assets ratios were significantly impacted. Whereas the profitability impact was 

minor. The authors concluded that capitalization of operating leases may have some 

disadvantages, particularly because of economic implications that may arise from analyzing 

companies' financial positions. In addition, they also warned that capitalizing leases could 

adversely affect companies' access to financing and ability to meet debt obligations. 

 
2.2.3 Decision-making process  

According to Eisenfuhr (2011) the decision-making process entails making a choice based on 

numerous alternatives with the intention to reach a desired outcome (Lunenburg, 2010). 

Lunenburg (2010) termed the decision-making process as fundamentally a people process. A 

decision-making process is not exclusive to the IASB, and their process of setting or changing 

a standard. The process of deciding is universal and can sometimes be as uncomplicated as 
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choosing a school to attend (Othman, et al., 2019; Cubillo, et al., 2006). However, to understand 

the IASB’s own decision-making process, the study by Lunenburg (2010) on school 

administrators' individual decision-making process was used analogously.  

 

Lunenburg (2010) presents two models for decision-making: the rational model and the 

bounded rationality model. Rational decision-making characterizes the decision-maker as 

completely rational. To be completely rational is to encompass perfect information, which 

inevitably leads to decision-making that will eliminate the initial problem (Lunenburg, 2010). 

A rational decision-making process is distinguished by six steps, as identified by Schoenfeld 

(2011). First a problem needs to be identified and second, alternative solutions to the problem 

should be generated. Subsequently, these solutions should be evaluated closely to finally 

choose only one, and thereafter implement the solution. Lastly, the effectiveness of the chosen 

alternative is evaluated over time (Schoenfeld, 2011).  

 

Bounded rationality model takes into consideration the limitations of the decision-maker, both 

in knowledge and of knowing all alternative solutions (Simon, 1997). Lunenburg (2010) 

summarizes Herbert Simon's coined term bounded rationality by claiming that the model 

describes four different aspects of decision-making. Contrary to the rational model, the 

bounded rationality model implies:  

1. Decisions will always be based on an incomplete and, to some degree, inadequate 

comprehension of the true nature of the problem being faced;  

2. Decision makers will never succeed in generating all possible alternative solutions 

for consideration;  

3. Alternatives are always evaluated incompletely because it is impossible to predict 

accurately all consequences associated with each alternative;  

4. The ultimate decision regarding which alternative to choose must be based on some 

criterion other than maximization or optimization because it is impossible to ever 

determine which alternative is optimal. (Lunenburg, 2010). 

 

Accordingly, the bounded rationality model is an approach which views decision-making 

as an inherently flawed process. The reason for this view is that decision-makers are 

themselves imperfect and they reside in imperfect systems. Consequently, this limits 

decision-makers' abilities to find the most optimal solution, and thus must settle for only 

a satisfactory solution rather than a “perfect” one (Simon, 1997; Lunenburg, 2010).  
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2.2.4 Link between studies on IFRS 16 and decision-making literature  

It is possible to indicate that the decision-making process is a vital part of the IASB’s standard-

setting process. One of the earlier research by Beattie et al. (2006), focused on studying 

stakeholders’ views on the standards when it still was in the earlier stages. Whereas the more 

recent studies were by Teixeira (2021), where he criticized IFRS 16 and the need for a practical 

expedient. The author furthered his argument against the standard by exemplifying the effects 

of IFRS 16 in practice. He stated that an unanticipated occurrence, similar to the pandemic, can 

disrupt the lessees reporting, subsequently leading to a complete remeasurement of the 

remaining lease liability. Laslo (2019) and Mongoato (2016) agreed with Teixeira (2021), 

where they also criticized IFRS 16. They explained their critique by stating that the standard 

would have a negative impact on the financial statements The study by Beattie et al. (2006) 

showed that the disadvantages with IFRS 16 were primarily in the perspective of the preparer. 

Contrastingly, users of financial statements were more accepting towards IFRS 16, because it 

represents economic reality more accurately (IASB, 2019a; Beattie, et al., 2006). According to 

Neel (2016), the benefit with IFRS 16 is that it enhances transparency for a company’s 

stakeholders. However, after analyzing comment letters on IFRS 16, Hussey (2014) found that 

many respondents were less in favor of the standard. An explanation for this widespread 

negative reaction to IFRS 16 can be provided by Grossman and Grossman (2010). They 

explained that the capitalization of operating leases would lead to economic implications for an 

entity 

 

A central part of the standard-setting process is the participation of the IASB’s stakeholders. 

As established in section 2.1.3, the IASB enables stakeholders from across the globe to 

contribute to the development of accounting requirements, by submitting comment letters. 

Subsequently, the Board collects the comment letters and identifies the major points to consider 

for the final issuance of the amendment or standard. Therefore, the stakeholders’ avid 

engagement in the standard-setting process provides the Board the opportunity to set qualitative 

standards (Beller, 2020). At the same time, the conflicting interests of the different stakeholders 

can complicate attaining fairness in the standard-setting process (Bamber & McMeeking, 

2016). Alali et al. (2010) explained that the IASB faces a difficult feat when setting standards, 

due to the various stakeholders and their expectations.  
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However, Durocher and Fortin (2011) suggested that an extensive level of stakeholder 

participation is of detriment to the outcome quality of the proposed standard, which agrees with 

the IASB’s own perspective on the stakeholders’ engagement (Beller, 2020). On the other hand, 

Simon (1997) argued that decision-making is characterized by bounded rationality, which 

means that a decision-maker is always faced with limitations. Simon (1997) stated that 

decision-making as an inherently flawed process, and the decision-makers' abilities are limited. 

Thus, resulting in a final decision that is not the most optimal. Correspondingly, the same can 

be stated for the IASB’s decision-making process of the IFRS 16 related amendment. Although 

stakeholders' engagement in the standard-setting process is important for the outcome quality 

of a standard, it is prevalent from the previous research presented in this chapter that the Board 

could not consider every stakeholder’s opinion when developing IFRS 16. Thus, the IASB had 

to settle for a final decision that would not satisfy every involved party. Therefore, it is 

important to study the stakeholder groups’ influence on the IASB’s decision-making process 

of developing the Covid-19-related Rent Concession, and to understand how the Board 

proceeded to incorporate their input in the final amendment. 

 

2.3 Theoretical framework for this thesis 
To fulfill the purpose of this paper and answer the three research questions, the following 

section will discuss the choice of theory. Moreover, further clarification will be provided to 

explain the relevant theory and literature, followed by a presentation of the conceptual 

framework.  

 

2.3.1 Choice of theory 

The aim of this research was to study the influence that various stakeholder groups had on the 

IASB’s decision-making process of the Covid-19-related Rent Concession. Such research 

aimed to make the usage of the Stakeholder theory in the paper paramount to answer the 

research questions. Even though the Stakeholder theory usually seeks to describe the 

relationship between a company with its stakeholders, the theory can also be used to understand 

the situation of an organization (Freeman, 1984). The Stakeholder theory creates an 

appreciation for the IASB’s relationship and communication with its stakeholders. When 

developing accounting standards, the IASB includes stakeholders' contributions and 

scrutinization to reach a high quality of standards (Beller, 2020). Therefore, the use of the 
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Stakeholder theory provides a clearer understanding of the Board's intentions and 

communication of information to their stakeholders. With this objective in mind, the 

Stakeholder theory seemed best suited for this paper.   

 

2.3.2 Stakeholder theory and stakeholders’ influence on the accounting 
standard-setting process 

Freeman (1984) defines the stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect or is 

affected by achievement of the organization's objectives”. The definition refers to the idea that 

stakeholders of an organization are groups or individuals who can both influence or and be 

influenced by the organization. The core idea of the Stakeholder theory is that organizations 

that consider their stakeholders will benefit them long term. This leads to better performance 

than other organizations (Freeman, 1984). Stakeholders have different perspectives on how 

organizations should conduct their operations at different times (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). It 

describes how companies must also account for their stakeholders in order to achieve their long-

term profit. A company's stakeholders consist of anyone who may be affected by the firm's 

decisions. An example of a stakeholder from a company's view can be management, board of 

directors, employees, customers, suppliers. In comparison, the IASB’s stakeholders can be 

regulatory bodies, preparers of financial statements and users. Therefore, the Board must ensure 

that the decision-making is not only in the interest of the company, but also to satisfy their 

stakeholders that are or may be affected by the proposed amendment (Freeman, 1984).  

 

Previous research has established four key stakeholder groups in the accounting decision-

making process, these being preparers; users; regulators; accounting firms (Bamber & 

McMeeking, 2016; Kwok & Sharp, 2005). Bamber and McMeeking (2016) found that the 

IASB acted fairly when accepting or rejecting comments, and the process appeared to be free 

from bias across both groups and jurisdictions. In agreement with the findings by Bamber and 

McMeeking (2016), Giner and Arce (2012) also showed in their analysis that none of the 

involved stakeholders had a dominant effect on the IASB’s due process.  

 

Camfferman et al. (2018) explained, although the IASB is an independent organization, it has 

become a part of a large ecosystem consisting of different stakeholders. To further understand 

what the authors meant; it is helpful to investigate the lengthy development process of IFRS 16 

Leases. The discussions for a revised lease accounting began as early as 1999. A proposal came 
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from the Accounting Standards Board in 1999 to implement an innovative approach to 

accounting for leases (Beattie, et al., 2006). Beattie et al. (2006) surveyed preparers and users’ 

views on the newly proposed standard change. The authors found that not all stakeholders were 

interested in the change that the new standard would bring, emphasizing the economic 

consequences. 

 

Another perspective on stakeholders’ participation in the standard-setting process is presented 

by Jorissen et al. (2013). They referred to Sutton’s use of the Downsian voting model in 1984. 

