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The influence of global sustainability reporting
standards on the discourse within the EU

Abstract

Purpose - This study examines the influence of the International Sustainability Standards Board
(ISSB) on the discourse surrounding sustainability reporting in Europe, specifically focusing on its
impact on the discourse of the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group (EFRAG).

Design/methodology/approach — This research relies on the analysis of 586 documents and 257
hours of recordings from ISSB and EFRAG meetings. The data are categorised into two periods:
before and after the ISSB launched its global sustainability reporting standards, IFRS S1 and IFRS
S2. A thematic analysis is conducted to identify discourse shifts, with Hardy’s (1994) power
framework used to interpret the ISSB's growing influence.

Findings — This research reveals significant changes in the discourse on materiality following the
launch of IFRS S1 and S2. While EFRAG previously emphasised a double-materiality approach, the
focus shifts post-launch toward interoperability with ISSB standards. The ISSB’s investor-focused,
single materiality approach appears to be gaining dominance, potentially narrowing the scope of
EFRAG's reporting agenda.

Practical implications - The findings highlight the need for practitioners and policymakers to
carefully consider the implications of aligning sustainability reporting standards. Collaboration
efforts may disproportionately favour large, investor-focused frameworks, risking the neglect of
broader environmental and social impacts. Our findings are particularly timely and pressing given the
recent reduction in sustainability reporting requirements outlined in the EC’s 2025 Omnibus
legislation.

Social implications - By showcasing the ISSB’s influence, this study underscores the importance
of maintaining a balanced approach to sustainability reporting that addresses both financial and
societal dimensions. A dominant single materiality focus may limit the effectiveness of reporting in
addressing global sustainability challenges.

Originality/value - This study contributes to the emerging literature on socio-political dynamics
in sustainability standard-setting. It applies Hardy’s (1994) power framework to demonstrate how
instrumental, symbolic, and systemic powers enable the ISSB to shape sustainability discourse.

Key words: EFRAG, ISSB, materiality, Sustainability reporting, power framework.
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1. Introduction

While the EU has long been regarded as a global leader in sustainability reporting there is
now a new, highly influential player on the global stage — the International Sustainability Standards
Board (ISSB). Whereas the EU has developed and promoted sustainability reporting standards that
consider a broad interpretation of sustainability, incorporating both economic risks and opportunities
and social and environmental impacts, the ISSB has a narrower, investor-led conceptualisation of
sustainability (Adams and Mueller, 2022; Ali et al., 2023; Deegan, 2020; Flower, 2020). Whether the
ISSB is influencing EFRAG in a similar direction is the focus of this study.

The research problem arises from the growing tension between the ISSB’s single materiality
approach, heavily influenced by the SASB standards (Busco et al., 2020) and EFRAG’s double
materiality focus, which relates more closely to the GRI’s concept of impact materiality (Nobes,
2024; Pizzi et al., 2024a). The EU’s longstanding commitment to a broader sustainability perspective
faces potential erosion as the ISSB’s standards gain global traction. This study addresses an urgent
and pressing issue by investigating whether the ISSB’s dominance risks narrowing the scope of
sustainability reporting in Europe. Recent changes in the global political landscape have led to some
sustainability reporting requirements being postponed or simplified, notably through the European
Commission’s (EC) 2025 Omnibus sustainability rules simplification package (Deloitte, 2025; EC,
2025). This legislation postpones the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive requirements by
two years, reduces the number of entities subject to sustainability reporting (by up to 80% - see ECB,
2025) and proposes to simplify the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS). The
legislation is billed as a way of improving competitiveness within the EU by reduce regulatory and
administrative burdens on reporting entities (Deloitte, 2025). This situation makes our research
problem both timely and more pressing, as the current political climate seems more likely to favour
the ISSB’s perspective of sustainability reporting prioritising investor information needs (a view

shared by the European Central Bank — see ECB, 2025).

We engage with key literature that highlights the socio-political nature of sustainability
standard-setting (Adams and Mueller, 2022; Ali et al., 2023; Giner and Luque-Vilchez, 2022). These
studies underscore the role of power dynamics in influencing reporting frameworks and standards.
To analyse this influence, we adopt Hardy’s (1994) power framework, which conceptualises power
as operating through instrumental, symbolic, and systemic dimensions. We apply the Hardy’s
framework, which allows us to uncover the mechanisms through which the ISSB’s discourse gains

dominance, influencing EFRAG’s reporting agenda. Instrumental power relates to direct actions
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taken to influence outcomes, symbolic power focuses on shaping perceptions and narratives, and

systemic power addresses deeper structures that sustain dominance.

We consider our research question by analysing 586 documents and 257 hours of recordings
of ISSB and EFRAG meetings, identifying changes before and after the introduction of the ISSB’s
sustainability reporting standards IFRS S1 and S2. We choose this methodology as documentary
analysis highlights changes in discourse, which are known to reveal managerial priorities and
intentions, even when these intentions are unknown or not explicitly recognized by those conveying
them (Krippendorff, 2018). We reflect on our findings using Hardy’s (1994) framework on the
instrumental, symbolic and systemic dimensions of power. This framework has been used in prior
studies on the setting of financial reporting standards (see Durocher et al., 2007), and considers power

to influence outcomes through instrumental, symbolic and systemic means.

We find evidence of changes in discourse around materiality following the launch of key
sustainability reporting standards IFRS S1 and IFRS S2 by the ISSB. Specifically, it highlights how
the discourse around materiality within EFRAG has shifted following the ISSB’s release of IFRS S1
and S2, which prioritise investor-focused financial materiality. This shift raises questions about the
ability of sustainability reporting standards to balance financial and societal considerations, a critical
issue in light of global environmental and social challenges. The central difference between the two
bodies is their conceptualisation of materiality: the ISSB adopts a single materiality (‘outside-in’)
financial approach whereas EFRAG considers both financial materiality and impact materiality
(‘inside-out’). However, whereas comments around materiality were a major theme for the EFRAG
before the launch of IFRS S1 and S2, after the launch of the standards materiality becomes less of a
consideration, and interoperability (followed by connectivity) becomes a key theme. Interoperability
concerns the way that standards work alongside other reporting frameworks. Therefore, while the
ISSB’s definition of materiality works for one aspect of the EFRAG’s double materiality approach,

it leaves the other aspect of impact materiality unaddressed.

