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Abstract 

The aim of the paper is to study the responses of the IASB constituents to the Exposure Draft of the 

Conceptual Framework, given on the proposed matter of dual measurement for the statement of financial 

position and the statement of profit or loss, and to assess their potential impact on standard-setting and 

accounting practice. The authors briefly analysed the literature about measurement bases and then pre-

sented the results of their empirical research. The research methodology involves mainly content analysis 

of comment letters sent to the IASB in response to the Exposure Draft of the Conceptual Framework. On 

the basis of the gathered data, the authors concluded that despite the positive feedback that the proposal 

received, the number of suggestions made and the concerns it provoked may lead to the conclusion that 

the concept was introduced too early and thus not developed well. The IASB did not provide enough 

justification behind their proposal. The Board seems more interested in enforcing certain solutions than 

actually dealing with the problems related to them. The lack of a clear conceptual concept behind the dual 

measurement basis may cause it to remain rather an ad hoc tool used to forge a compromise. It may even 

be seen just as a post factum description of inconsistently applied measurement bases in IFRS. 
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Streszczenie 

 

Czy rachunkowość jest gotowa na podwójną wycenę na potrzeby bilansu i rachunku  

zysków i strat? Analiza treści komentarzy do projektu Założeń koncepcyjnych 

 

Celem artykułu jest zbadanie komentarzy do projektu Założeń koncepcyjnych sprawozdawczości finaso-

wej, w części dotyczącej propozycji podwójnej wyceny na potrzeby bilansu i rachunku zysków i strat, 

a także próba oceny jej wpływu na proces stanowienia standardów i praktykę rachunkowości. Autorzy 

krótko przeanalizowali literaturę na temat podstaw wyceny, a następnie zaprezentowali wyniki badań em-

pirycznych. Wykorzystane metody badawcze obejmowały przede wszystkim analizę treści komentarzy do 

projektu założeń koncepcyjnych. Na podstawie zgromadzonych danych autorzy stwierdzili, że pomimo 

pozytywnej opinii, które otrzymała propozycja Rady Międzynarodowych Standardów Rachunkowości 

(IASB), liczba zgłoszonych sugestii oraz wątpliwości może prowadzić do wniosku, że regulacje te zostały 

wprowadzone zbyt wcześnie i nie zostały dostatecznie dopracowane. W szczególności nie wypracowano 

wystarczającego uzasadnienia dla regulacji. Wydaje się, że IASB jest bardziej ukierunkowana na wymuszone 

wdrożenie konkretnych rozwiązań niż na rozwiązanie problemów z nimi związanych. Niedopracowanie 

koncepcyjne podwójnej wyceny może powodować, że pozostanie ona raczej jednorazowo użytym narzę-

dziem do osiągnięcie kompromisu. Można ją również postrzegać jedynie jako opis faktycznie niespójnie 

stosowanych różnych zasad wyceny w poszczególnych standardach.  
 

Słowa kluczowe: Rada Międzynarodowych Standardów Rachunkowości, Założenia koncepcyjne spra-

wozdawczości finansowej, komentarze do projektu, podwójna wycena. 

 
Introduction 

 

More than six years after the IASB reactivated its own project on the conceptual frame-

work and eight years after the previous conceptual framework (IASB, 2010) was is-

sued, the Board published the final version of the new Conceptual Framework for Fi-

nancial Reporting (IASB, 2018; also called the CF 2018 in the text) in March 2018. 

The new framework may strongly influence accounting practice and many detailed 

IASB regulations because of its use during standard-setting discussions. It is a docu-

ment several times longer than the previous one, and it expresses the views of the IASB 

on many more issues, especially in the area of accounting measurement. The measure-

ment issues always provoked the most heated debates in the past, and this time, they 

also provoked controversy. Among many other issues, the IASB decided to explicitly 

express permission for the application of different measurement bases in financial state-

ments. Paragraph 6.85 (of the final version) states (IASB, 2018, par. 6.85):  
 

However, in some cases, that information is more relevant, or results in 

a more faithful representation of both the entity’s financial position and 

its financial performance, through the use of:  
 

(a) a current value measurement basis for the asset or liability in the state-

ment of financial position; and 

(b) a different measurement basis for the related income and expenses in the 

statement of profit or loss. 
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In short, this paragraph seems to have been designed to define other comprehensive 

income (OCI) as a residual value between a current value used to measure assets and 

liabilities and values recognized in profit and loss statements, implicitly measured at 

a historical cost, though such a definition is not presented in the conceptual framework. 