Sutton (1984) stated that participants only engage if the benefits of engagement outweigh the 

costs, and hence consider the possibility of engagement will impact the standard setting process 

in their favor. The author’s statement indicated that preparers are expected to lobby to a greater 

extent than users. The reason for this is mostly because preparers usually have the financial 

capacity as well as stronger incentives to hinder the development of accounting standards that 

are unfavorable for them (Jorissen et al., 2013). Moreover, Jorissen et al. (2013) noticed in their 

study that preparers as well as industry associations and accounting professionals reacted with 

similar intensity to a new proposed standard, accounting for sometimes 90% of all submitted 

comment letters. In contrast, users of financial statements rarely participated in the standard-

setting processes.  

 

On the other hand, Durocher and Fortin (2011) suggested that an extensive level of stakeholder 

participation is of detriment to the outcome quality as it allows for a more thorough 

understanding of the proposed standard, both for the stakeholders and the Board. However, 

according to Bamber and McMeeking (2016), fairness is not easy to attain due to conflicting 

interests among different stakeholders. Alali et al. (2010) explained that the fairness 

phenomenon is partially due to the consultation process provided by the IASB, which creates 

opportunities for stakeholders to lobby in their own interests. At the same time, Alali et al. 

(2010) argued that the IASB handles a challenging task by setting a single set of international 

standards and as a result having various parties to meet the expectations of. 

 

2.3.3 Conceptual framework for this thesis 

As discussed above in section 2.3.2, to realize the research aim and answer the three supporting 

research questions, we chose to use the Stakeholder theory. Stakeholders were identified as 

well as their influence on the amendment. When developing an existing standard, the Board 
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must listen to their stakeholders’ needs in order to create a standard that satisfies all stakeholder 

groups. As mentioned in 2.3.1, the IASB involves stakeholders in the due process and analyzes 

their contributions to achieve a high quality of standards (Beller, 2020). Appropriately, this is 

in line with Freeman’s (1984) Stakeholder theory where the core idea is that if organizations 

prioritize their stakeholders, it will benefit them in the long run. Using Freeman’s (1984) words 

analogously, the IASB must be familiar with their stakeholders' values in order to keep their 

level of success. A healthy ongoing relationship with its stakeholders will keep companies 

successful (Post, et al., 2002). Therefore, using the Stakeholder theory throughout the whole 

paper seemed most logical. Based on previous literature and Freeman’s theory (1984) discussed 

in 2.3.2, we constructed a conceptual framework that incorporated both the yet to be identified 

stakeholders and Freeman's model as the overarching lens for our thesis (Figure 3). The purpose 

with the model is to identify who the stakeholders are in the comment letters and to provide a 

better understanding of each group's influence on the final amendment.  

 
Figure 3 

Theoretical model for this thesis  

 

 
Note. This theoretical model is designed to help us identify how many and who the stakeholder groups are in the 

comment letters. Thus, the empirical data may show more or less than five groups.  

 

The purpose of the theoretical model is to guide our data collection by choosing an appropriate 

method that helps us move further with the research process. The model also provides structure 

in the analysis on how to code the comment letters, which are based on our three research 

questions. The model also helps us identify what type of respondents there are in the comment 
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letters. Moreover, it continues to help us replace the names in the Figure 3 into actual 

stakeholder groups. Continuously, with the help of the model and the first answer from our first 

research question, it drives us further to answer the second research question which is to 

identify the stakeholder group’s opinion. Lastly, the model facilitates the understanding of the 

stakeholders’ influence on the decision-making process on the Covid-19-related rent 

concession, which is in line with our third research question. Finally, with the help of the model 

it contributes to our results which thereafter helps us draw a conclusion to our research aim.  
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3. Methodology 
 

The following chapter begins with an explanation of the study’s research philosophy and 

approach. Furthermore, the chapter continues with a discussion about the chosen method for 

data collection and qualitative content analysis will be described. Lastly, the chapter closes 

with a subsection of research trustworthiness.  

 
 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

There are two philosophical paradigms, which are commonly referred to as the positivist and 

the interpretivist paradigm. The positivism philosophy tends to be associated with quantitative 

research, while qualitative research instead is associated with interpretivism. The positivist 

paradigm uses the natural science research model to examine the social world. This approach 

is typically associated with quantitative data and statistics, and it usually focuses on the causes 

and consequences of social phenomena. On the other hand, the interpretivism paradigm is 

concerned with developing an understanding of people's beliefs and individual experiences. 

Consequently, this paradigm is skeptical about the possibility of achieving objectivity as it is 

inevitable that the researcher's views are to some extent shaped by the person's own experiences 

and identity (Denscombe, 2018).  

 

Our study was not considered the positivist paradigm to be suitable for our work, and it could 

not help us accomplish our research aim. As this paper was based on a qualitative data 

collection, the positivist paradigm was deemed unfit because it is mostly used in quantitative 

research. However, since this research sought to investigate the influence of the stakeholder 

groups had on the IASB’s decision-making process on the amendment, it was significant to 

examine the stakeholders’ opinions. This could only be done by analyzing comment letters, 

which belongs to the qualitative method. The interpretivism paradigm is based on the idea that 

social reality has a meaning for human beings which leads to human action being meaningful 

as well (Bell, et al., 2022). This linked to the paper's aim which was to investigate the influence 

that various stakeholders had on the decision-making process of amendment. We sought to 

interpret the stakeholders’ beliefs and experiences regarding the proposed amendment from our 

point of view. Therefore, interpretivism was considered most suitable for this study.  
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3.2 Research Approach  
Research approach is the plan a researcher puts forth for conducting the study. There are three 

different approaches to how the theory is used in the research: deduction; induction; abduction. 

The deductive approach is characterized by a relationship between theory and research. The 

relationship between these two aspects is that research is conducted with already established 

theory to develop hypotheses and ideas. In contrast, the inductive approach instead generates 

the theory out of the conducted research. The abductive approach, on the other hand, is used to 

make logical conclusions and build on existing theories. However, abduction is proposed as a 

way of overcoming the limitations associated with deductive and inductive positions. 

Deductive reasoning has the problem of relying on a strict logic of testing and falsifying 

hypotheses, but there is a difficulty when selecting a theory to be tested. A criticism of inductive 

reasoning is that no amount of empirical data will necessarily lead to its reconstruction. This 

situation is overcome by using abductive logic (Bell, et al., 2022).  

 

As this study was influenced by the interpretivist paradigm, which entailed the understanding 

of stakeholders' perspectives, influence and opinions, there was an inevitable ongoing shift 

between data and theory. The Stakeholder theory, which is an already established theory, has 

been an important aspect for this paper because it has helped the paper answer the three research 

questions. Furthermore, the paper linked the empirical evidence with the theoretical framework 

that was discussed in section 2.3.3. By performing an empirical test and then referring to the 

theory, the approach complemented and extended the existing literature by using new uncharted 

findings. Applying the Stakeholder theory and our empirical findings has helped the paperwork 

more unconditionally to meet the research aim. Based on the abductive approach, the drawn 

conclusion was merely a best guess because the coding process for this paper has been done by 

two individuals, which made it prone to imperfections. Therefore, the abductive approach was 

best suited for this study. 

 

3.3 Data Collection  

This paper was based on the qualitative research method because it provided a better 

understanding of the stakeholders' influence on the IASB’s decision-making process on the 

Covid-19 related rent concession. Since the paper analyzed the stakeholders' influence, the 

qualitative approach enabled our understanding in a more profound way (Bell, et al., 2022). 

The research aim was to identify who the stakeholders were in comment letters, what opinions 



 

21 

 

were expressed and to what extent did the final amendment reflect on them. The following 

segment discusses the chosen method for the chosen data collection, which was based on 

secondary data. Primary data has not been used because it refers to original data that has already 

been generated by another researcher and has therefore not been discussed in this paper (Bell, 

et al., 2022).  

 

The secondary data was primarily based on the IASB’s exposure draft, which involved two 

questions and 114 comment letters from respondents that were drawn up during the 

development of the practical expedient for IFRS 16 (IASB, 2020e; IASB, 2020c). This material 

used to execute the qualitative content analysis for this paper. The ED/2020/2, Covid-19 related 

rent concession was published in April with a last submission for comment letters (CL) on 8th 

of May 2020 (IASB, 2020e). All 114 comment letters were public on IASB’s website where 

all were examined. Various aspects were evaluated on what type of stakeholder group, position 

on the proposed amendment and lastly their comments and opinions. Based on inspiration from 

Reutner and Messner’s (2015) methodology section, we grouped the 114 respondents into 

several different stakeholder groups.  

 

3.3.1 Qualitative Content Analysis  

To help answer the three research questions, a content analysis was performed. The content that 

was analyzed were the documents involved in the IASB’s decision-making process of the 

amendment. Qualitative content analysis (QCA) describes qualitative material in a systematic 

way. To systematically describe a set of material is done by categorizing the material into a 

coding frame (Schreier, 2012). QCA focuses on the people involved and their perspectives to 

create the text or document, which helps to further understand the provided content 

(Williamson & Johanson, 2018). Using content analysis has simplified the paper to gain a better 

understanding of stakeholders’ proposals and changes regarding the amendment. To understand 

stakeholders’ opinions and influences on the decision-making process, the data focused on 

analyzing stakeholders’ comments and proposals. That is why the adoption of QCA was 

considered most suitable for this study because it involves the understanding of different 

perspectives, and in turn necessitates some interpretation (Schreier, 2012). The data collected 

through content analysis included a total number of 114 comment letters, which has been 

presented in the next chapter.  
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The secondary data was gathered through the IASB’s website under the module Completed 

Projects. This module showed all the completed projects that the IASB has had underway. The 

collected secondary data was from the recent project about IFRS 16 and Covid-19. The material 

from the project consisted of the staff papers, an exposure draft and stakeholders’ participation 

through comment letters with 114 responses (IASB, 2022c). The paper started with analyzing 

through abductive coding. The content analysis of these texts sought to classify and categorize 

the stakeholders’ comments on the Boards, Covid-19 related rent concession. Furthermore, the 

content analysis obtained understanding of how much the stakeholders influenced the finalized 

amendment. Content analysis was applied to examine the participation of stakeholders and their 

influence on the final amendment. That is why the comment letters are the paper's main source. 