This paper contributes to an emerging body of literature that considers socio-political
dynamics in international standard-setting for sustainability reporting (Adams and Mueller, 2022;
Afolabi et al., 2023; Ali et al., 2023; Giner and Luque-Vilchez, 2022; Leeson and Kuszewski, 2023;
Puroila & Mikeld (2019), Rowbottom, 2023; Stolowy and Paugam, 2023). In particular, our study
considers different dimensions of power and how these might influence power in a reporting context.
We provide evidence to show how Hardy’s (1994) three dimensions of power can operate in tandem
to influence outcomes. We respond directly to a call from De Villiers et al. (2024) for research into

the influence of the ISSB and its interpretation of materiality on sustainability standards, providing
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evidence to show that the ISSB is starting to have an impact on the discourse around sustainability
reporting. We provide evidence of the ISSB’s growing influence over the discourse of more
established sustainability reporting bodies, such as the EFRAG in the EU. After the launch of IFRS
S1 and S2, comments around materiality decline for the EFRAG, and while both bodies express the
desire to collaborate, the current level of collaboration appears to suit the ISSB’s agenda more than
it suits EFRAGs. We highlight the importance of academics continuing to cast a critical lens on

sustainability reporting and its future direction, particularly in turbulent political times.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 starts with background on
sustainability reporting in Europe and globally, highlighting differences in focus and ideology
between different reporting bodies. Section 3 introduces Hardy’s (1994) power framework as a theory
and outlines the documentary analysis process. Section 4 presents the results of a thematic analysis
of documents related to sustainability reporting standards in Europe before and after the launch of
IFRS S1 and S2. Section 5 discusses our findings and their implications for the future of sustainability
reporting. Section 6 concludes and provides avenues for future research. Sections 7 and 8 contain

references and appendices respectively.

2. Background
2.1 Recent developments in sustainability reporting

The last few years have witnessed rapid developments in sustainability reporting, responding
to growing demands for more transparency and accountability (De Villiers et al., 2014; Dumay et al.,
2019; Rinaldi et al., 2018). It is now widely recognised that traditional annual reports are inadequate
for understanding how organisations create value and what impact they have on the environment and
society (De Villiers et al., 2024; Larrinaga & Bebbington, 2021), despite accounting scholars
highlighting this problem for decades (Bebbington & Gray, 2001; Deegan & Blomquist, 2006;
Elkington, 1998). Several different reporting bodies and frameworks have emerged, all with the
overarching aim of enhancing organisational accountability, even though their interpretations of the
purpose of sustainability reporting vary (Giner and Luque-Vilchez, 2022; De Villiers et al., 2022).

Consolidation of these bodies and frameworks over the past couple of years has seen several large

bodies develop, all with slightly different agendas_
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_GRI reporting focuses on the societal and environmental impact of

organisations. In terms of mandatory reporting, the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group
(EFRAG) is the key standard-setter in Europe. The recently formed International Sustainability
Standards Board (ISSB) is emerging as a critical player, leveraging its influence under the IFRS
Foundation to develop and release sustainability reporting standards focused on investor needs that

have begun to be mandated in several jurisdictions.

These developments mean that sustainability issues have now entered the mainstream accounting
domain (Dechow, 2023). Nonetheless, the scope of the field is constantly changing, and this is an
important factor in understanding how environmental accounting is understood and practiced
(Bebbington et al., 2023). In this context, there is a need for clarity on how to apply the differing
approaches to materiality when reporting (Joergensen, Mjos and Pedersen, 2022). The three key
players in sustainability reporting all have different approaches to materiality. The GRI considers
impact materiality, focusing on the impact that organisations have on the environment and society.
In contrast, the ISSB considers financial materiality, focusing on the information needs of investors
and the ‘outside-in’ impact of sustainability issues such as climate change on their operations. The
EFRAG requires double materiality — i.e. both of these approaches (Abhayawansa, 2022; La Torre et
al., 2020). The emerging tensions between the different missions and interests of these influential

bodies has already been highlighted by academics (De Villiers et al. 2024; Oll et al., 2025).

We focus in particular in this study on differing interpretations of materiality between the
investor-focused ISSB, which takes a single-materiality ‘outside in’ approach, and the more
established EFRAG, which considers double materiality (Mio et al., 2024; Dragomir et al., 2024). As
investors have traditionally been the primary users of annual reports, our aim is to consider whether
an investor-focused body such as the ISSB exerts influence over other bodies working on
sustainability reporting, narrowing their focus towards single materiality. Nicolls (2020) highlights
that the perception that investors are entirely focused on financial returns may not necessarily be true
in practice, but this perception is reinforced by current accounting practices, particularly the concept
of financial materiality. As materiality is essentially a social construct, rather than a reporting one, it
can be influenced by social and political agendas (Puroila & Mikeld, 2019). Our research therefore
responds to a call by De Villiers et al. (2024) for research into the ISSB’s role in redefining

materiality, showing how this manifests through discourse.
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2.2 Sustainability reporting in Europe

In 2020, the European Commission (EC) announced a proposal to develop sustainability
reporting standards for the EU (European Commission, 2020) and tasked the EFRAG with creating
these standards (Hummel and Jobst, 2024). In 2022, a Sustainability Reporting Board (SRB) was
established within EFRAG (EFRAG, 2022a), comprising representatives from European stakeholder
organisations, national bodies, and civil society (EFRAG, 2022b). It is important to note that the
EFRAG was historically influenced by the GRI standards (Moya, 2024; Pizzi et al., 2024a), which
are the most widely used voluntary reporting standards in the world and promote an impact-led view

of materiality (Bohn et al., 2024; De Villiers et al., 2022; Dragomir et al., 2024; Nobes, 2024). -

The EFRAG SRB is responsible for providing technical advice to the EC on draft EU
sustainability reporting standards. EFRAG’s Reporting Boards and Reporting Technical Working
Groups focus on technical activities and are overseen by the EFRAG Administrative Board.
EFRAG’s Reporting TEG (Technical Expert Group) establishes various working groups and panels
to gather expert advice on specific areas of corporate reporting. EFRAG’s activities are organised
into two ‘pillars’, the Financial Reporting Pillar, offering a European perspective and technical advice
to the EC on IFRS endorsement, and the Sustainability Reporting Pillar, which advises the EC on
draft EU Sustainability Reporting Standards. Figure 1 shows where the SRB and TEG sit in EFRAG’s

broader structure.
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Figure 1: EFRAG structure
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The European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) consist of: (i) cross-cutting
standards, (i) topical standards, and (iii) sector-specific standards. The first of these, cross-cutting
standards, include general reporting requirements (ESRS 1) and general disclosures (ESRS 2). ESRS
1 takes a double-materiality approach, requiring both "impact materiality" (the inside-out impacts of
organisations on the environment and society) and "financial materiality" (the outside-in financial
risks and opportunities arising from sustainability issues) to be reported on. ESRS 2 requires
companies to explain their process for assessing material sustainability matters, and the impacts, risks,
and opportunities arising. The general disclosures outlined in ESRS 2 and the topical standards outline
the requirements for environmental (ESRS E1 to ES), social (ESRS S1 to S4), and governance (ESRS
G1) reporting.