However, this paragraph explicitly breaks a principle of the application of the same 

measurement basis in both statements. Such a principle has never been openly formu-

lated in standards, other regulations or accounting textbooks, and although some may 

argue that there are several detailed regulations that break it, when paragraph 6.85 is 

openly formulated, it may be considered revolutionary. Moreover, it will be ideally 

designed to end a long-running debate over many measurement issues. Thus, the aim 

of the paper is to study the reactions of the IASB constituents to this proposal and to 

assess its potential impact on standard-setting and accounting practice. In order to in-

vestigate the constituents’ opinion, we performed a content analysis of comment letters 

sent to the IASB in response to the second Exposure Draft of the Conceptual Frame-

work (IASB, 2015). The paper contributes to the understanding of the standard-setting 

process, the behaviour of its main actors, particularly the IASB, and sheds some light 

on the future implications of the dual measurement concept. We found that – in the 

opinion of the respondents – the IASB did not provide enough justification behind the 

regulations they proposed. The lack of a clear conceptual concept behind the dual meas-

urement basis may cause it to remain rather an ad hoc tool used to forge a compromise 

among the constituents. It may even be seen just as a post factum description of incon-

sistently applied measurement bases in IFRS.  

 

 

1. Literature review on the context  

of the IASB’s choice of dual measurement 
 

The literature on the measurement possibilities and choices in accounting is over-

whelming. In essence, accounting itself is sometimes viewed or defined as measure-

ment. Thus, measurement issues have always been near the top of the most researched 

topics, only recently overtaken by reporting problems. The most recent intense debate 

on measurement was related to the growing popularity of fair value (and similar tech-

niques) in accounting regulations. However, the next one is about to begin with the new 

conceptual framework proposition to make it possible, as an exception, to apply differ-

ent measurement bases to different financial statements. At the same time, we may also 

argue whether par. 6.85 of the new Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 

(IASB, 2018) is really such a revolutionary concept.  

The mainstream of the literature usually views two alternative measurement bases 

as competitors. We either emphasize the traditional reliability of historical cost (e.g. 

Gierusz, 2011; Gmytrasiewicz, 2009) or the value-relevance of current values (e.g. 

Landsman, 2007). Both alternatives are usually closely linked with more fundamental 
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approaches or views on accounting foundations by their proponents. Supporters of his-

torical cost emphasize the usefulness of the statement of profit or loss, whereas fair 

value adherents are inclined to rely on carrying amounts especially in their research 

(Hendriksen & Breda, 1992, p. 487). In accounting theory, such a combination of views 

on accounting measurement, preferences for financial statements, accounting princi-

ples, or views on the use and usefulness of financial information (or at least adequate 

methods of measurement) is summarized in the distinction between two schools 

(or  pproaches), i.e.: 

− the value school1, 

− the transactional (or informational) school2 (Mućko, 2015). 
 

The discussion between these two schools cannot be seen as limited only to meas-

urement issues, though this area witnessed the most heated debates. Throughout the 

many years of discussion, a variety of arguments in favour of and against historical cost 

measurement were formulated. An argument in favour of one of them is an argument 

against the other. The discussion started with a critique of historical cost measurement. 

It was deemed outdated and encouraged managers to smooth income or even enter into 

some other artificial and accounting-only motivated financial transaction structures 

(like securitization) (Landsman, 2007). In contrast, fair values provide useful infor-

mation that reflects the current market condition, if reliably measured. Moreover, fair 

value also shows a higher value relevance (Barth et al., 2001; Magnan, 2009). In re-

sponse to such claims, some stated that historical cost has faced a lot of criticism, dating 

back even as far the 1930s, and voiced by such prominent figures as Sweeney et al, 

then Chambers et al. (comp. Deegan & Unerman, 2006, pp. 123–154). In fact, many of 

the most fundamental accounting books were aimed at altering the historical cost prin-

ciple into a more current measurement (such as a current cost or an exit price). Given 

the profoundness of these scholars and their work, it is almost astonishing that historical 

cost has survived so long. The sound basis of real, actual transactions (not hypothetical 

ones as in the case of level 2 and level 3 fair values) seems to be what users really need. 

And that is what historical cost measurement provides.  

 
1 The value school assumes that the informational needs of financial statement users are quite well 

known and that our knowledge is sufficient to make normative choices on accounting policies best suited 

to these needs (Riahi-Belkaoui, 2000, p. 298). In fact, the proponents of this approach see it as necessary 

to provide users with more processed data than is actually done. Although the value school does not take 

any openly formulated assumption on the primacy of any financial statement over others, more emphasis 

is laid on assets and liabilities valuation (Mazur, 2015; Penman, 2007). A strong critique of historical cost 

measurement, typical for this school, is closely linked with various attempts to make accounting measure-

ment more current – and complicated – with fair value as the most recent prominent concept. 
2 The transactional school emerged as an opposition to the value approach. According to its founder, 

the use of accounting data is so diversified that we should provide users with as much raw data as possible 