The summary of the results from the comment letters are presented and described in chapter 4. 

The advantages of this method were that it allowed us to analyze documents and texts that 

provided a purpose to the paper’s research questions. It also enabled us to create categories and 

recognize the content in the text which thereafter was analyzed, in accordance with QCA (Bell, 

et al., 2022).  

 
3.3.1.1. Coding process  

The coding process was made through investigating the 114 comment letters from the IASB 

website (IASB, 2020d). The reason we did that was to answer our three research questions. The 

preparation was made by using an Excel file where several columns were created to structure 

and categorize stakeholders’ comment letters. The columns were as follows: number of 

comment letter, type of stakeholder group, stakeholders’ position regarding the two questions, 

opinions, proposals and lastly comments.  

 

The first step was to identify the different stakeholder groups that sent in the comment letters. 

Correspondingly, we did that in order to understand the role that the stakeholders had in the 

IASB’s decision-making process of the final amendment. The coding on the type of stakeholder 

group in the Excel sheet was made as: Professional Organization, Standard Setter, Individual, 

Industry Organization, Preparer, Accounting firm, Academic, Regulator and Government 

agency. Those respondents who had direct ties to organizations were assigned to the category 

in which their organization was classified (Table 1) (Larson, 1997). For example, the Japanese 

Institute of Certified Public Accountants was coded into the category Professional 

Organization (CL 47). As mentioned in chapter 2.3.3, the paper used Figure 3 to categorize the 
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stakeholders into the identified groups. By creating Table 1 it helped the paper structure how 

many stakeholder groups there were. Furthermore, the table helped determine how much 

influence each stakeholder group had on the decision-making on Covid-19-related Rent 

Concession. 

 

The second step of coding was stakeholders' position in the amendment. Stakeholders' opinion 

on the amendment was divided into three different columns as agree, disagree and unclear. 

The respondents that were coded as unclear were not discussed in the paper since they did not 

provide useful information. Some of the answers were easy to identify, as being short and clear, 

whilst others had extensive proposals. The extensive proposals were assigned a color in order 

to keep track of which comment belonged to which stakeholder group. Accordingly, this helped 

us discover a pattern about which stakeholder groups had similar proposals, and thus this 

assisted with narrowing down the suggestions into major proposals, which has been presented 

in chapter 4. Within this type of coding, we further utilized the content analysis and we coded 

through a content analysis method described by Bell et al. (2022). We supplemented the data 

with inspiration from Reutner and Messner’s (2015) research design table (Table 1). Once 

again, as several respondents had numerous comparable comments and proposals, we broke 

them down into different categories to facilitate and structure the common opinions. For this 

reason, we were able to merge several proposals into one, and this facilitated a smoother coding 

process of each stakeholder groups’ position in the questions. The reason we did that was 

because it facilitated answering the paper’s second research question.  

 

The third and final step of the coding, we analyzed our coding process by summarizing all the 

comments and proposals from each stakeholder group and created various tables that are 

presented in the next chapter. The tables were created because it helped answer our last research 

question, which was if the IASB reflected on any of the stakeholder groups’ opinions. This led 

to a conclusion if stakeholders’ feedback was taken into consideration in the final amendment.  
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Table 1 

Total respondents and stakeholder groups perceived by the comment letters 

 
Note. The table presents how many stakeholder groups have been identified in the 114 comment letters and their 

frequency.  

 

3.3.2 Research trustworthiness  

Trustworthiness is a set of criteria that can be used to evaluate qualitative research (Bell, et al., 

2022). It provided us with an idea of how valuable our qualitative study was. The following 

criteria are as follows: Credibility, Transferability, Dependability and Confirmability. 

Credibility presents how believable the findings are and its determination to acceptability of 

others (Bell, et al., 2022). The paper studied each stakeholders’ opinions and comments through 

comment letters. Each stakeholder expressed their own opinion which we thereafter studied; 

hence this criterion was considered as credible. Transferability presents if the findings by 

researchers can be applicable to other external contexts (Bell, et al., 2022). Our findings can be 

applicable to similar studies because the stakeholders' influence on the IASB’s decision-making 

process can be studied in various ways. Dependability describes if our findings would give the 

same answers to other researchers if they would have conducted a similar study (Bell, et al., 

2022). Since we collected material from the IASB’s website and coded the stakeholders’ 

feedback, this study meets the criteria if it will give the same answer to other researchers. 

Confirmability describes if the study has been conducted in good faith whereas personal values 

and ideas have been set aside during the research (Bell, et al., 2022). The paper has been based 

on investigating the influence of the stakeholders' opinions, but we not on our personal bases. 

However, since our paper was based on qualitative content analysis, we had to refine the 

material on the comment letters and take a stand regarding their opinions, which means that the 

paper does not meet the confirmability criteria completely.  
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Even though the paper can be considered to have met the trustworthiness criteria it can be 

challenging to determine whether a qualitative study is trustworthy or not. This is because the 

definition of reliability has to do with the quantitative evaluation of quality (Curtin & Fossey, 

2007). Since our paper is based on a qualitative content analysis, the results may have been 

shaped by our bias. However, we still found that our study met the criteria of trustworthiness, 

and can therefore be generalized to other studies.  
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4. Presentation of empirical findings 
 

The following chapter presents the empirical data of the study from the due process of IFRS 

16’s amendment. The chapter starts with a section identifying stakeholder groups, followed by 

a presentation of their opinions. The second section continues with a review of the major 

proposals that were determined from the comment letters. Section three categorizes the issues 

raised by some respondents and explains how these stakeholders' opinions were disparate from 

the majority. Finally, the last section discusses each stakeholder group's influence on  

the final amendment. 

 
 

4.1 Stakeholder groups in the due process of Covid-19-
related Rent Concession 

As aforementioned, we have analyzed 114 comment letters that the IASB have received in 

conjunction with the development of the Covid-19-related Rent Concession. These comment 

letters have been sent from various stakeholders. Through the coding process we were able to 

identify the different stakeholders and their opinions on the proposed amendment. The 

identified stakeholder groups and their response frequency is presented in the upcoming 

section.   

 

4.1.1 Stakeholder groups 

We have identified nine different stakeholder groups from the comment letters. The identified 

stakeholder groups were Preparers, Industry Organizations, Professional Organizations, 

Individuals, Academics, Accounting Firms, Standard Setters, Regulators, and Governmental 

Agencies (Figure 4). Preparers represent their entities who prepare financial statements and 

reports in accordance with international standards. An Industry organization is an association 

formed to promote a specific sector's interest and be a representative for the companies (the 

preparers) in that sector. A Professional organization, on the other hand, serves the interests of 

a certain profession, to strengthen the profession and maintain an altruistic approach. 

Individuals are less likely to represent an entity or an organization and are instead only an 

interested party. Academics are defined as students or professors from a university or college. 

Accounting firms include auditors who measure and process the financial reports. Standard 
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setters and Regulators have a similar position; they are both responsible for setting and 

regulating a standard. Government agencies are state-commissioned organizations that oversee 

or administer specific functions, for example an infrastructure department.  
 

Figure 4 

Stakeholder groups on the Covid-19-Related Rent Concessions 

 
Note: This is a figure showing each stakeholder group identified from the comment letters. Furthermore, it will 

help the paper discuss their influence on the decision-making process of the final amendment.  

 

4.1.1.1 Response frequency 

As shown in Figure 5, Professional organizations accounted for the largest amount of 

responses, with a 34% share of the total number of comment letters. Standard setters and 

regulators together equaled the position of regulatory bodies, and both stakeholder groups 

accounted for 18% of the total share of responses. The third highest response frequency was 

the Individuals who resulted in 12%. Although these respondents represented 12% of all 

comment letters, they sometimes had ambiguous responses. However, this group had one 

respondent with interesting views that we have coded as an outlier, which will be discussed 

further into chapter 4. Both Industry organizations and Preparers had a 10% response 

frequency respectively, while Accounting firms accounted for 9%. Moreover, Academics 

resulted in 4% and lastly Regulators and Government Agencies accounted for 3% respectively.  
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Figure 5  

Stakeholder group response frequency  

 
Note: This pie chart was created through Excel and the results were based on our coding on each stakeholder 

group. A response frequency is shown to facilitate their response on the comment letters.   

 

4.2 Stakeholder groups opinions and proposals  

This section intends to discuss the major proposals that were coded from the comment letters. 

Every proposal that was raised by the stakeholders was merged into a concise set of major 

proposals and assumed importance. As discussed in chapter 3, we were able to associate 

numerous proposals, across all stakeholder groups together. Resultantly, the coding led to 

comments and proposals summarized into few proposals. The following section presents the 

opinions and concise proposals on question one, followed by the second question in the ED 

(Appendix A). Thereby, the first subsection is an overview of the stakeholder groups’ opinions 

on the two questions. This is followed by a presentation of the stakeholder groups’ proposals 

on the practical expedient. Continuously, the section continues with a second subsection for 

question two, presenting the stakeholder groups’ views and proposals on the effective date and 

transition. Before closing the section, we present the proposals, comments and issues raised in 

regard to the amendment. Finally, the last subsection will touch upon proposals from the 

respondents that did not relate to a specific question from the ED.  
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4.2.1 Stakeholders’ opinion on the proposed amendment 

The first question in the ED sought to understand how the respondents related to the proposed 

practical expedient (PE), if they agreed or not, and what they would propose otherwise. Except 

for Professional organizations and Individuals, 100% of each remaining stakeholder group 

agreed with the proposed PE, which resulted in a 96% agreement rate. The two respondents, 

one Professional organization and the other an Individual, who disagreed with the Boards 

proposal, was labeled as outliers. Although we have analyzed 114 comment letters, there were 

three responses from the stakeholder group Individuals that we deemed unclear and could 

therefore not discern any useful information. As discussed in chapter 3, the unclear responses 

submitted by the three Individuals, did not provide helpful answers on how they viewed the 

proposal, therefore we did not analyze them any further.  