2.3 Global sustainability reporting standards

The formation of the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) under the umbrella
of the IFRS Foundation in 2021 was a key development in the establishment of a global set of
sustainability standards. The ISSB was formed from the consolidation of other existing bodies: in
2020, the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) merged with the Sustainability
Accounting Standards Board (SASB) to form the Value Reporting Foundation (VRF). The SASB had
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an investor-focused view of sustainability and materiality (Busco et al., 2020), whereas the IIRC,
although it began with a broader remit, has recently been criticised as being ‘captured’ by a similar
focus (Flower, 2020). In 2021, the VRF merged with the Climate Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB)
to form the ISSB. Figure 2 summarises these developments. By creating the ISSB, the IFRS
Foundation entered into an arena that already contained established sustainability standards setters
for sustainability reporting such as the GRI (De Villiers et al., 2022). De Villiers et al. (2024) describe
the IFRS Foundation’s approach as “based on conquering jurisdictions through multiple standard
bodies or local organisations operating within the sustainability standards while centralising the
power afterwards” (p.264). They note, as have others, that the IFRS Foundation benefits from the
support of an extensive international network of institutions such as [OSCO and the World Economic
Forum (WEF) that are focused on financial market needs (see Giner & Luque-Vilchez, 2022). The
formation of the ISSB occurred when the EU was drafting the Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD), extending the scope of the previous Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD)
and thereby impacting a significant number of companies in Europe. This was an ideal opportunity
for the ISSB to receive the EC’s endorsement as the sustainability accounting standard setter for
Europe (a natural progression from the IFRS’s position as the standard-setter for financial reporting
in Europe). However, despite potential benefits from this approach, the EU tasked EFRAG rather
than the ISSB with the development of mandatory sustainability reporting standards for the EU.
Nonetheless, EFRAG has recently announced support for the ISSB standards, noting that the
European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) have already incorporated disclosures required
by the ISSB (EFRAG, 2023). The IFRS Foundation’s plan to extend its jurisdiction globally also
continues. In April 2024, the SEC adopted rules mandating the climate-related disclosure standards
of the TCFD, the responsibility for which now sits under the IFRS as IFRS S1 and S2 already

incorporate TCFD recommendations.

Figure 2: Convergence of Voluntary Sustainability Disclosure Standards
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The ISSB’s stated aim is to “develop—in the public interest—standards that result in high-
quality, comprehensive global baseline of sustainability disclosures focused on the needs of investors
and the financial markets” (IFRS, 2022, pl). The IFRS Foundation, which oversees the ISSB,
operates a similar two-pillar approach to EFRAG, with two independent standard-setting boards
(IASB and ISSB), focusing on financial and sustainability reporting respectively. Figure 3 shows the
ISSB in the IFRS structure.

Figure 3: ISSB in the IFRS structure
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The ISSB was quick to launch IFRS S1 and S2. These two new sustainability reporting
standards incorporate recommendations from the TCFD and industry-based disclosure

requirements developed from SASB Standards (IFRS, 2022b). They are intended to cover a broad
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https://www.ifrs.org/content/ifrs/home/projects/work-plan/climate-related-disclosures/appendix-b-industry-based-disclosure-requirements.html
https://www.ifrs.org/content/ifrs/home/projects/work-plan/climate-related-disclosures/appendix-b-industry-based-disclosure-requirements.html
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range of environmental, social, and governance issues such as carbon emissions, diversity and
inclusion and human rights. In recent consultations on its agenda priorities, the ISSB highlighted the
implementation of IFRS S1 and S2 as its top priority. Another key priority was the interoperability
of ISSB standards with other jurisdictional and voluntary sustainability standards (ISSB, 2024, p15-
16). The GRI, formed in 1997, has developed a set of standards that are the most widely used
voluntary framework for sustainability reporting in the world (Bebbington and Unerman, 2018), and
have become mandatory or semi-mandatory in certain jurisdictions (SEBI, 2025; TWSE, 2025). The
GRI standards have become institutionalised as sustainability reporting standards (Larrinaga et al.,
2020) and the GRI has helped to popularise concepts such as inclusive multi-stakeholder processes,
social impact indicators, and materiality. Recognising the GRI’s considerable influence, the ISSB
signed a memorandum of understanding with them to work together to harmonise the sustainability
reporting landscape (IFRS, 2022a). A technical mapping of GRI standards with IFRS S1 and S2 is
already being undertaken (GRI, 2023).

Although the ISSB has swiftly become a prominent standard-setter, it has faced criticism for
its prioritisation of investor interests over those of broader stakeholder groups (Adams and Mueller,
2022; Ali et al., 2023). While the ISSB's relationship with the IFRS Foundation may bolster its
credibility with investors, it is unlikely to help its relationship with other stakeholder groups who
prioritise reporting on social and environmental impacts. Concerns have been raised regarding the
influence of capital providers in shaping the reporting agenda (De Villiers et al., 2022). The IFRS
Foundation has worldwide influence, with the 160 jurisdictions adopting IFRS financial reporting
standards potentially poised to adopt its sustainability standards. The IFRS Foundation was lobbied
by reporting preparers and investors to ensure their interests were protected (Giner & Luque-Vilchez,
2022), and prior research shows that shareholder interests always prevail when trying to reconcile

conflicting stakeholder interests (La Torre et al., 2020).

Figure 4 highlights how the IFRS Foundation perceives its remit and definition of materiality
and how this interacts with the GRI and other jurisdictional initiatives. The ‘investor focus’ of the
IFRS Foundation is made very clear here, even though the dotted line separating sustainability-related
financial disclosures from those with a broader stakeholder focus may be difficult to establish in

practice.

Figure 4: IFRS Foundation’s conceptualisation of their scope compared to jurisdictional

initiatives and the GRI.
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In 2025, the EC announced the postponement and significant simplification of sustainability
reporting in its Omnibus legislation (EC, 2025). Given the changes in global political direction
associated with the second Trump presidency, sustainability reporting is being increasingly perceived
as a tool to meet investor needs, rather than improving corporate accountability, a concern raised by
the European Central Bank (ECB, 2025). This is despite the European accounting tradition being
strongly associated with the recognition of accounting as a broader social and environmental practice
(Bebbington et al., 2023). This situation highlights the importance of studying the global political

influence over the development of reporting standards.

These recent developments lead to our research question: Has the political discourse on

sustainability reporting in the EU been influenced by the ISSB’s investor focus?