(Sorter, 1969). Usually, the proponents of this school have a clear preference for the statement of profit or 

loss since they see the statement of financial position items as a container for residuals of proper matching 

costs with revenues. They also prefer the least processed and well-known measurement method, i.e., his-

torical cost.  
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Despite the strong opposition, fair value has found a wide application in accounting 

measurement (Hońko, 2013, pp. 133–153). The growing application of fair value ac-

counting also resulted in more detailed research on its use and usefulness. Notably, 

level three fair values offer a good opportunity to assess fair value usefulness. However, 

the results are still mixed. For example, Glasscock et al. (2017) could not prove a cor-

relation between total unrealized gains or losses on level three fair values and other 

potential signals of aggressive financial reporting, which would mean that even the 

least transparent measurement techniques would not hinder reliability. On the other 

hand, financial analysts perceive level three fair values as a risk of management oppor-

tunistic behaviour, and thus their earnings forecasts have greater dispersion (Magnan, 

2009; Magnan et al., 2015). Szczepankiewicz and Janowicz (2016) concluded that fair 

value may be a reliable measurement basis, assuming it was calculated with the use of 

properly chosen techniques and input data, and appropriate disclosure of this infor-

mation may significantly increase the informative value of a financial statement and its 

usefulness. The newest research concludes that the larger the proportions of level 2 and 

level 3 fair value assets and liabilities in a bank’s statement of financial position, the 

more probable there will be discretionary loan loss provisions to meet market expecta-

tions or targets; thus fair value measurement is more prone to less transparent practices 

(Xu, 2019).  

Summarizing, the academic debate between the value school and the informational 

school is far from the end. The previous paragraph provides just a small glimpse of 

quite a heated exchange of arguments. However, the dual measurement may be seen as 

a solution that could satisfy both sides of this debate, at least partially.  

One of the arguments in the debate requires closer investigation in the context of 

the dual measurement. Most research indeed supports the higher value relevance of fair 

value accounting (Barth et al., 2001; Magnan, 2009). However, many of these studies 

(especially the earlier ones) tested the fair values disclosed in the notes to financial 

statements, since statements of financial position did not contained fair values. Re-

searcherers made adjustments to the actually reported net income (e.g. Barth, 1994). 

Yet, later studies proved that there is a difference in value relevance and the usefulness 

of information presented in primary financial statements in comparison to the infor-

mation presented in the notes (e.g. Ahmed et al., 2006; Choudhary, 2011; Israeli, 2015; 

Mülleret al., 2015). In the context of much later studies, which distinguish the location 

and the form of information when assessing its usefulness, the earlier research in favour 

of fair value seems much less conclusive. From the perspective of a purely theoretical 

approach of ideally competitive markets, users should read and recognize information 

wherever and however it is presented or disclosed. The more realistic behavioural ap-

proach takes into account cognitive limitations on absorbing and processing infor-

mation. For example, reliability and decision usefulness of fair value numbers depends 

on whether users are provided with information on the fair value in a form of just one 

number (the fair value of an asset), a change in fair values in comparison to the previous 

period number, or the estimation of the range of the same fair value (Herrmann, 2019).  
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Thus, it seems even more important whether the fair value measurement influences 

(1) carrying amounts and earnings or (2) only the statement of financial position and 

some other equity item, without the recognition in net income. The latter means that 

remeasurements (mostly increases) are not recognized as gains or losses in net income 

but influence other comprehensive income (OCI). The OCI concept is used as a missing 

link that makes it possible to break the straight link between the statement of financial 

position and the statement of profit or loss and apply fair values commonly in the state-

ment of financial position while leaving the historical cost principle basically limited 

to the statement of profit or loss.  

The usefulness of other comprehensive income was also examined, and the results 

are still not conclusive. For example, a literature review provides both conclusions on 

the usefulness of OCI: negative (Dhaliwal et al., 1999; Chambers et. al., 2007; Kubota 

et. al., 2007; Rees & Shane, 2012) and positive (Cahan et. al., 2000; Biddle & Choi, 

2006; Lin, 2006; Kanagaretnam et. al. 2009; Hochreutener, 2018). However, the deci-

sion to present OCI in the statement of comprehensive income or to recognize the re-

measurements in some other equity item is not a determining factor to the dual meas-

urement concept.  

The academic debates on measurement issues and the usefulness of OCI continue 

and may have a limited impact on standard-setting decisions. Accounting regulations 

go through a discussion phase and need to gain much support from the constituents, 

who may or may not rely on research. Thus, the content analysis of their opinions de-

livered to the IASB provides the possibility to assess the potential future impact of this 

concept.  

 

 

2. Dual measurement concept and its history 
 

The Conceptual Framework (CF) approved in 2018, but effective from 2020 (IASB, 

2018), is the first attempt at a conceptual description of measurement in accounting. 