 

Nevertheless, it can be seen in Table 2 an overview of various stakeholder groups and their 

position about the proposed amendment. Furthermore, it is also discernable that 86% of all 

respondents had something to say about the proposed amendment. Standard setters, Industry 

organizations, Preparers and Accounting firms had a 100% comment rate, which was in 

contrast with Individuals who only had a 50% comment rate. Overall, the rate of proposals put 

forth by all the respondents was considered acceptable and worthy of analyzing.  

  
Table 2 

Each stakeholder group’s position in the practical expedient 

 
Note: In this table there were 114 comment letters, where each stakeholder answered the first question in the 

proposal. Each stakeholder group reflects the number and percentage of respondents answering agree, disagree, 

and unclear. Moreover, the last three columns are how many respondents had other proposals on how many did 

not. 
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4.2.2 Stakeholders’ opinion on the effective date and transition 

The second question in the ED inquired if the respondents agreed with the proposed effective 

date and transition of the PE, and if they disagreed what they would change. Table 3 presents 

a synopsis of the stakeholder groups’ agreements and disagreements, as well as the total share 

of the answers. The answers for the effective date and transition were not as uniform as for the 

first question (Table 2). The agreement rate resulted in 90%, while the disagreement rate was 

at 7%, it was still investigable. Professional organizations had the greatest number of 

comments, but in proportion to their total quantity of responses it was not considered an 

astounding commenting rate, that resulted in only 23%. Contrary to the proposal rate for 

question one which ended at 86%, the proposal rate for the second question wound up to only 

27%. The proposals for the second question were not necessarily uniform across all stakeholder 

groups, which will be discussed further in the chapter 

 
Table 3 

Each stakeholder group’s position on the effective date and transition. 

 
Note: In total there were 114 comment letters, where each stakeholder answered the second question in the 

proposal. Each stakeholder group reflects the number and percentage of respondents answering agree, 

disagree, and unclear. Moreover, the last three columns show how many respondents had other proposals 

and how many did not. 

 

4.2.3 Major proposals to the proposed amendment 

As can be interpreted from Table 4, there were eight major suggestions to the proposed 

amendment, where the last four proposals do not seem to attract the same attention. The most 

frequently proposed suggestion, at 55% of all comments, was to extend the timeframe of the 

PE. Some respondents suggested removing the explicitly stated end date, and instead have the 

PE applicable as long as the pandemic is ongoing. Many stakeholders approached this by 
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proposing that the PE be extended beyond 2020. For example, a Professional organization (CL 

11) and an Industry organization (CL 106) went as far as proposing that the PE should 

encompass all rent concessions that are a direct consequence of the pandemic. Other 

respondents, such as an Academic (CL 72) instead phrased it as if the restrictions in the PE 

were impractical and needed modification. See Table 5 for further reference of how the 

respondents phrased their suggestions.  

 
Table 4 

Stakeholder groups’ opinions to the practical expedient (Question 1) 

 
Note: This table shows a summary of proposals that were most frequently raised by each stakeholder group about 

changes they wanted to include in the amendment. The most frequent question that was raised in the table was the 

first question that received 55%.  
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Table 5 

Selected quotes from different comment letters on major proposals 

Stakeholder Selected quotes Comment Letter # 

Professional 
organization 

We therefore encourage the Board to consider extending the 
scope to 2021 as well. 

14 

Professional 
organization 

BusinessEurope believes that all rent concessions that are 
negotiated as a direct consequence of covid-19 should be 
included. 

11 

Standard setter Extend the practical expedient by another year. 48 

Standard setter Suggest to extend the application of the practical expedient to 
payments originally due in 2020 and 2021 and over. 

60 

Individual Be expanded to include all COVID-19 related rent concessions 
(not only 2020) 

100 

Industry 
organization 

All rent concessions that are negotiated as a direct consequence 
of Covid-19 should be included. 

106 

Preparer Suggest the practical expedient to extend beyond 2020 (as long 
as the pandemic is around) 

77 

Accounting 
firm 

Extend the timing of the amendment since it can affect the year 
2021. 

53 

Academic The time restriction of 2020 appears impractical and should be 
suitably modified. 

72 

Regulator The amendment should be flexible as far as the period is 
concerned. 

79 

Government 
agency 

Do not limit to 2020. 109 

Note: This table shows selected comment letters from different stakeholders regarding major proposals on the 

practical expedient. 

 

The second suggestion, which revolved around extending the same PE to lessors, was also 

prevalent across all stakeholder groups, ending at 47% of all respondents suggesting it (Table 

4). Several stakeholders that reasoned for the inclusion of lessors, put forth extensive evidence 

of why lessors can need such an amendment. A randomized pick of those stakeholders is the 

trade association Equipment Leasing and Finance Association (ELFA) (CL 39). This 
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stakeholder was coded into the stakeholder group as Industry organization. ELFA motivated 

with the following arguments: 

If a change results in a lease modification, under IFRS 16, a lessor will need to 

reassess lease classification. /…/ When the payment schedule changes, lessors will 

need to formally revise the rent schedules, update the economic pricing for the 

changes, and revise lease schedules related to losses and casualty events. - CL 39  

Similar reasoning was presented by other stakeholders, for example a Standard setter, 

Norwegian Accounting Standards Board (NASB), who claimed that: 

For some lessor's accounting for the modification can create practical challenges due 

to a very high number of lease contracts. - CL 91 

 

Another supporting argument for extending the PE to lessors was provided by European Public 

Real Estate Association (EPRA) who is an Industry organization, stated that: 

Under the current proposal, there may be cases where the lessor assesses that a lease 

modification has occurred and accounts it as such, while the lessee applies the practical 

expedient exemption and does not account the rent concession as a lease modification. 

As such, it is likely that there will be a misalignment between lessors’ revenue 

recognition and lessees’ lease payments. - CL 65 

 

The remaining major proposals, that equaled 21% respectively of all comment letters (Table 

4), can also be considered of significance. The proposal about including guidance for how to 

treat the PE in the accounting was proposed by every stakeholder group except for Government 

agency. The proposal was recurrent in the stakeholder groups Professional organization, 

Standard setters, and Industry organizations. For instance, the Malaysian standard setter 

(MASB) (CL 48) argued that the proposal would facilitate consistent application if the Board 

included a guidance or an illustrative example on the accounting treatment of the PE.  

 

The other proposal that also received 21%, was about clarifying some paragraphs in the 

amendment, was not entirely attended to by all groups (Table 4). Those stakeholders that 

suggested the need for clarification were mainly referring to how paragraphs 46 A&B in the 

ED could improve. To improve and clarify the amendment some respondents suggested the 

possibility of including the paragraphs found under the Basis for Conclusion on the ED. The 
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Basis for Conclusion summarized the Board’s deliberations when developing the ED, and how 

some individual board members considered some factors as more important (IASB, 2020e).  

 

Moreover, the proposal to provide key definitions in the amendment can be closely associated 

with the proposition to clarify the amendment (Table 4). A Professional organization (CL 14) 

calls the PE unprecedented, and  

therefore, it needs to be clear, and definite conditions for application should be adopted.  

 

Another stakeholder, also an affiliate to Professional organizations (CL 29), furthered the 

application of providing key definitions requested the inclusion of paragraph BC5(c) in the 

finalized amendment. Various stakeholders were especially attentive to paragraph BC5 and 

suggested for it to be a part of the final amendment. The reason was that they deemed BC5 to 

contain essential information that would further define the PE and its scope (IASB, 2020e). An 

example of the need for definitions was provided by a Professional organization (CL 55), and 

they argued that there was a need to define some terms and conditions in paragraph 46B(c). 

Moreover, on paragraph 46B, two Accounting firms (CL 66 & 96) recommended further 

clarification of the paragraph. They suggested the Board to exchange the word “direct” for 

another word, which would help reduce practical challenges for prepares (IASB, 2020d).   

 

Similar to the proposal definie key terms which amounted for 7.9% of all comment letters, there 

was another proposal that had the same rate, which was: to apply the amendment for 

unpredicted events (Table 4). Two stakeholders (CL 82 & 83), not affiliated by the same 

stakeholder group, had corresponding arguments for their proposals. They claimed that similar 

events to Covid-19 can take place again, which would most likely entail comparable problems 

with financial reporting, and therefore make the amendment useful to have. To quote one of 

them:  

As a longer-term project, the IASB may wish to consider whether such a practical 

expedient could be applied more generally in situations of natural disaster, such as 

flooding, earthquake, or bushfire, which may result in similar rent concessions. While 

the impact of such disasters is local rather than global, the effect of the disruption 

caused on affected entities can be equal or greater than that caused by COVID-19. – 

CL 83. 
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The second to last major proposal to be suggested by a few respondents, was that they suggested 

a requirement to present remeasurement changes in the profit and loss statement. Moreover, 

there was a similar suggestion about how there should also be adjustments in the right-of-use 

asset (Table 4). An Individual (CL 45) suggested that: 

Par. 46A should specify that those who choose to apply the amendment should 

recognize the amount resulting from the remeasurement of the lease liability in 

P&L. This would facilitate the understanding of the requirement. – CL 45 

This agreed with another respondent, a Standard setter (CL 85), who commented: 

We believe it would be totally inappropriate to recognize major lease 

restructurings in profit and loss without the corresponding adjustments to the 

related right-of-use assets. – CL 85 

 

The last mentioned proposal in Table 4 was that the PE should not be optional for lessees. This 

unique proposal was advocated by one Professional organization and one Government agency. 

The Professional organization (CL 98) necessitated that the PE should not be optional 

regarding consistent application. To quote that stakeholder: 

Companies should not be able to pick and choose which leases they apply the practical 

expedient to. Ideally, we would like to see it applied either to all leases or to none. /…/ 

We suggest that an explicit requirement is included to mandate that the amendment be 

applied consistently to all leases. – CL 98 

 

Congruent with respondent 98, the Government agency (CL 109) also suggested the 

requirement of consistent application of the PE, and therefore restricting the possibility of 

optional application to different leases (Table 4). This proposition was contrary to what was 

suggested by another Government agency (CL 3) and an Accounting firm (CL 53). Instead, 

these stakeholders stated that the amendment should include that the application should be on 

a lease-by-lease basis, since the PE was an option for the lessee. 