3. Theory and Method
3.1 Hardy’s (1994) Power Framework

Our research question centres on the influence of one standard-setter on another over a period
that is critical to the development of global sustainability reporting standards. Standard-setting is a
political process (Horngren, 1986; Zeff, 2002), so a power framework is useful to understand and
explore the forces that influence outcomes. Hardy (1994) considers three dimensions of power:
instrumental, symbolic and systemic, and Durocher et al. (2007) discuss the applicability of these
three dimensions to the standard-setting process for accounting. Our study offers a novel application
of Hardy’s framework to sustainability standard-setting, which has not been previously explored in
this context. Each dimension of power may provide a distinct perspective on ISSB’s impact on

EFRAG.
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More specifically, instrumental power concerns access to resources, strategies to use these
resources and the ultimate outcomes of the process. In our context, ISSB’s experience in regulating
financial reporting, as well as its strong connections with global financial markets and investors, may
facilitate the Board to shape sustainability reporting priorities.

Symbolic power relates to how actors can shape and influence other actors without conflict.
ISSB’s status as a globally recognized standard-setter, supported by key financial institutions and
regulatory bodies has positioned the board as the authoritative voice in sustainability reporting. Both
instrumental and symbolic powers concern conscious actions, whereas systemic power is socially
constructed by experts creating “normalised” knowledge and practices that in turn suppress other
forms of practice.

As an example in our context, Hines (1989) describes the taking for granted of the accounting
profession’s authority to establish standards for financial reporting as a type of systemic power. More
specifically, in the context of sustainability standard-setting, ISSB’s frameworks draw on well-
established financial reporting standards, reinforcing the notion that sustainability disclosures should
align with investor-focused financial materiality. By applying Hardy’s power framework, our study
unpacks the power dimension/s through which ISSB may exercise influence over EFRAG. This
approach allows us to examine the underlying power dynamics that drive the sustainability standard-
setting discourse.

The table below presents how each dimension is examined in the context of ISSB and

EFRAG’s sustainability standard-setting.

Table 1: Examination of the Power Framework Dimensions in Sustainability Standard-Setting.

Description Empirical examination

-access to resources, strategies to use them, and -insights into how ISSB may use its resources and
the outcomes of the process. strategies to shape sustainability reporting

[nstrumental -in the context of ISSB’s influence on EFRAG, priorities and discourse within EFRAG.

P .
ower it relates to ISSB’s resources, such as
(international) financial market connections.
-influence through non-conflictual means, such -understanding how ISSB's authoritative status
. as status and authority. may influence EFRAG’s discourse, including
Symbolic , " . . .
Power -ISSB’s position as a global standard-setter with changes in terminology.

support from the IASB represents symbolic
power.

-identification of how ISSB’s approach,
incorporated in global sustainability accounting
standards (as a result of an established experience
of the financial accounting standards), may
influence the discourse towards an investor-
focused sustainability reporting practice.

-socially constructed power by experts creating
“normalized” knowledge that suppresses
) alternative practices.
Systemic -ISSB’s access to established financial standards
Power and experience of the IASB reinforces investor-
focused materiality.

Source: Authors’ elaboration from Hardy (1994)’s framework.
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3.2 Method

To address our research question, we conduct a thematic analysis of publicly accessible
documents and audio recordings related to discussions and meetings on sustainability accounting
standard-setting. The materials, sourced from the official websites of EFRAG-European Commission
and the IFRS Foundation, span from the initial stages of standard-setting efforts (March 2022 for
EFRAG SRB, and July 2022 for ISSB) to November 2024, when this paper was written. We focus
on two distinct periods to reflect the dynamic nature of the discourse. This approach enables us to
capture the dynamic evolution of discourse and power shifts between key standard-setting bodies. In
particular, this allows for an in-depth understanding of how power dynamics (Instrumental, Symbolic,
Systemic) evolve over time, in particular in the “before” and “after” phases. Through this analysis,
we will identify how the various forms of power influence the decision-making and direction of
sustainability standard-setting at the global and EU levels. By focusing on the discursive shifts over
time and comparing the priorities in the pre- and post-publication phases of ISSB’s S1 and S2
standards, we aim to reveal the evolving power dynamics that may shape the future of sustainability
reporting. In particular, we are interested in the changing themes of the two bodies. These changes
may lead to changes in action, so analysing the discourse from discussions and meetings provides
valuable insights as to the potential future direction of the two bodies. Analysis of text to analyse
emerging themes is gaining popularity in accounting and management research (Hannigan et al.,
2019). Research has revealed that the frequency of mentions of topics indicates their importance to
managers and may also reveal insights that individuals and organisations may be unaware of
themselves (Krippendorff, 2018).

The ISSB started with its inaugural meeting in July 2022 and the EFRAG Sustainability Reporting
Board (SRB) was formed in March 2022, so this study divides the analysis into two distinct periods:
“before” and “after” the publication of the IFRS S1 and S2 standards, launched by the ISSB in June
2023. The “before” phase is extended to include July 2023, which corresponds to the adoption of the
European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS) by the European Commission.

The rationale for including July 2023 in the “before” phase is rooted in the alignment of timelines
between the ISSB and EFRAG’s standard-setting processes. While the IFRS S1 and S2 standards
represent a global baseline, formally launched in June 2023, the ESRS adoption in July 2023 reflects
the culmination of efforts that preceded the ISSB's work and influence. Analysing this period allows
for a thorough understanding of the preparatory and foundational influences leading up to the (almost)
simultaneous implementation. It is, however, in the “after” phase (post-July 2023) that we anticipate

identifying any emerging political discourse that could shape sustainability reporting in the European
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Union, particularly as the ISSB’s work begins to assert its influence, potentially affecting the EU’s
approach toward a more market-oriented and investor-focused perspective.

Documentary analysis is in line with the focus of capturing the ISSB’s impact on EFRAG,
particularly in the transition from double materiality (which considers both financial and societal
impacts) to single materiality (focused on financial investor needs). By systematically examining
meeting minutes, discussion papers, and recorded debates, we track changes in terminology,
argumentation, and agenda-setting. For instance, we analyse changes (or commonalities) in how
EFRAG discusses materiality, sector-specific disclosures, and the alignment with international
reporting frameworks (such as ISSB), allowing us to evaluate whether these reflect ISSB's growing

influence.

Figure 5: Period of analysis

March 2022 July 2022: June 2023 July 2023: May 2024:
I : " : Publication of the
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board 1SSB begins early work Launch of IFRS S1 and S2 Adoption of the ESRS by h - November 2024
Interoperability
starts the works on standards. standards by the ISSB. the EU. . o
Guidance” EFRAG-ISSB

“After”

“Before”

For a comparative summary, Table 2 shows the key and updated work of the EFRAG and the

IFRS Foundation in sustainability reporting standards.