The CF 1989, in paragraphs 4.54–4.56, listed four measurement bases, such as histori-

cal cost, current cost, realisable (settlement) value and present value. The only guidance 

in the selection of the most appropriate one was rather vague: “a number of different 

measurement bases are to be recognised and carried in the balance sheet and income 

statement.” These assumptions did not entirely relate to fair value. Furthermore, para-

graph 4.56 contained the statement that historical cost is “most commonly adopted by 

entities.” The lack of a conceptual approach to measurement in accounting, the lack of 

coherence with qualitative characteristics of reporting information and the incon-

sistency with detailed solutions of IFRS resulted in this part of the CF being widely 

criticized (e.g. Walińska, 2009).  

In the CF 2018, Chapter 6 was dedicated to measurement. It consists of 91 para-

graphs and contains the formulation of two measurement bases: “historical cost” and 

“current value”. The latter includes three parameters, namely: fair value, value in use 
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and current cost. When selecting the right measurement basis, it is necessary to consider 

the nature of the information that the measurement basis will produce in both the state-

ment of financial position and the statement of profit or loss (IASB, 2018, par. 6.43). 

This process also requires the consideration of the fundamental qualitative charac-

teristics. The relevance of financial information is affected by the characteristics of an 

asset/liability and by the specificity of cash flows generated by these elements. In some 

cases, the analysis of these factors may lead to the conclusion that the application of 

a single measurement basis to assets/liabilities is insufficient to satisfy the fundamental 

qualitative characteristics. Then “more than one measurement basis is needed (…) in 

order to provide relevant information that faithfully represents both the entity’s finan-

cial position and its financial performance” (IASB, 2018, par. 6.83). The application of 

a single valuation basis for both the statement of financial position and the statement of 

profit or loss items and additionally, the disclosure in the notes, is the default solution 

in this case. The disclosure of the fair value of investment properties measured at his-

torical cost is an example of this approach. 

The CF 2018, however, allows the application of different measurement bases for 

measuring the value of assets/liabilities, and for determining income. It should be em-

phasized that their selection is not arbitrary. The measurement of the statement of fi-

nancial position items is made using “current cost”, while the related expenses and in-

comes are determined using different measurement bases. Subsequently, the income is 

determined on two levels. The first one, determined according to a different valuation 

basis (usually “historical cost”), affects the net profit. The remaining part of the change 

in the value of an asset/liability is allocated to other comprehensive income. It seems 

that this vague explanation is the first – and slightly flawed – attempt of the IASB to 

explain conceptually the essence of the other comprehensive income.  

So far, the IASB has arbitrarily indicated which phenomena are recognized in other 

comprehensive income. Their explanations on the use of more than one measurement 

basis in “Basis for Conclusions” are also quite limited. It is stated in par. 6.51 of the 

Basis for Conclusions to the CF 2018 that the use of more than one measurement basis 

is incidental, and the IASB may only allow such a situation if “doing so would provide 

a more faithful representation of the entity's financial performance for the period.” This 

solution is in line with the explanations regarding the relations between parts of the 

statement of comprehensive income. In the CF 2018, it was accepted that “the statement 

of profit or loss is the primary source of information about an entity’s financial perfor-

mance for the period, all income and expenses are, in principle, included in that state-

ment” (IASB, 2018, par. 7.17).  

The process of developing the CF 2018 in the area of applying various measurement 

bases for the statement of financial position and net profit purposes is also worth pre-

senting. In 2013, the IASB published a rather long discussion paper (IASB, 2013). Part 

of question 11 contained a preliminary view (point c), that states: when selecting 

a measurement basis, it is necessary to consider what information that measurement 

will provide both in the statement of financial position and the statement of profit or 
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loss (including OCI). The described approach matches the IASB’s former view on OCI. 

Moreover, the discussion paper (IASB, 2013) contains two categories of OCI, namely 

“bridging items” and “mismatched remeasurements”. The former (“bridging items”) 

was supposed to be the difference between the measures used for the purposes of the 

statement of financial position and the statement of profit or loss. In turn, “mismatched 

remeasurements” appears when the item of income or expense represents the linked set 

of items incompletely (IASB, 2013, par. 8.62). Unfortunately, in the final version of 

the CF 2018, the described approaches were removed.  

In the Exposure Draft 2015, the IASB asked respondents whether they agreed with 

the approach discussed in paragraphs 6.74–6.77 and paragraph BC6.68 (Question 10). 

The Board, in the summary of comments, stated that the question was addressed by just 

under half of the respondents (IASB, 2016, par. 51). Official answers to this question 

have been presented only in general terms. It was stated, for example, that “many (re-

spondents) agreed that where a current measurement basis is used for the statement of 

financial position, a different measurement basis could be used in the statement of profit 

or loss.” The IASB acknowledged that the consent of the respondents is conditional, as 

they pointed out the lack of additional explanations as well as conceptual deficiencies. 