 

4.2.4 Stakeholders’ proposals to effective date and transition  

After having presented and briefly discussed the various proposals that the stakeholder groups 

had on the first question, we transition into repeating the same process for question two. The 

second question did not receive as much attention as the first one, primarily because the 

effective date and transition was highly dependent on question one (Appendix A). This was 
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exemplified by one stakeholder, an Individual (CL 21), who disagreed with the first question 

and as he phrased it:  

We disagree with the IASB's proposal in the ED, so there is no point in commenting on 

the effective date and transition requirements for the IASB's proposals. – CL 21 

 

Nevertheless, it was compelling to examine the different proposals for the effective date and 

transition as it was for the proposed amendment. The second question received five major 

proposals, and the most frequently suggested proposition amounted for 14% of all comment 

letters (Table 6). The proposition suggested a change in the proposed effective date. Instead of 

only applying the PE for annual reporting periods beginning on or after 1 June 2020, 

stakeholders akin to Standard setters, Industry organization and Preparers suggested that the 

effective date for the amendment be on or after 1 January 2020. Two preparers (CL 49 & 54) 

commented that they supported the arguments submitted by the Industry organization (CL 22). 

The Industry organization (CL 22) did not completely agree with the proposed effective date. 

The organization stated that entities with reporting periods ending on 30 June 2020 would not 

have sufficient time to assess all leases that were given rent concessions and to make the 

required system changes.  

 

Furthermore, it can be seen in Table 6 that all but two stakeholder groups did not put forward 

a suggestion to change the effective date, which were Regulator and Government agency. The 

other seven stakeholder groups proposed that the effective date should either be set at an earlier 

date or allow earlier application of the amendment. The only Professional organization (CL 

89) who proposed this, reasoned that some jurisdictions do not allow earlier application and 

that commonly the annual reporting periods begin on or after January 1st. Therefore, they 

recommended the Board to adopt the effective date on or after 1 January 2020. A Portuguese 

Standard setter (CL 16) completely disagreed with the effective date and transition, which 

made them the only stakeholder among their peers of Standard setters to disagree with the 

proposed effective date. They did not put forward a proposition for how to change the proposed 

effective date, but opted for an explanation as to why they did not support it:  

In Portugal, the Tax Authorities may not consider for tax purposes the accounting 

treatment resulting from an early adoption of an amendment to an existing IFRS. Many 

listed firms use IFRS in their separate financial statements, meaning that they assess 

their corporate income tax from IFRS financial statements. This means that for tax 
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purposes the proposed amendment could not be relevant for 2020 annual reporting 

period, which may cause unnecessary tax litigation. – CL 16 

 

The second major proposal that was suggested by four stakeholder groups, was that they wanted 

clarification of the paragraphs C1A and C20A (Appendix A). This proposal was presented by 

eight different respondents, in which four of them were Professional organizations (Table 6). 

This proposal was a combination of several comparable propositions. An example of what the 

stakeholders meant when requesting clearer paragraphs can be provided by a Professional 

organization (CL 81):  

Paragraph C1A: Applying the Amendment effective date for annual reporting periods 

beginning on or after 1 June 2020, with earlier application permitted, could be 

misunderstood and the proposed Amendment could not be applied until the fiscal year 

2021 instead for the fiscal year 2020. We please suggest clarifying if the reporting 

period would be referred to “… for interim reporting periods…” and/or the effective 

date would be “...ending on or after 1 June…”.  

Paragraph C20A: /…/ We think the retroactively should be limited for the fiscal year 

2020. Paragraph BC12 elaborates on the dates and mentions the retroactive 

application of the Amendment; we think, however, that a more precise and clearer 

wording would be helpful to users. – CL 81 

 

Another respondent, an Academic (CL 72), also expressed their reasoning for the need of 

clarification on a premise like respondent 81. The respondent stated that paragraph C1A needed 

to be reworded, because it was not sufficiently clear.  

If the intent is to ensure that the effect of the practical expedient should reflect in interim 

and annual financial statements authorized for publication on/after June 1, 2020 (as 

seems to be obvious), then this needs to be made clear and unambiguous. - CL 72 

 

Another stakeholder who suggested the clarification of paragraph C20A was the 

aforementioned Malaysian standard setter (MASB). MASB’s spokesperson stated how 

they would like to see the clarification to be executed: 

MASB recommends the inclusion of paragraph BC12 of ED/2020/2 in the final 

Amendment or in the form of an illustrative application guidance to the final 
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Amendment, as the explanation and example in paragraph BC12 would provide better 

clarity on the retrospective application. - CL 48 

 

The remaining three proposals narrowly equaled four percent together (Table 6). Two 

stakeholders, a Preparer and one Industry organization, recommended that the effective date 

for the amendment should be immediately on issuance of the finalized amendment.  

We believe the effective date should be on issuance, with early adoption allowed. This 

would allow for cases where a reporting period has ended, but the financial reports 

have not been issued. - CL 23 

 

The last two proposals in Table 6, was suggested by only one stakeholder group, which were 

Professional organizations. The first organization (CL 29) suggested that the amendment 

should be removed from IFRS 16 after a year or two. While the other respondent (CL 52) 

suggested the Board to provide the preparers the option of prospective application, instead of 

only retrospective. This organization argued the following:  

We suggest that entities that have previously applied lease modification accounting for 

COVID19-related rent concessions within the scope of the proposed amendments, 

should be permitted to not restate those amounts. - CL 52  

 
Table 6 

Stakeholder groups’ opinions on the effective date and transition (Question 2).  

 
Note: This table shows a summary of proposals that were most frequently raised by each stakeholder group about 

changes they wanted to include in the amendment. The most frequent question that was raised in the table was the 

first question that received 14%.  
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4.2.5 Issues raised  

The following subsection focuses on the stakeholders that had different views on the practical 

expedient, and how they approached the IASB’s proposal. We identified five different 

respondents that raised different issues, that did not fit into our coding scheme. Therefore, these 

five stakeholders were coded as the outliers in the content analysis.  

 

We found two respondents, who were categorized into different stakeholder groups, and they 

disagreed with the proposed amendment (Appendix A). The first stakeholder to oppose 

question one was an Individual, more specifically a Certified Public Accountant (CPA) of Japan 

(CL 21). The stakeholder had various arguments to why he disagreed, and argued the following:  

Do not believe that all the rent concessions are directly and immediately not only subject 

to the requirements of lease modification in IFRS 16 but also need assessment of it. /…/ 

Exemption of lease payments should be accounted for as derecognition of lease 

liabilities regardless if arising from Covid-19 [or not]. Extension arising from 

deterioration of lessee’s ability of payment should be accounted for as modification of 

financial instruments that is not derecognized. Therefore, we disagree with the proposal 

of the IASB. – CL 21  

What this CPA alluded to was that lease modifications that occurred due to Covid-19 should 

be recognized in the profit and loss statement to complement the increase or decrease in lease 

liabilities. The CPA also presented ten different disadvantages with the proposed amendment, 

and a few of them can be seen in Table 7.  
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Table 7 

Summarized opinions from comment letter #21.   

      CL #21 A summarized assortment of the disadvantages brought up by the respondent 

 That the proposal is called a practical expedient. Instead, it should be seen as an 

exception for lease modification because it provides different accounting outcomes 

largely by whether the entity chooses it or not. 

 The proposed amendment would impair comparability because of it being a non-

mandatory requirement. 

 If the entity does not elect the practical expedient in the ED and recognize the 

impairment loss for the right-of-use assets as a result of Covid-19 pandemic, accounting 

mismatch may happen for not to recognize gain on the change of lease liabilities. 

Note: This table is a summarized comment letter #21 from a stakeholder, Individual, where they disagreed with 

the proposed amendment on the practical expedient.  

 

This respondent proposed an alternative approach to amend IFRS 16. The alternative approach 

included attributes like exemption which referred to: 

entire or partial extinguishment of existing lease liabilities due to law or arrangements 

between lessee and lessor. – CL 21 

Another aspect of the alternative approach was that of extension, which the respondent 

described as: 

postponement of time of payment of existing lease liabilities from the originally due date 

due to law or arrangements between lessee and lessor. – CL 21 

According to the respondent, this approach was in contrast to the IASB’s proposed amendment,  

because the requirements of lease modification in IFRS 16 is potentially little applied 

to the rent concessions arising as a result of Covid-19 pandemic. – CL 21 

 

The second stakeholder who disagreed with the PE was an Australian Professional 

organization (CL 105). The Australian Institute of Public Accountants (IPA) stated that they 

were skeptical of the proposed amendment. Their argument was that many preparers only have 

a few leases, which would hardly make IFRS 16 burdensome and thus limiting any major 

impacts from the PE. On the other hand, IPA reasoned that, those lessees with a more extensive 

lease portfolio tend to have established significant resources to deal with the impacts of a large 
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quantity of rent concession. IPA continued their argument on the grounds of useful information 

to the users of financial statements: 

The IPA believes in uncertain economic times it is paramount that investors and 

creditors have the highest quality information to make decisions as such the IPA is 

reluctant to support any “watering-down” of requirements that may adversely affect 

users’ ability to make informed decisions. – CL 105 

 

The remaining three outliers did not necessarily disagree with the proposed amendment, but 

they had other opinions that were not comparable with other stakeholders’ responses. Unlike 

the 63 comment letters about extending the timeframe for applying the amendment (Table 4), 

one respondent requested the opposite. This Accounting firm (CL 80) requested for the IASB 

to limit the practical expedient to rent concessions granted in 2020, regardless of whether the 

related payments were originally due beyond 2020. Their argument was: 

If the reduction in lease payments is granted for a long period of time, the entity would 

need to apply judgment in assessing which part (if any) of the rent concession relates to 

the Covid-19 pandemic. – CL 80  

This suggestion was exactly as it was proposed in the ED (IASB, 2020e), which meant that this 

respondent did not want the Board to extend the timeframe for applying the PE.  