Table 2: Comparison of EFRAG and IFRS Foundation’s work in setting standards for sustainability

EC/EFRAG IFRS Foundation

Establishment Established in 2001 with the encouragement of the Established with the IASB in 2001
European Commission (EC)

Responsible board EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board (EFRAG International Sustainability Standards Board

for setting SRB) (ISSB),

standards for Formed in 2022 Formed in 2021

sustainability

reporting

Mission “Europe's voice in corporate reporting.” “to serve the “To develop—in the public interest—

European public interest in both financial and standards that will result in a high-quality,
sustainability reporting by developing and promoting  comprehensive global baseline of

European views in the field of corporate reporting. sustainability disclosures focused on the needs

EFRAG builds on and contributes to the progress in of investors and the financial markets.”
corporate reporting.”
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Standards

-In June 2022, EFRAG FRB added a project on the
connectivity between financial and sustainability
reporting to its research agenda.

-EFRAG SRB, advised by EFRAG SR TEG, approved
12 draft standards, which were submitted to the
European Commission (EC) in November 2022.

-The EC adopted the European Sustainability
Reporting Standards (ESRS) on 31 July 2023, with
official publication on 22 December 2023. Companies
under the Corporate Sustainability Reporting
Directive (CSRD) will start reporting using ESRS in

“The ISSB is committed to delivering
standards that are cost-effective, decision-
useful and market informed.”

IFRS S1 and IFRS S2, launched in June 2023,
are developed with efficiency in mind, helping
companies to report what is needed globally to
investors across markets globally.

These standards support efficiency, decision-
usefulness, and international alignment,
reducing double reporting when aligned with
jurisdictional requirements.

2025 (for FY 2024).
-EFRAG is also developing sector-specific ESRS and
standards for listed SMEs.

Source: Authors’ elaboration based on information obtained from the EFRAG and IFRS Foundation websites.

This study employs an in-depth thematic analysis of public documents available by EFRAG SRB,
European Commission, and ISSB, to answer the research question: Has the political discourse on
sustainability reporting in the EU been influenced by the ISSB’s investor focus?

The resources include meeting agendas, detailed discussion papers, summaries, and audio
recordings of public webcasts, as outlined in Appendices A, B, C, and D. 586 documents were
thoroughly reviewed, alongside approximately 257 hours of webcast and virtual meeting recordings.
Documentary analysis serves as the primary research method (Prior, 2003). Following Bowen’s
(2008) framework, the analytical process involves coding texts to uncover recurring themes and
explore their interconnections. Codes are manually developed through a comprehensive initial review
of all documents, with a focus on identifying and categorising key themes emerging from EFRAG
SRB and European Commission “before” (March 2022-July 2023) and “after” (August 2023-
November 2024) the launch of the IFRS S1 and S2, by capturing the influence (if any) of the more
capitalist nature of the ISSB work within the sustainability reporting standards and discussions in the
EU. The coding process was conducted separately by all authors and subsequently refined through
collaborative discussions to identify shared and primary themes (Parker and Roffey, 1997). This
iterative approach ensured that the analytical process remained comprehensive and objective in

capturing the nuances of ISSB’s influence over EFRAG’s evolving sustainability reporting agenda.

4. Findings - “Before” and “After”

The thematic analysis in Figure 6 reveals the key areas of focus in the work and agenda of EFRAG
and EC in setting sustainability standards before and after July 2023. It is important to recall that on
227 November 2022, the EFRAG SRB approved twelve draft sustainability standards (i.e., ESRS)
and submitted them to the European Commission (EC). The EC adopted the ESRS on 315 July 2023,
ensuring all companies subject to the CSRD adhere to these standards. Companies within the CSRD's



oNOYTULT D WN =

Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal Page 16 of 36

scope will begin reporting against these standards in 2025, based on their 2024 financial data. Update

this re Omnibus

Figure 6: Predominant themes from EFRAG SRB-TEG/-EC “Before” and “After”

/ eMateriality \

Assessment/Approach to
Materiality

eInteroperability
eSector-specific standards
eStandards Approach for

"Before"
(Mar.22-Jul.23)

\_ SMESs. /

| / eInteroperability/ISSB Consultations\

eConnectivity
eXBRL Taxonomy

eStandards for SMEs (Listed SME and
Voluntary SME)

eSector-specific standards
*Non-EU standard(s)
¢Climate change Mitigation (Climate

\ Transition Plan).

—
"After"

(Aug.23-Nov.24)

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

The emergent theme in the “before” phase of EFRAG’s sustainability standards discussions is
materiality. Indeed, as required by the Accounting Directive (and amended by the CSRD), the ESRS
apply “double materiality”. As a consequence, they oblige companies to report both on their impacts
on people and the environment and on how social and environmental issues create financial risks and

opportunities for the company. This method requires sustainability matters to be deemed material if
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they have significant environmental, social, or governance impacts, regardless of whether they
directly affect the entity’s financial outcomes (see also Michelon et al., 2024, pp. 4-6). However, the
discourse around materiality within diminishes in the “after” phase. This change reflects the
emergence of a prevalent systemic power, in which the ISSB’s investor-oriented view of materiality

begins to reshape the underlying assumptions of what is deemed relevant in sustainability reporting.

Interoperability is also a key emerging theme, reflecting the efforts of collaboration between
EFRAG and the other standard setters to align standards at a global and European level. The academic
debate classifies the discourse between EFRAG SRB and ISSB as distinctive due to the political
tensions that could come to light when referring to accepting the ISSB standards in the EU context
(Giner and Luque-Vilchez, 2022; Stolowy and Paugam, 2023). However, in June 2022 there was a
first signal of convergence in the work plan of the two boards. In a Q&A document published on the
31st of July 2023, the EC emphasises this approach “EFRAG will continue its joint work with the
ISSB on optimising the interoperability of overlapping ESRS and ISSB standards, which is relevant
for companies required to use ESRS and that wish to comply in addition with ISSB standards.” The
cooperation becomes a key topic of discussion in the EFRAG SRB-TEG in the second phase. The
collaboration culminates in the publication of the “Interoperability Guidance” in May 2024,
demonstrating a strong commitment to aligning the ISSB Standards with the ESRS. This document
serves as the first comprehensive guide on how European preparers can adhere to both frameworks,
offering a detailed analysis of their alignment, particularly in climate-related disclosures (EFRAG
and IFRS Foundation, 2024). Therefore the guidance frames ISSB as a credible and authoritative
actor in the sustainability regulatory space, by reflecting the ISSB's symbolic power.