In turn, the opponents of the dual approach to measurement emphasized the lack of 

a clear definition of income. The respondents also divided opinions on the frequency 

of the dual approach. Some of them (IASB, 2016, par. 55–58): 

1) questioned the consistency of the dual measurement with the articulation of finan-

cial statements, 

2) argued that the proposed approach negatively affected the transparency of financial 

statements and increased the cost of preparing information, 

3) were afraid of the increase in the use of fair value, 

4) noted that the dual approach was inconsistent because it did not allow the use of 

historical cost in the statement of financial position and current value in the state-

ment of profit or loss. 
 

In summary, the 2013 solutions regarding the dual measurement remained basically 

the same in the CF 2018. It is certainly worth presenting a more detailed analysis of the 

comments constituting the answer to the 2015 discussion paper (IASB, 2015) to assess 

the constituents’ opinions and the future impact of this concept. 

 

 

3. Research methods 
 

The main research technique used in our study is content analysis, widely applied in 

accounting research3. Concisely, it could be defined as a “research method that uses 

a set of procedures to make valid inferences from text” (Weber, 1990). Krippendorf 

 
3 See more, e.g., Steenkamp & Northcott (2007); Mahdavikhou (2018). 
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(2004) notes that content analysis is a “research technique for making replicable and 

valid inferences from texts (or other meaningful matter) to the contexts of their use”. It 

is a method of codifying text into various categories, so it is remarkably useful where 

a great amount of qualitative information must be analysed. 

The research was performed in the following sequence: 

1. The classification of the stakeholders (respondents). 

2. Content analysis and coding of selected parts of the comment letters sent to the 

IASB in response to the second Exposure Draft of the Conceptual Framework is-

sued in 2015 (IASB, 2015). 

3. Crosschecking the answers. 

4. Closer analysis of arguments identified in – separately – positive and negative an-

swers to question 10 of the Exposure Draft. 

Initially, we made a quick overview of organizations that wrote a response to the 

Exposure Draft. Next, after broad literature research of possible industrial affiliations 

applicable in similar studies4, we decided to make an attempt at developing our own set 

of stakeholder types. The establishment of five groups of organizations and fifteen sub-

groups (as presented in Table 1) was the result of our discussion.  

 

Table 1. Types of respondents in the research 
 

Type of organization Organization Example 

Standard-setting bodies Standard-setting bodies Polish Accounting Standards 

Committee 

Users of financial state-

ments 

Advisory firms Duff & Phelps 

Associations of financial institu-

tions 

CFA Society, the United King-

dom 

Banking institutions BNP Paribas 

Investment funds Standard Life Investments 

Supervisory authorities Supervisory authorities Basel Committee on Banking Su-

pervision 

Preparers Accountants  

Accounting and audit associa-

tions 

Association of Chartered Certi-

fied Accountants 

Audit firms Ernst & Young (EY) 

Industry associations International Energy Accounting 

Forum 

Public corporations Shell International 

 
4 For example, the FASB divides respondents into seven key groups: academics, banks, insurance, 

other financial services, industry, public accountants, and other. In our opinion, this classification was too 

broad for our research aims (even because of ignoring standard-setting bodies or supervisory authorities). 

Defining the appropriate number of stakeholders was, in our view, one of the most important factors for fur-

ther analysis. Other approaches are also presented by Jorissen et al. (2012) or Holder et al. (2013).  
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Table 1 cont. 
 

Type of organization Organization Example 

Other Academics Singapore Management Univer-

sity 

Chinese students  

Individuals  

Other Color Accounting International 
 

Source: own elaboration. 

 

We also classified the respondents by a domestic accounting model, as proposed by 

Sagiv and Schwartz (2007). A very small sample of East-European respondents (only 

four responses from Poland) resulted in the modification of their classification by merg-

ing the western and eastern sides of Europe into one European group. 

 

Table 2. The modified Sagiv and Schwartz’s classification of countries  
 

Groups Countries included 

Africa and the Middle East Iran, Kenia, South Africa, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Confucian China, Japan, South Korea, Thailand  

English speaking Australia, Canada, Israel, New Zealand, United Kingdom, USA 

International – 

Latin America Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico 

South Asia Indie, Indonesia, Islamic Republic of Pakistan, Malesia, Republic 

of Singapore, Sri Lanka 

Europe Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, 

Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Republic of Ireland, 

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of Sagiv & Schwartz (2007). 

 

The study was aimed at defining a respondent’s position to question 10, regarding 

the approach discussed in paragraphs 6.74–6.77 and BC6.68, with four level coding 

applied: 

1. No answer.  

2. Agreement. 

3. Disagreement. 

4. Opinion unclear. 
 

The primary goal of the final stage – the answers crosschecking procedure – was 

aimed at identifying answers coded differently by members of the research team and 

standardizing them. When an acceptable level of comparability was achieved, we ana-

lysed the arguments used to support the respondent's position.  
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4. Data description 
 

In this study, we analysed and coded 122 comment letters written in response to ques-

tion 10 of the Exposure Draft (IASB, 2015). The research sample included approxi-

mately 1,782 pages of content (the average letter length – about 14.5 pages) that contain 

about 4.3 million characters (approximately 34,000 characters per comment).  