 

While the Accounting firm (CL 80) requested a time limit on the application of the PE, another 

Accounting firm (CL 41) suggested something completely unrelated. This accounting firm 

proposed for the Board to amend paragraph 46 to: 

Require that multiple rent concessions entered into, at or around, the same time for the 

same underlying asset/assets should apply the criteria in paragraph 46B as a single unit 

of account. – CL 41 

 

The last outlier Volkswagen Group, a Preparer (CL 108), agreed with the proposed 

amendment, but asserted that they would not apply the PE. Their argument was that they 

already had a completely computerized process that calculated their leases. They further argued 

that:  

A change of this computerized process would lead to unreasonably high costs. We 

therefore agree under the premise that only an accounting policy choice is 

implemented. – CL 108  
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4.2.6 Other proposals put forth by the stakeholders 

In addition to the proposals prepared for the two questions discussed in the sections above, there 

have been other proposals put forth. Of all respondents, almost 16% of them requested the 

addition to expand the requirement for disclosures, which was to change the paragraph 60A in 

the ED (Table 8). Except for Preparers and Industry organization, all other stakeholder groups 

seemed to be in favor of additional disclosures for the amendment. According to a Regulator 

(CL 68), additional disclosure requirements were needed, and their argument was: 

to ensure that users of financial statements can understand the nature and impact of the 

rent concessions obtained from lessors, such as a description of such concessions and 

their impact on the lease liability. – CL 68 

 

An Accounting firm (CL 80) described why there was a need for an expanded disclosure 

requirement. They suggested several additional disclosure requirements. These would include 

for the lessee to provide information that they have applied the PE to the rent concessions that 

has been granted due to the pandemic. Therefore, the amount of rent concessions should be 

recognized in the profit and loss statement during the period.  

 

Another proposal was to grant preparers of financial statements the possibility to not follow the 

requirement in paragraph 28(f) in IAS 8 Accounting Policies, Changes in Accounting Estimates 

and Errors (IASB, 2021b) (Table 8). The paragraph is about disclosure requirements for the 

initial application of an IFRS. Paragraph 28(f) states the following: 

When initial application of an IFRS has an effect on the current period or any prior 

period, would have such an effect except that it is impracticable to determine the amount 

of the adjustment, or might have an effect on future periods, an entity shall disclose: 

(f) for the current period and each prior period presented, to the extent practicable, the 

amount of the adjustment: (i) for each financial statement line item affected; and (ii) if 

IAS 33 Earnings per Share applies to the entity, for basic and diluted earnings per share. 

(IASB, 2021b) 

 

The respondents who suggested such an exemption were from two different stakeholder groups, 

one Professional organization and one Accounting firm. Both respondents worded their request 

in a similar manner, and to quote one of them: 
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We think lessees should be exempt from the disclosures required by IAS 8 paragraph 

28(f) as requiring those disclosures would negate the objective of the relief. – CL 24  

 
Table 8 

Other proposals  

 
Note: This Table presents an overview of the two other proposals. It presents the amount of stakeholder groups 

that suggested additional disclosures and for the IASB to exempt preparers from the requirement in paragraph 

28(f) of IAS 8. Further, the table conveys the total number of respondents who suggested the two proposals, and 

the percentage of all comment letters that the total suggestions equaled.  
 

 

4.3 Stakeholders’ influence on the final amendment 

The aim of this section was to examine the actual changes that the IASB made to the finalized 

amendment after the commenting period ended. This section presents a comparison of the 

exposure draft and the issued. The ED included various additional information that the final 

amendment did not end up containing.  

 

In the final amendment, we could not ascertain that the Board removed any paragraphs that 

were not originally stated. Rather, we established that the Board added paragraphs, and changed 

the scope of some of the original requirements, in accordance with the stakeholders’ proposals. 

One of the changes was to paragraph 46B(b), which was the condition to make the PE 

applicable only to rent concessions occurring as a direct consequence of the Covid-19 

pandemic. The original 46B(b) stated the following: 
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Any reduction in lease payments affects only payments originally due in 2020 (for 

example, a rent concession would meet this condition if it results in reduced lease 

payments in 2020 and increased lease payments that extend beyond 2020). (IASB, 

2020e). 

 

The change that has been done on the issued amendment can be considered major. The modified 

paragraph showed that the suggestions by various stakeholder groups, as presented in Table 4, 

have been embraced by the Board. The revised paragraph 46B(b) stated the following: 

Any reduction in lease payments affects only payments originally due on or before 

30 June 2021 (for example, a rent concession would meet this condition if it results 

in reduced lease payments on or before 30 June 2021 and increased lease payments 

that extend beyond 30 June 2021). (IASB, 2020b) 

 

It is possible to distinguish a fundamental change in the paragraph after an overview of both 

drafts. While the ED stated payments originally due in 2020, the final draft changed to payments 

originally due on or before 30 June 2021. At first the amendment was to only encompass rent 

concessions that would affect lease payments in 2020, and later the payments would return to 

their original payment plan beyond 2020. In the revised draft, this prerequisite instead entailed 

rent concessions that would affect lease payments due on or before 30 June 2021. This change 

entailed additional six months for entities to apply the practical expedient.  

 

Another modification of the amendment, or rather an extension to the amendment in the ED, 

was to broaden the disclosure requirements (paragraph 60A). In the first draft, paragraph 60A 

only required: 

A lessee that applies the practical expedient in paragraph 46A shall disclose that fact. 

(IASB, 2020e) 

 

In the adjusted draft, paragraph 60A was extended to include further disclosure requirements. 

The expanded paragraph required the lessee who chooses to adopt the PE to disclose the 

following: 

(a) that it has applied the practical expedient to all rent concessions that meet the 

conditions in paragraph 46B or, if not applied to all such rent concessions, information 

about the nature of the contracts to which it has applied the practical expedient (see 

paragraph 2); and  
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(b) the amount recognized in profit or loss for the reporting period to reflect changes in 

lease payments that arise from rent concessions to which the lessee has applied the 

practical expedient in paragraph 46A. (IASB, 2020b) 

Accordingly, this extension of the disclosure requirements shows the Board’s attentiveness to 

the respondents’ propositions.  

 

The third, and last addition to the final amendment was to extend the Transition requirements 

by adding a second paragraph in addition to the existing paragraph C20A. The new paragraph, 

C20B, exempts the lessee from disclosing in accordance with paragraph 28(f) of IAS 8: 

In the reporting period in which a lessee first applies Covid-19-Related Rent 

Concessions, a lessee is not required to disclose the information required by 

paragraph 28(f) of IAS 8. (IASB, 2020b) 

This addition was not a widespread or even a noted matter by the stakeholders. Only two 

respondents requested this exemption.  
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5. Analysis 
 

The upcoming chapter discusses the findings presented in chapter 4. Moreover, the chapter 

contains three different sections, mirroring the preceding chapter. With the help of the 

conceptual framework, the three research questions will be answered.  

 

5.1 Stakeholder groups in the due process of Covid-19-
related Rent Concession 

The first research question in this thesis was, who the stakeholders were in the comment letters. 

As established by Kwok and Sharp (2005) as well as Bamber and McMeeking (2016), the IASB 

had different key stakeholders. Both studies agreed upon four different stakeholder groups that 

tended to influence the standard-setting process. Whereas, in a previous exposure draft, the 

IASB identified eleven different stakeholder groups from 290 comment letters on Leases. The 

stakeholder groups were Preparer, Industry Organization, Professional Organization, 

Standard Setter, Individual, Academic, Accounting Firm, Governmental Agency, Users, Other 

and Regulators (IASB, 2009) (Figure 6).  

 
Figure 6 

Stakeholder groups from previous comment letters on Leases 

 
Note: This is a figure that the IASB has identified as stakeholder groups from previous comment letters on Leases.  
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Our research supported the IASB’s findings because we identified similar stakeholder groups. 

In comparison to our empirical findings, we found nine out of the eleven stakeholder groups 

that the IASB identified from previous comment letters on Leases. The two unidentified 

stakeholder groups were Other and User (Table 9). Since the stakeholder groups Other and 

User were not identified in our paper they have not been discussed further. Nonetheless, an 

explanation was provided by Jorissen et al. (2013) who found that Users tend to have a limited 

engagement in the standard-setting process.   

 
Table 9 

Comparison of stakeholder groups identified by the IASB and in this thesis 

 
Note: this table shows a comparison of two different projects from the IASB. The first project shows eleven 

stakeholder groups from a previous project from the IASB, while this paper findings found nine common 

stakeholder groups that are similar to the Leases project.  

 

Consistent with the statement by Camfferman et al. (2018), the IASB has become part of an 

ecosystem with its stakeholders, which our findings also confirmed. An additional perspective 

on the IASB and its relation to its stakeholders is presented by Lunenburg's (2010) assertion 

that the decision-making process is fundamentally a people process. Although our study 

focused on the stakeholders' influence on the decision-making process, the statements by 

Camfferman et al. (2018) and Lunenburg (2010) were still relevant. The reason for this claim 

was due to the avid participation by almost all the stakeholder groups that the Board identified. 

Appropriately, this is in line with the Stakeholder theory in which it relies on the basis that 

stakeholders can both affect and be affected by the organization (Freeman, 1984). Since the 
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theory explains the relationship dynamic between the stakeholder and the organization, it 

facilitated the understanding of the IASB and their communication with its stakeholders.   

 

Furthermore, Drăgulescu et al. (2014) stated that stakeholders’ decisions are the main factors 

that can affect a company's profitability, which can also be linked to the IASB and its 

relationship with its stakeholders. As discussed in 2.3.3, the IASB has a considerable respect 

for their stakeholders’ participation in the due processes. The IASB states that including 

stakeholders in the standard-setting process allows for a higher quality of standards (Beller, 

2020). 