The European Commission endorses this initiative, emphasizing its efforts to integrate the global
baseline into European standards while maintaining transparency: “While designing the ESRS, the
Commission worked with international standards setters to ensure that European standards
effectively incorporate the global baseline, whilst preserving the EU’s ambition for transparency.
The guidance published today recognises these efforts. It shows that EU companies reporting under
European standards can comply with the global ones with minimal additional effort. This reflects the
Commission’s commitment to minimising the burden on companies from sustainability reporting.”
(EC, 2" May 2024). The publication of the “Interoperability Guidance” accentuates the EU’s
direction to prioritise efficiency and comparability for investors, potentially at the expense of
retaining its broader societal focus. By facilitating compliance with ISSB standards, the EU shows an

acknowledgment of global market needs, echoing nuances of a more capitalist discourse.
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To integrate Hardy’s (1994) power framework, before the launch of IFRS S1 and S2, EFRAG’s
discussions emphasized double materiality, reflecting a broader stakeholder engagement approach.
However, post-launch, we observe a notable decline in discourse around materiality and a shift in
EFRAG’s discourse toward interoperability with ISSB standards. This reflects an overall ISSB's
instrumental power in influencing standard-setting priorities, its legitimacy and authority in
positioning itself as the “logical” authority in sustainability reporting (symbolic power), and its role
in applying investor-focused financial materiality as the prevalent approach (systemic power). The
publication of the “Interoperability Guidance” in May 2024 further confirms the ISSB's “power” on
shaping EFRAG’s sustainability reporting path.

For a more complete analysis, the ISSB’s thematic priorities, presented in Figure 7, focus on
global standard alignment and enhancing climate-related disclosures. Similarly, the ISSB prioritises
interoperability ensuring its standards align with those of the European Union and other global
frameworks (i.e., the GRI). These themes illustrate both the alignment and distinctions between

EFRAG and ISSB’s approaches.

Figure 7: Primary themes ISSB (Jul.22-Nov.24)

( -Climate-related Disclosure \

-Enhance and improve the SASB
"Before" Standards
(Jul.22-Jul.23) -Integration in reporting (Connectivity
between IFRS Sustainability Disclosure
Standards and IFRS)

\ -Inter-alignment between standards. )
/ -Interoperability with European \
Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS)
and GRI Standards
> -Co-ordination of the work programmes and
"After" standard-setting activities ISSB-GSSB
(Aug.23-Nov.24) -Connectivity (IFRS S-IFRS; between IFRS

Sustainability Disclosure Standards and IFRS
Management Commentary project)

-Taxonomy for digital reporting

-Enhance and improve the SASB Standards
\ -Human Capital. J

Source: Authors’ elaboration.
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Connectivity is a common theme and a strategic priority for both EFRAG and ISSB and it
concerns the integration of financial and sustainability reporting information. The link between these
two areas would provide a more comprehensive view of corporate performance to the preparers and
to their stakeholders, which is particularly valued by market participants (Wang et al., 2024). The
first EFRAG FR TEG and EFRAG SR TEG joint meeting took place on the 17th of January 2023,
laying the path to the “Connectivity” agenda, which was prevalent in the “after” phase of analysis. In
line with the ISSB work plan, connectivity has become a defining theme in the “after” phase of
EFRAG's action plan, representing a shift toward greater integration and coherence in reporting
practices. In particular, the EFRAG Secretariat considers “the principle that connectivity builds
bridges between sustainability and financial reporting as fundamental. Furthermore, connectivity also
fosters complementary and faithfully representative corporate reporting.”

To illustrate these transitions more explicitly, Table 3 presents a summary of the frequency of key
themes in EFRAG’s discourse, comparing the “before” and “after” periods. This table demonstrates

the dynamic nature of the ISSB’s influence on the EU’s sustainability reporting agenda and discourse.

Table 3: Frequency of Key Themes in EFRAG’s Discourse, “Before” and “After” IFRS S1/52

Theme “Before” “After” Change Prevalent Power Dimension (s)
Materiality High Low Decline in emphasis, indicating influence Systemic and Instrumental
Interoperability Low High Rapid increase in post-ISSB discussions Systemic, Symbolic, Instrumental

Connectivity  Emerging Strong  Strengthened agenda, aligned with ISSB  Systemic and Instrumental

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Table 3 provides a comparative overview of the evolving discourse within EFRAG, highlighting
the transition in emphasis from double materiality to interoperability and connectivity. By
highlighting the relative frequency (decline or salience) of these themes, we present evidence of the
discursive shift over time. This shift has a dynamic nature also in terms of conceptual prevalent power
dimension (s), reflecting the progressive internalisation of the ISSB’s investor-oriented framing of
sustainability. The reduced attention to materiality, combined with the increased focus on
interoperability and connectivity in the post-July 2023 period, supports our interpretation of a

discursive realignment.
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Indeed, in the “before” phase (March 2022—July 2023), EFRAG's focus was characterised by
strong advocacy for double materiality, emphasis on tailored sector-specific standards addressing
diverse stakeholder needs, and a clear prioritisation of EU-specific sustainability goals. In the “after”
phase (August 2023—November 2024), we observe a growing emphasis on interoperability with the
ISSB work, an increased priority of investor-centric standards, and cost-reduction rhetoric and a delay
in ambitious initiatives like sector-specific ESRS, reflecting practical and market-aligned
motivations. Figure 8 below highlights the areas of change and commonalities between the EFRAG
SRB and ISSB across two phases. In the second phase, the divergent themes reduced from 6 to 3
(with the common ones increasing), which aligns with the interoperability commitment. This
confirms a change in the EFRAG’s agenda driven by ISSB’s influence through its systemic and
symbolic power, where ISSB’s strategic position within global financial markets reinforces its ability
to shape the direction of European sustainability reporting. These changes reflect a transition from a

stakeholder-inclusive, region-specific agenda toward a global, investor-focused framework.

Figure 8: “Before” and “After”’- Areas of change and of commonalities between EFRAG SRB and ISSB

4 Divergent themes "Before" N [ Divergent themes "After" )

(Jul.22-Jul.23) (Aug.23-Nov.24)
(1) Materiality Assessment (1) Standards for SMEs
(2) Interoperability (2) Non-EU standards

(3) Standards Approach for SMEs
(4) Climate-related Disclosure

(3) Human Capital.