The letters were submitted by constituents from 37 countries worldwide (see Figure 

1). Two of the respondents (i.e. the Group of Latin American Accounting Standard 

Setters and the Asian-Oceanian Standard-Setters Group) were classified as “interna-

tional” because of the difficulty in assigning them to one country. 

The only group of respondents that submitted at least ten comment letters was the 

United Kingdom (26 letters; 21.3% of all responses). Developing countries provided 

relatively few letters, which is consistent with similar studies (e.g. Chatham et al. 2010; 

Holder et al. 2013). 

 

Figure 1. Respondents to question 10, classified by country 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

As indicated in Figure 2, the most “active” group of respondents classified by ac-

counting model was the English speaking countries (43 respondents; about 736 pages 

of content). The number of responses from European countries was also significant. 

Conversely, Africa and the Middle East (6 respondents; 53 pages of content), and Latin 

America (9 respondents; 85 pages of content) could be considered a less active group. 

It is especially intriguing that Poland was the only country representing Eastern Europe.  
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Figure 2. Respondents to question 10, classified  

by accounting model of their country of origin 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

As summarized in Table 3, the number of comment letter submissions varies by 

constituent group. Unquestionably, preparers (56) were the most dominant group of 

respondents. About 75% of them were represented by constituents directly associated 

with the accounting or auditing industry, which reflects the importance of the Concep-

tual Framework for this type of organizations. These stakeholders could be identified 

as the group affected significantly by changes made in a standard-setting process. 

Therefore, their motivation to provide input on standards is presumably high. The next 

dominant groups of respondents were the standard-setting bodies (25) and the users of 

financial statements (20), who have a significant interest in making standards much 

more understandable. It also should be noted that standard-setting bodies were the most 

engaged group, with an average of 22.6 pages per respondent. If we measure the po-

tential influence of the constituent’s groups by the average length of their letters, we 

will be able to state that standard-setting bodies are the most influential organization in 

responding to the Conceptual Framework changes. 
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Table 3. Respondents to question 10 classified  

by nature of the stakeholder group 
 

Type of organization 
Number of respondents 

Number of pages 

of their comment letters 

N % N % 

Standard-setting bodies 25 20 565 32 

Preparers 56 46 737 41 

Supervisory authorities 6 5 67 4 

Users of financial statements 20 16 260 15 

Other 15 12 153 9 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

 

5. Empirical results: explicit answers to the IASB question 
 

Slightly more than half of all the respondents (122; 52%) expressed an opinion about 

the approach discussed in paragraphs 6.74–6.77 and BC6.68 (question 10). The major-

ity of constituents, divided by accounting model, agreed with the IASB and supported 

the dual measurement. The biggest diversification of answers can be observed in the 

Anglo-Saxon group – in this case, we are not able to unambiguously conclude if this 

group is for or against the dual measurement. This may be caused by many different 

factors, for example: 

1. The Anglo-Saxon constituents may be regarded as a group well acquainted with 

a standard-setting process. 

2. They are also well known for their culture of discussion, so their answers could be 

much more diversified. 

3. The Exposure Draft was prepared in English, so it was easier to understand for these 

constituents. 
 

When it comes to the organization types, the most active organizations were: (1) 

accounting and audit associations (24.5% of total entities answered question 10), (2) 

standard-setting bodies (20.5%) and (3) associations of financial institutions (9%). This 

leads to the conclusion that the preparers were the most active group, providing 45.9% 

of the total answers to question 10. As shown in Table 4, in most cases, we identified 

the “agreement” type of answers. Only academics and advisory firms were not so con-

fident with the approach discussed in paragraphs 6.74-6.77. 

Cutting off organizations of low significance (<10% of total respondents answered 

question 10), it is necessary to point out that the diversification of answers stated by the 

remaining respondents was rather moderate (see: standard-setting bodies and account-

ing and audit associations). Considering only the “type of the organization” level, the 

participation of “agreement” answers was higher than 45% in every case. 
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Figure 3. Attitude towards the approach discussed in paragraphs 6.74–6.77  

and BC6.68, classified by their accounting model 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

Table 4. Attitude towards approach discussed in paragraphs 6.74–6.77  

and BC6.68, classified by organization type and by organization 
 

Type  

of organization 

Agree-

ment 

Opinion  

unclear 

Disa-

gree-

ment 

Organization 
Agree-

ment 

Opinion  

unclear 

Disa-

gree-

ment 

Preparers 40  1  15  Accounting  

and audit  

associations 

22 0 8 

Public  

corporations 

6 0 2 

Industry  

associations 

5 0 1 

Audit firms 5 1 2 

Accountants 2 0 2 

Users  

of financial 

statements 

15  0  5  Associations  

of financial  

institutions 

8 0 3 
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Table 4 cont. 
 