 

5.2 Stakeholder group’s opinions and proposals 

Our second research question, which was to present the stakeholders’ opinions, the Stakeholder 

theory was helpful to answer the second question. The theory helped us understand how the 

IASB has handled the stakeholders’ contrasting perspectives on how they should attain their 

goals (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). To reiterate Freeman’s (1984) definition of the Stakeholder 

theory: any party who can both affect and be affected by the achievements of an organization. 

It can be stated with certainty that the different stakeholder groups reinforce Freeman’s (1984) 

definition when they send in their detailed responses, regarding the proposed amendment.  

 

As presented in chapter 4 Presentation of empirical findings, the acceptance rate on the 

proposed amendment was high across all stakeholder groups. The acceptance rate resulted in 

96% of all respondents, which included all identified stakeholder groups. Each stakeholder 

group agreed to relieve lessees from specific accounting requirements in IFRS 16 Leases. 

Discernable from Table 2, 86% of the respondents had their own thoughts about how the 

practical expedient should change to further serve its purpose, which was to alleviate for lessees 

during the pandemic. This in turn contrasted with how the respondents viewed the proposed 

effective date and transition. Most respondents did not propose any changes for the effective 

date and transition, and only responded with an agree or disagree. Some of the major proposals 

put forth by respondents were recurring, whereas some proposals were only suggested by two 

or one respondent. These contrasted proposals reaffirmed the aspect of the Stakeholder theory: 

that stakeholders have differing perspectives on how the IASB should reach its goals (Deegan 

& Unerman, 2011).  

 



 

49 

 

The relatively high engagement level among the stakeholder groups could have indicated that 

they had intentions to influence the IASB’s decision-making process, and ultimately the final 

amendment, in their own interests. This is in accordance with Sutton (1984) who argued that 

stakeholders’ participation in the standard-setting process relied on their self-interest.  

 

Moreover, Jorissen et al. (2013) found that there are three different stakeholder groups that can 

be associated with each other and can therefore react with similar intensity to a proposed 

standard. These stakeholder groups were preparers, industry associations and accounting 

professionals. Associating these three stakeholder groups indicates that they have similar 

interests. It is evident that accounting professionals and industry associations are dependent 

variables when it comes to preparers. Properly, this meant that the first two stakeholder groups 

promoted the interest of preparers. Firstly, because an industry association represents the 

preparer and their interests (industry organization). Secondly an accounting professional is 

employed to measure and process the financial reports (accounting firms).  

 

However, we could not find indications that the two different stakeholder groups, Industry 

organizations and Accounting firms, acted in the favor of preparers. From our empirical data 

we obtained similar findings to Jorissen et al. (2013). The findings were that two Australian 

Preparers referred to the comment letter by an Industry organization that represented their 

interests. An explanation to why our empirical findings could not align with the findings by 

Jorissen et al. (2013) was because our coding scheme did not allow for such findings. To 

reiterate our purpose, we aimed to study the influence that various stakeholder groups had on 

the IASB’s decision-making process of the Covid-19-related Rent Concession. This meant that 

we had no intention to understand why the stakeholders decided to send in comment letters or 

how they wanted to impact the final amendment in their own interests. Therefore, we could not 

determine any notion of self-interest from the stakeholders' comment letters. The stakeholders’ 

actual influence discusses further in the upcoming section. 

 

Contrastingly, many of the major proposals submitted by the stakeholders were not included in 

the final amendment. For example, to include lessors in the amendment. That was because the 

IASB did not consider lessors to face the same practical challenges as lessees in accounting for 

rent concessions. Their argument was that IFRS 16 carried forward the lessor accounting model 

in IAS 17 Leases. Therefore, in contrast to lessees, lessors have not recently modified a new 

accounting model for their leases (IASB, 2020e). As Botzem (2012) phrased it, the IASB has 
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full decision-making authority, even if the stakeholders can have an influence on the process. 

Moreover, he also stated that stakeholders’ participation in the standard-setting process paves 

a way for the Board to better understand issues or shortcomings that otherwise would have gone 

unnoticed. Furthermore, Durocher and Fortin (2011) claimed that an avid participation by the 

stakeholders would eventually affect the outcome quality of the standards. The stakeholders’ 

participation would allow the Board, and themselves for that matter, to better understand the 

proposed amendment. This assertion by Botzem (2012) as well as Durocher and Fortin (2011) 

are further confirmed by the IASB. They conclude that they adopt the stakeholders' proposals 

and scrutinization’s with the aim to develop qualitative standards (Beller, 2020). 

 

5.3 Stakeholders’ influence on the final amendment 

To answer our third research question, to what extent did the final amendment reflect the 

stakeholder group's opinions. Following the discussion in sections 5.1 and 5.2, Freeman (1984) 

defines stakeholders as individuals or groups that may influence or be influenced by an 

organization. 

 

Eisenfuhr (2011) defines decision-making as a process that entails making a choice based on 

several alternatives, to ultimately reach a desired outcome (Lunenburg, 2010). As discussed in 

5.2, stakeholders were a vital part of the Board’s decision-making process for the Covid-19-

related Rent Concession. We understood that the IASB esteemed their stakeholders’ opinions 

as they adopted some of their proposals in the final amendment. In agreement with Eisenfuhr 

(2011), we found that the IASB decided based on many alternative suggestions from 

stakeholders, where they eventually reached a conclusion on what became a desired outcome. 

 

According to Lunenburg (2010) decision-making can either follow the rational model or the 

bounded rationality model. Theoretically, the IASB’s standard-setting process, which 

encompasses the decision-making process, follows the logical sequence that is minted in the 

rational model. Regarding the proposed amendment, the Board identified a problem; they 

generated solutions; the solutions were evaluated; they chose the best solution; they issued said 

solution (Schoenfeld, 2011). However, Lunenburg (2010) stated that a completely rational 

decision-making process entails the possession of exhaustive information, which cannot be 

considered true when regarding the case of the IASB. If the Board had the perfect information, 

there would not have entailed a need for the stakeholders’ opinions. Therefore, the logical 
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sequence of the rational model cannot be considered completely applicable to the IASB’s 

decision-making process.  

 

Hence, applying the bounded rationality model would result in a better understanding of the 

IASB’s decision-making process. Bounded rationality model acknowledges the decision 

maker's limitations, which can be an incomplete comprehension of the problem; cannot 

consider all possible solutions; the final decision will not be the most optimal, especially for 

every party involved. As Simon (1997) minted the definition for bounded rationality model, he 

stated that, due to the different limitations that decision-makers face they will have to settle for 

a satisfactory solution rather than a perfect one. Ergo, this perspective on the decision-making 

process corresponded with the IASB’s process of developing the Covid-19-related Rent 

Concession. The Board identified a problem and generated a possible solution, but for them to 

uphold their principle of setting qualitative standards, they included their stakeholders in the 

process. The stakeholders’ feedback and suggestions for change can be regarded as a way for 

the Board to have had the perfect and exhaustive information needed to issue the most optimal 

amendment. However, the rationality of decision-making is dismantled, passing on to the 

inherent limitations of decision-making. Many stakeholders participated in sending in comment 

letters, and many of them had different suggestions for change, which the Board had to adhere 

to. According to Simon (1997) the various alternative solutions generated during the decision-

making process are always evaluated incompletely. Hence, the Board could not have been able 

to account for all the propositions put forth by the respondents. Therefore, the IASB had to 

settle for only a satisfactory solution instead of optimizing all stakeholders’ opinions for the 

finalized amendment. 

 

As presented in section 4.3, the IASB seemed to have taken some of the proposals into account 

when issuing the final amendment, by adopting three proposals. Consequently, this meant that 

they excluded numerous suggestions from the stakeholder groups. Appropriately, this fact can 

be associated with Simon’s (1997) statement about the limitations associated with decision-

making. The first change in the final draft, which was in paragraph 46B(b), was the extension 

of the application time of the PE (IASB, 2020e). As previously noted in the empirical findings, 

the proposal that was suggested by 55% of all respondents, was about extending the timeframe 

for the PE (Table 4). The second proposal was submitted by 15,8% of all stakeholders, which 

was about expanding the disclosure requirements. The last change that the Board embraced was 

to absolve the lessee from the disclosure requirements in paragraph 28(f) in IAS 8 (IASB, 
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2020b). The last change was suggested by two respondents that belonged to Accounting firm 

and Professional organization, which hardly equaled 2% of the total respondents (Table 8).  

 

In retrospect, it may seem strange that the latter of the two proposals were adopted by the IASB. 

However, regarding the suggestion about additional disclosure requirements it can be 

advocated for in accordance with the findings by Duke et al. (2009) and Singh (2010). Both 

studies argued for the advantages of implementing the accounting standard IFRS 16 Leases, 

because the standard would provide financial statement users with better understanding of the 

firm’s financial situation. Appropriately, the authors’ findings can be used to understand why 

the Board adopted the specific proposition instead of other suggestions that were more 

widespread. Therefore, additional disclosure requirements in the amendment would allow users 

of financial statements information to better assess and value the effect of the Covid-19-related 

Rent Concession.  

 

Alali et al. (2010) argued that the IASB faced a complicated task when setting-standards, 

especially during the decision-making process because they must regard various stakeholders’ 

conflicting interests. Eventually, this can lead to the standard-setting becoming unfair (Bamber 

& McMeeking, 2016). However, in the same study the authors found that the Board acted 

without bias when they rejected and accepted comment letters from the different stakeholder 

groups. In accordance with the Stakeholder theory, the Board had to ensure that the amendment 

was in favor of satisfying their stakeholders. That was why the stakeholders’ participation was 

vital for the decision-making process of the Covid-19-related Rent Concession, even if not all 

propositions were regarded for the final amendment.  
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6. Conclusions, contributions, limitations, and 
suggestions for future research 

 
In this last chapter, the conclusion of this paper’s aim is presented. The conclusion is based on 

our study, where we investigated stakeholders’ influence on the IASB’s decision-making 

process of the final draft of Covid-19-related Rent Concession. Furthermore, the findings and 

analysis are discussed, followed by a section explaining different contributions. Lastly, we 

concluded the chapter with a section reviewing limitations and suggestions for future research.  