(5) Connectivity-Integration in

reporting
(6) Inter-alignment between standards.
- N\ /
/ Common themes "Before" \ f Common themes "After" \
(Jul.22-Jul.23) (Aug.23-Nov.24)

(1) Sector-specific standards/Enhance (1) Interoperability
and improve the SASB Standards. (2) Connectivity
(3) Taxonomy for digital reporting/XBRL

(4) Sector-specific standards/Enhance
and improve the SASB Standards

(5) Climate change.

- 2N J
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Source: Authors’ elaboration.

5. Discussion

Our analysis suggests an influence from the political discourse of the ISSB on the sustainability
reporting standard-setting discourse in the EU. The increasing alignment with investor-focused
principles and global baseline comparability points to a notable shift. This evolution reflects a broader
trend of globalisation in standard-setting, where regional frameworks adapt to the influence of
dominant global players, balancing social objectives with market competitiveness. Our findings,
showing changing discourse within EFRAG after the launch of IFRS S1 and S2, indicate that the

ISSB is managing to exert its power and influence over others (whether deliberate or not).

Instrumental power is visible in the ISSB’s access to resources, including strong financial and
institutional backing from the IFRS Foundation and influential capital providers. This support lends
the ISSB significant credibility, enabling it to promote its standards effectively as global benchmarks.
Evidence of lobbying from reporting preparers and investors, as highlighted by Giner and Luque-
Vilchez (2022), underscores the role of economic resources in shaping reporting agendas. By
prioritising investors as “primary users,” the ISSB aligns with decades-long practices of maximising
shareholder value (Cahan et al., 2016). This raises important questions about whose interests are truly
served: while investors increasingly value non-financial disclosures for decision-making and capital
allocation (Dhaliwal et al., 2011), the focus on financial materiality risks sidelining less influential
stakeholders, including future generations or marginalised communities, whose perspectives lack

economic power.

Symbolic power emerges as the ISSB strategically positions itself alongside established players
like the GRI, portraying its standards as complementary while avoiding direct competition. This
alignment enhances the ISSB’s legitimacy, particularly in areas where its expertise in sustainability
reporting may be questioned. Simultaneously, systemic power is evident in the IFRS Foundation’s
ambition to entrench ISSB standards as the “default” framework for sustainability reporting,
mirroring the acceptance of IFRS standards in financial reporting. By promoting IFRS S1 and S2 as
synonymous with global comparability and investor relevance, the ISSB shapes sustainability

discourse, gradually embedding its norms into the reporting ecosystem.

Materiality emerges as a critical point of contention between the ISSB and EFRAG, and this point
of contention is also paralleled in the focus of the SASB standards compared to those of the GRI,
which underpin the ISSB and EFRAG approaches respectively (Pizzi et al., 2024b). Our findings
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reveal that discussions of materiality within EFRAG diminish after the launch of IFRS S1 and S2,
reflecting the ISSB’s framing of materiality as an “outside-in” investor-focused concept. [FRS S1
defines materiality as relating to sustainability risks and opportunities that affect an entity’s financial
prospects, aligning with the narrower perspective of single materiality (Abhayawansa, 2022; La Torre
etal., 2020). In contrast, double materiality considers both “outside-in” financial impacts and “inside-
out” social and environmental impacts, addressing a broader range of stakeholders. The ISSB’s
prioritisation of investor interests’ risks reducing sustainability issues to financial terms, potentially
neglecting long-term impacts and non-quantifiable matters. As Tregidga and Laine (2022) suggest,
the tension between short-term market interests and longer-term sustainability considerations remains

unresolved under a single materiality approach.

The ongoing divergence between the ISSB and EFRAG on materiality definitions complicates
the prospects for genuine collaboration, despite their expressed intent to achieve “interoperability.”
While EFRAG’s acceptance of IFRS S1 and S2 for “outside-in” reporting demonstrates a willingness
to compromise, this reciprocity is absent from the ISSB, which does not engage with the broader
“inside-out” impact perspective. This one-sided dynamic exemplifies how systemic power enables

the ISSB to delineate and impose its boundaries for sustainability reporting.

The role of other frameworks, particularly the GRI, becomes critical in this evolving landscape.
As a predominantly voluntary framework championing impact materiality, the GRI could provide a
counterbalance to the ISSB’s dominance. However, its voluntary nature and the ISSB’s institutional
power raise questions about its longevity and relevance. Practitioners may prioritise IFRS standards
if they perceive them as more stable, comparable, and widely endorsed by influential stakeholders,

further reinforcing the ISSB’s systemic influence.

This theoretical framing, grounded in Hardy’s (1994) power dimensions, underscores the ISSB’s
ability to influence not only the reporting agenda but also the conceptualisation and prioritisation of
sustainability issues. It also raises critical questions about the long-term implications of this influence:
whose voices are amplified, and whose are marginalised? This calls for further scrutiny of how global
power dynamics shape sustainability reporting frameworks, particularly in balancing economic
interests with broader societal and environmental imperatives. The rapid changes in power dynamics
as a result of the second Trump presidency underscores the need to research the impact of political

power on the reporting landscape.

Also, the release of the EU’s Omnibus, that postpones and reduces the scope of sustainability
reporting in the EU, highlights the influence of global political forces on how sustainability reporting

is legislated and practiced. In response, EFRAG submitted a formal work plan to the European
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study considered the impact of the ISSB, and its reporting standards IFRS S1 and S2, on the discourse
of the key European sustainability reporting standard setter, EFRAG SRB. Our aim was to consider
whether and how the ISSB might exert power over an established player in sustainability reporting.
We considered the exertion of power using Hardy’s (1994) three power dimensions and considering
how these dimensions might be reflected in the changing discourse of both bodies. As texts can reveal
insights into intentions (Krippendorff, 2018) they provide a rich source of evidence to address our
research question. In total, we reviewed 586 documents and 257 hours of recordings taken from
meetings of the two reporting bodies, categorising them into ‘before’ and ‘after’ the ISSB’s launch

of global sustainability reporting standards IFRS S1 and S2.

As a new standard-setter, the ISSB has strategically positioned itself to achieve rapid legitimacy.
Rather than directly competing with established frameworks like the GRI, it has leveraged its

institutional power under the IFRS Foundation to extend its influence into sustainability reporting.
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1

2

2 This form of legitimacy, as noted by De Villiers et al. (2022), relies not on proven results but on
5 structural power, networks, and alignment with influential stakeholders. While concerns persist about
? the ISSB’s potential capture by wealthy and powerful actors and its relative lack of expertise in
g sustainability (Adams and Mueller, 2022), our findings indicate that its influence is already reshaping
10 reporting norms in Europe. We observe a notable decline in discourse around materiality within
:; EFRAG following the introduction of IFRS S1 and S2, with interoperability emerging as a key theme.
12 This shift suggests a growing alignment with the ISSB’s investor-centric discourse, potentially at the
1 2 expense of broader conceptualisations of sustainability.