Type  

of organization 

Agree-

ment 

Opinion  

unclear 

Disa-

gree-

ment 

Organization 
Agree-

ment 

Opinion  

unclear 

Disa-

gree-

ment 
    

Banking  

institutions 

5 0 0 

Investment 

funds 

1 0 0 

Advisory firms 1 0 2 

Other 7  2  6  Academics 3 2 3 

Chinese  

students 

2 1 0 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Other 1 0 1 

Standard-setting 

bodies 

16 1 8 Standard-setting 

bodies 

16 1 8 

Supervisory  

authorities 

5 0 1 Supervisory  

authorities 

5 0 1 

 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

 

6. Empirical results: More detailed  

assessment of respondents’ opinions 
 

A more detailed analysis of the comments provides additional insights into the sub-

ject. Although the majority of respondents generally supported the dual measurement, 

most of them provided their answers with some comments. Each group of comments 

(positive and negative) could be divided into smaller subgroups, detailing the respond-

ents’ opinion (Figure 4). 

Taking into consideration the additional comments made, their strength and the 

scope of engagement with the text, all the positive responses may be divided into the 

following groups5: 

a) asking for clarification, 

b) expressing concerns, 

c) making suggestions, 

d) other comments, 

e) no additional comment made. 

 
5 A similar classification, taking into consideration the scope of suggestions made by respondents 

was used by M. Bamber and K. McMeeking (2016). However, their research focused more on the num-

ber of suggestions made by each respondent. 
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Figure 4. Answers to the question about the dual measurement by type 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

Among the replies which agreed with the proposed concept, almost 40% of them 

only expressed agreement without providing any detailed feedback, which may be con-

sidered surprising, considering the importance of the issue and its potentially revolu-

tionary consequences (Figure 5). Most of these replies (almost half) were made by the 

respondents from the preparers group (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 5. Types of positive opinions 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 
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Figure 6. Types of positive opinions by the groups of the respondents 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

It is possible that these respondents recognized the proposed solution as the ap-

proach that had already existed in IFRS. It is also worth noting that most of them were 

also supportive of the mixed model of valuation proposed by the IASB in another part 

of the CF. 

Other respondents were not as fully supportive. Around 30% of them either made 

a suggestion related to how certain parts of the Exposure Draft of the Conceptual 

Framework should be worded or asked for further clarification.  

Among the respondents who asked for more clarification were the South African 

Institute of Chartered Accountants, the Malaysian Accounting Standards Board, the 

Accounting Standards Council Singapore (ASC) and the Korea Accounting Standards 

Board (KASB). The Japanese Institute of Certified Public Accountants asked for ex-

amples of how the proposed regulation could be used.  

Other comments pointed at the lack of any definition or conceptual framework for 

OCI. The Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants (HKICPA) noted the 

inconsistency in the way in which changes in fair value were treated under the revalu-

ation model in IAS 16 Property, Plant and Equipment and the fair value model in IAS 

40 Investment Property. They urged the IASB to address the matter and “to provide 

a conceptual justification for items that are eligible to be recognised in other compre-

hensive income by allowing different measurement basis in different statements” 

(Comment Letter No. 231). 
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The China Accounting Standards Committee, while generally supportive of the pro-

posal, also expressed their concern about how to deal with the OCI items resulting from 

the different measurement bases. In their opinion, the Conceptual Framework should 

clearly define OCI at the conceptual level in order to avoid a situation in which “OCI 

would grow as a ‘dumping ground’, as the result of ‘more than one relevant measure-

ment bases for assets and liabilities.” They also suggested the IASB conduct research 

and provide a clear definition of OCI to fundamentally solve this problem permanently 

(Comment Letter No. 212). 

A similar proposal was made by the Indonesian Financial Accounting Standards 

Board [Ikatan Akuntan Indonesia Dewan Standar Akuntansi Keuangan (DSAK IAI)], 

suggesting additional discussion “on how the use of mixed measurements or more than 

one measurement affect both the statement of financial position and the statement of 

comprehensive income” (Comment Letter No. 207). 

All these comments may be seen as a sign that despite the initial agreement, the 

respondents did not consider the proposal as clear as it should be, nor did they consider 

it fully finished. Most of these comments were made by the preparers and the standard-

setting bodies (see Figure 6), who may be considered the most knowledgeable about 

accounting regulations in general. It is worth noting that in these two groups, the total 

number of comments expressing only the agreement itself was lower than the combined 

number of all other types of answers. If these groups signalized some problem, their 

weight may be higher than it appeared. Additionally, suggesting a further discussion 

on the subject may also suggest that the matter was not as well developed as the IASB 

considered it to be. It is apparent that at least part of the problem was caused by the lack 

of definition of OCI in the Conceptual Framework. 