 
 

6.1 Conclusion and discussion 

Our research has provided insight to the stakeholders' influence on the Covid-19-related Rent 

Concession, and their communication with the IASB through comment letters. Moreover, our 

study has analyzed if the Board acknowledged the respondents’ opinions on the proposed 

practical expedient. The purpose with this paper was to investigate the stakeholders’ influence 

on the decision-making process of Covid-19-related Rent Concession. Accordingly, the study 

aimed to answer the following three research questions: 

 

1. Who are the stakeholders that sent in the comment letters? 

2. What opinions are expressed by each stakeholder group in the comment letters?  

3. To what extent did the final amendment reflect the stakeholder group's 

opinions? 

 

Furthermore, our intention was to investigate the stakeholder groups’ influence on the final 

amendment through comment letters. In the problematization a gap was discovered where the 

stakeholders’ influence on the IASB’s decision-making process of developing the Covid-19-

related Rent Concession has not been examined before. We filled this gap and achieved the 

paper’s aim, by identifying the stakeholder groups. Secondly, we summarized each 

stakeholder’s opinions on the proposed amendment. Thirdly, by answering research question 

one and two, it led us to answer the third research question, which was to understand the 

stakeholder groups’ actual influence on the finalized amendment.  
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The empirical findings indicated that the majority of the nine stakeholder groups had similar 

opinions on the proposed amendment, and its effective date and transition. Only 2% of all 114 

respondents disagreed with the IASB’s proposal to relieve lessees, and 86% had comments 

regarding the proposed amendment. Equivalently, the respondent’s disagreement rate for the 

effective date and transition was only 7%. However, the respondents tended to have less to say, 

or changes to suggest.  

 

Freeman (1984) stated that organizations must be familiar with stakeholders’ values because it 

will benefit them in the long run. Correspondingly, this is proven in the empirical analysis 

where the Board adopted stakeholders' opinions to a certain scope into the final amendment. 

The analysis indicated that the Board had to decide which proposals to include or not. 

Accordingly, this is in line with Simon’s (1997) claim of how decision-making is characterized 

by information being evaluated incompletely, and the decision-maker must adhere to a decision 

that is less than optimal. However, based on the empirical findings, the Board seemed to 

incorporate the most relevant suggestions about the Covid-19-related Rent Concession.  

 

The Board adopted three different proposals in the final amendment, which were the extension 

of the application time of the practical expedient; expanding the disclosure requirements; 

absolving the lessee from the disclosure requirements in paragraph 28(f) in IAS 8. This showed 

that the IASB excluded numerous suggestions from various stakeholder groups. For example, 

one of the major proposals that was not enforced was to also include lessors in the practical 

expedient. 

 

The first adopted proposal emerged from the fact that 55% of the total stakeholder groups 

commented on the necessity of extending the timeframe for applying the PE. The stakeholders 

stressed the importance of extending the application time by stating that the pandemic was most 

probably also going to affect 2021. The relevance of the IASB’s adoption of this specific 

proposition was because the effects of the pandemic would most probably go beyond 2020, 

which in hindsight it did.  

 

The second accepted proposal was to include additional disclosure requirements to the 

amendment. Appropriately, this indicated that the Board once again showed that they adopted 

the most important aspects that they had failed to notice when developing the amendment. The 

reason that the IASB adopted this specific proposition was because for the PE to be admissible 
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it could not decrease the quality of the information provided in the financial statements. 

Correspondingly, this could only be accomplished by more extensive disclosure requirements 

than what originally was required in the first draft. Therefore, this proposal, which was 

suggested only by 16% of all respondents, was adopted by the IASB on the finalized 

amendment.  

 

The third and last accepted suggestion by the respondents was that of exempting the lessee from 

the disclosure requirements in paragraph 28(f) in IAS 8. As presented in the empirical findings, 

the proposal was only suggested by two respondents. The respondents who suggested this last 

proposal, claimed that there was a need for such an explicit exemption because otherwise the 

purpose of the PE would fall short. Therefore, this last proposal was adopted by the IASB, not 

because they preferred the two specific stakeholder groups, but because it was an issue that 

would have defeated their proposed amendment. To not include this exemption from paragraph 

28(f) in IAS 8 demonstrates the importance of stakeholders' involvement in the decision-

making process. The stakeholders’ participation in the IASB’s decision-making process 

expedited for the Board to understand a deficiency that they had yet to identify themselves. 

Once again using Botzem’s (2012) assumption, that the stakeholders’ engagement in the 

standard-setting process becomes a vehicle for the IASB to regard unidentified problems. 

 

The IASB included their stakeholders' proposals to achieve a qualitative standard (Beller, 

2020). Appropriately, this is proven by our findings where the Board issued the final 

amendment after their stakeholders’ engagement in the decision-making process. Thus, it can 

be stated with certainty that the changes made to the final amendment were influenced by the 

stakeholders. Despite the number of stakeholder groups and proposals put forth by them, our 

findings showed that the IASB did not act in favor of any particular group. Hence, our findings 

coincide with the findings by Bamber and McMeeking (2016) as well as Giner and Arce (2012). 

In conclusion, we can state that the International Accounting Standards Board has acted fairly 

when regarding the different opinions in the comment letters, across all stakeholder groups.  

 

6.2 Contributions 

The following section discusses different contributions this paper has provided. The section 

starts with a discussion about the theoretical contribution, followed by the empirical 

contribution, and finishes with the practical contribution.  
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6.2.1 Theoretical contribution 

Earlier studies have focused on the stakeholders' lobbying activities during the standard-setting 

process. However, there have not been research about the decision-making process on 

stakeholders’ influence on the IASB’s amendments. We found that the Stakeholder theory has 

rarely been used in similar studies. Instead, Positive accounting theory is a theory that has 

continuously been used in earlier research. The theory explains the stakeholders’ participation 

in the due process as self-interested (Alali, et al., 2010; Jorissen, et al., 2010; Mellado & Parte, 

2017; Rey, et al., 2020). Our dissertation contributes to understand the stakeholders’ influence 

on a decision-making process of an existing standard. Our study has shown that the Stakeholder 

theory is the most relevant theory when studying stakeholders’ influence. The theory helped us 

develop our empirical data that we needed to answer our three research questions. Therefore, 

we believe that this theory will further help similar research questions when investigating 

stakeholders' influence.  

 

6.2.2 Empirical contribution  

Our empirical material has contributed to a better understanding of the amendment of Covid-

19-related Rent Concession which is related to the IFRS 16 Leases. Since there are similar 

studies on coding comment letters (Reutner & Messner, 2015), this study will not be new for 

readers. However, our study on stakeholders’ influence on the decision-making process of the 

finalized Covid-19-related Rent Concession was not studied before. Therefore, coding 

comment letters from the IASB can be different from other researchers since there are different 

ways of coding and analyzing. Our study enforces our conclusion because the empirical data 

has resulted in the same findings as Bamber and McMeeking (2016), where they state that 

IASB acted fairly in accepting comment letters. The empirical evidence also contributes to 

accounting research by adding co-created analysis on one of the most recent accounting 

standards change in IFRS.  

 

6.2.3 Practical contribution and policy implication 

Our three research questions relied on the stakeholders' influence perspective and how the IASB 

handled their opinions in the final amendment. Our findings did not show that the IASB favored 

a particular stakeholder group. For example, our analysis showed that only two respondents 

from different stakeholder groups wanted an explicit exemption from the disclosure 
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requirements in paragraph 28(f) in IAS 8. Correspondingly, the IASB proceeded to adopt this 

suggestion. We believe it is important to disclose this because from our findings it is proven 

that the IASB does not act in any stakeholder group’s favor. If accounting statement user 

understand the IASB’s opinions towards a process of a standard, they will have a better 

understanding of the IASB’s conclusion of an amendment and increase their confidence on 

companies financial reporting. This can contribute to changing insights that other researchers 

may have on the IASB, about how they act unfairly to stakeholder groups than others. In 

addition, the IASB and other accounting policymakers can also draw insight from this research 

in their decision-making process by gaining knowledge on the distribution of opinions among 

different stakeholders.  

 

6.3 Limitations and suggestions for future research  

A limitation that we have encountered was that not all 114 comment letters could be analyzed 

completely, due to the content in some of the respondents’ letters being difficult to interpret. 

Another limitation is regarding our coding process. Our coding process could have been more 

extensive, for example similar to the coding in the study by Reutner and Messner (2015) where 

their analysis of the data was based on both qualitative and quantitative coding. However, our 

study was limited due to the timeframe. For example, our coding did not allow us to understand 

the origin of the respondents’ opinions and proposals. Therefore, we could not draw any 

conclusion about why some stakeholders suggested some of the proposals; if their intention 

was to further improve the amendment or if their intention was to impact the amendment in 

their own self-interest.  

 

This study has shown us that no matter how many respondents there are during a development 

of a standard, the IASB does not show any interest to a particular stakeholder group. As shown 

in the conclusion, our findings are supported by both Bamber and McMeeking (2016) as well 

as Giner and Arce (2012). Furthermore, our study also showed that some of the major proposals 

put forth by the stakeholders were not included in the final amendment. Therefore, it would be 

interesting to study the Board's decision-making when setting a final amendment to a standard, 

because they state that they listen to their stakeholders to scrutinize and contribute to better 

standards (Beller, 2020). By having a more extensive coding scheme it can bring a new 

perspective of the IASB’s decision-making process.  
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Appendix A 
Questions in the Exposure Draft ED/2020/2 

This appendix is a print screen on the questions in the ED that was published on the 

IASB’s website. The comment letters were based on the following questions in this appendix 

(IASB, 2020e). 
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