Additional conclusions may be made on the basis of negative comments. In this 

case, it was very rare that a negative opinion was expressed on the matter without leav-

ing any additional comment (Figure 7). As in the case of the positive answers, they also 

may be divided into groups, using the same rules that were applied while coding the 

positive answers. In this case, the following groups may be indicated: 

a) asking for clarification, 

b) expressing concerns, 

c) suggesting discussion, 

d) making suggestions, 

e) no additional comment made. 
 

Slightly more than half of the answers in this group expressed concerns about the 

proposed concept, some of them related to the matter of financial statements becoming 

more complicated to prepare or interpret (Figure 8). A significant number of respond-

ents (18%) asked for further clarification of the concept. There were also additional 

suggestions made, intending to improve the wording and the shape of the proposed 

solutions. 
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Figure 7. Types of negative opinions 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 

 

Figure 8. Types of negative answers by the groups of the respondents 
 

 
 

Source: own elaboration on the basis of comment letters written in response  

to the Exposure Draft proposing a revised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 2018. 
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In this group, the majority of comments came from the preparers and the standard-

setting bodies, who mostly expressed their concern with the proposed concept or asked 

for clarification. Among them were the Accounting Standards Committee of Germany 

and The Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales (ICAEW). 

The Australian Accounting Standards Board (AASB) was “concerned the Chapter 

appears largely to be a codification of current practice rather than a set of principles and 

guidance that is aspirational in nature” (Comment Letter No. 217). The New Zealand 

Accounting Standards Board (NZASB) did not think it reflected economic phenomena 

(Comment Letter No. 67). 

This may further prove the initial assumptions that the concept may not have been 

as well prepared as the IASB intended it to be and perhaps the introduction of these 

paragraphs was made too early. This point was raised by the EFRAG. In their comment, 

they agreed to the general concept behind the idea proposed by the IASB, but they 

found it premature to consider the use of different measurement bases even as an ex-

ception (Comment Letter No. 143). 

Some very interesting comments were made by the Asian-Oceanian Standard-Set-

ters Group (AOSSG). The group could not provide a clear disagreement or approval 

due to the differing opinions of its members. The negative ones argued against the use 

of dual measurement, claiming that using OCI for measurement purposes would not 

reflect economic phenomena. The positive ones expressed their concerns about the lack 

of concepts behind the use of OCI and suggested “that the Conceptual Framework pro-

vide conceptual justification for items that are eligible to be recognized in OCI with the 

use of different measurement bases in different statements” (Comment Letter No. 216). 

Summarizing, despite the rather positive feedback to the proposed introduction of 

the new concept of the dual measurement basis, the respondents that fully agreed with 

the proposal without any objections were the minority. The number of suggestions 

made and requests for clarification may suggest that despite the general agreement with 

the proposed introduction of the dual measurement basis, even the respondents them-

selves have some doubts about the way in which the concept were worded and the time 

of the introduction. This may lead to the conclusion that the respondents were not as 

ready for these solutions to come into force as it may appear at first sight. Taking into 

consideration the number of requests for clarification, it would also appear that the 

IASB proposal needed some reworking in order to improve its understandability and 

define OCI. This reworking, however, was never done, and this part of the final version 

of the CF was released in an almost unchanged form. The problems raised by some 

respondents may, in turn, bring into question the general comprehension of these para-

graphs by the respondents who only expressed the agreement itself, without any other 

comments made. 
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Conclusions 
 

It appears that most problems with the proposed regulations stem from the fact that the 

IASB did not provide any justification behind the regulations they proposed. There 

were no examples of how they will be applied; there was also no explanation and rea-

soning in the Basis for Conclusion. It remained unclear what items could be presented 

in OCI – a point raised by many respondents – and what their exact economic substance 

is and their relation to retained earnings. 

The way in which paragraph 6.83 of the Conceptual Framework is written may sug-

gest that the rules of applying the dual measurement will be established later, as the 

IASB will use the new Conceptual Framework. 

The number of concerns raised, especially by financial statement preparers and 

standard-setting bodies (both of which may be seen as the groups with most experience 

and knowledge in the practical application of accounting rules and principles), suggests 

that the regulations concerning dual measurement were not developed enough when 

they were presented for discussion. However, judging by the final form of the CF, the 

IASB did not take these comments into consideration, leaving the questioned para-

graphs mostly unchanged and providing no further explanation. This may suggest that 

the IASB is more interested in enforcing certain solutions than actually dealing with 

the problems related to them. In this particular matter, the lack of a clear conceptual 

concept behind the dual measurement basis may cause it to remain more an ad hoc tool 

used to forge a compromise between constituents focused on relevance and those concerned 

more with reliability, or between the still active transactional school and value school 

of accounting. It may even be seen just as a post factum description of inconsistently 

applied measurement bases. 

Summarizing, it may be said that we are not ready for the introduction of the dual 

measurement basis, not because this type of the measurement is not necessary – which 

undoubtedly is – but because we are rather not well prepared for implementation of the 

concept, since it is not clearly explained on the conceptual bases. 
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