:573 Our analysis reveals clear evidence of Hardy’s three power dimensions at work. Instrumental
;g power 1s demonstrated through the ISSB’s financial and institutional backing, allowing it to promote
21 its standards as global benchmarks. Symbolic power emerges in the ISSB’s ability to frame its
;g approach as synonymous with comparability, consistency, and market relevance, positioning itself as
24 . . . . .- . . . .
25 the “logical” authority in sustainability reporting. Systemic power, perhaps the most influential,
;? manifests in the ISSB’s ability to normalise its standards within the global financial reporting
28 infrastructure. ISSB standards risk becoming the ‘default’ framework, overshadowing alternative
gg approaches such as EFRAG’s double materiality.

31

32 Our findings have significant practical implications for policymakers, standard setters, and
gi corporate stakeholders. The study offers the following recommendations:

22 (1) Policymakers and regulatory bodies must be aware of the power dynamics at play in the
2573 standard-setting process. They should ensure that the growing dominance of the ISSB does
39 not undermine broader societal and environmental considerations in sustainability disclosures.
2(1) As the ISSB’s standards become the global benchmark, companies must adopt strategies to
fé balance compliance with these investor-focused standards while continuing to address their
j;f broader environmental and social impacts, ensuring that non-financial stakeholders are not
46 sidelined.

2573 (2) Given the ISSB's investor-focused approach to sustainability reporting and the legislative
gg delays and simplification of sustainability reporting in the EU (Deloitte, 2025; EC, 2025),
51 there is a risk that the broader societal and environmental impacts considered in the EU’s
gg double materiality framework may be deprioritized. Policymakers must remain vigilant to
gg ensure that sustainability reporting standards continue to reflect a balance between financial
g? and societal considerations.

58 (3) Companies preparing sustainability reports need to navigate the evolving reporting landscape
23 carefully, ensuring compliance with both ISSB and EFRAG requirements while maintaining

transparency on broader sustainability impacts.
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(4) Standard setters should consider mechanisms to safeguard impact materiality within
sustainability disclosures, ensuring that interoperability efforts do not come at the expense of
comprehensive reporting.

(5) Practitioners must recognise the competing definitions of materiality in sustainability
reporting and the interests driving these perspectives. As Leeson and Kuszewski (2023) argue,
academics have a critical role in safeguarding the broader meaning of sustainability and

contributing actively to standard-setting processes.

Additionally, our findings are particularly timely in view of the recent perceived ‘backtracking’
on sustainability issues seen across the world. In Europe, the Omnibus legislation is postponing and
reducing the scope of several areas of sustainability reporting (EC, 2025). Our findings show that the
ISSB exerted considerable influence over the discourse on sustainability even before the second
Trump presidency began, suggesting that it may find it easier to exert its influence over the next few

years.

This study contributes to the growing literature on power dynamics in sustainability standard-
setting (Durocher et al., 2007; Giner and Luque-Vilchez, 2022; Leeson and Kuszewski, 2023;
Rowbottom, 2023; Stolowy and Paugam, 2023). In particular, we add to the literature regarding
European accounting being perceived as a broader social and environmental practice than it is
elsewhere, and the challenges associated with this (Bebbington et al., 2023). Responding to calls by
De Villiers et al. (2024) for research into the ISSB’s role in redefining materiality, we show how the
ISSB’s single materiality perspective is already influencing broader reporting discourse. This
influence is driven by the perception that investors prioritise financial materiality above other
impacts, an assumption that may itself need challenging (Nicholls, 2020). Our findings show how
materiality, as a social construct, can be heavily influenced by the prevailing political environment

and the dominant influence of certain bodies, supporting Puroila & Mikela (2019).

We acknowledge the limitations of our study, including its focus on documentary evidence and
two reporting bodies. Further qualitative research would provide richer insights into the ISSB’s
relationships with other standard-setters and stakeholders. Building on our findings, we propose the

following directions for future research:

-What is the future of double materiality and impact materiality? Who will emerge as champions
for these concepts in a landscape increasingly dominated by investor-centric frameworks? What is

the influence of the global political landscape on these bodies and their work?
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-How do practitioners perceive the ISSB’s role and influence? What are their views on the shift

toward single materiality, and how does it affect their reporting practices and sustainability strategies?

-Does EFRAG perceive itself as influenced by the ISSB’s agenda? If so, how does this influence

manifest, and what are the implications for the future development of European reporting standards?

By addressing these questions, future research can deepen our understanding of power dynamics
in sustainability reporting and ensure that alternative perspectives, particularly those prioritising long-

term social and environmental considerations, remain part of the global reporting dialogue.
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EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 05/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 06/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 10/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 12/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 18/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 20/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 26/06/2024

[EFRAG SRB & EFRAG FRB joint meeting]

EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 26/06/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 01/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 03/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 03/07/2024

[EFRAG FR TEG & EFRAG SR TEG Joint Meeting]

EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 04/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 10/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 16/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 17/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 18/07/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 04/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 12/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 12/09/2024

[EFRAG FR TEG & EFRAG SR TEG Joint meeting]

EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 17/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 18/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 18/09/2024

[EFRAG FRB & EFRAG SRB Joint meeting]

EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 18/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 19/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 26/09/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 02/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 07/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 10/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 16/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 17/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 22/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 24/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 29/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 30/10/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 04/11/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 07/11/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 13/11/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 18/11/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 21/11/2024
EFRAG Offices — Brussels on 27/11/2024

*First meeting of the EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board.
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**First Meeting of the EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Technical Expert Group (EFRAG SR TEG).

Source: Authors’ elaboration from EFRAG website.

Appendix B: Corporate sustainability and responsibility within the European Commission
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Key documents Details

“Before”
Directive 2022/2464 on corporate sustainability reporting

Document 3202212464 published on 16.12.2022

Episode 13 on Sustainability Reporting published on

EU Finance Podcast-00:18:19 20.12.2023

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2023/2772 on ESRS standards Document 32023R2772 published on 31.07.2023
Q&A on the Adoption of ESRS EC Q&A published on 31.07.2023

“After”

Political agreement between the European Parliament and the Council onthe Council and Parliament agree to delay sustainability

Commission's proposal to postpone by two years the deadline for adopting  reporting for certain sectors and third-country companies

sector-specific ESRS by two years published on 07.02.2024
Daily News published on 08.02.2024

Commission welcomes guidance on interoperability of European and global ~ Directorate-General for Financial Stability, Financial
sustainability reporting standards Services and Capital Markets Union published on

02.05.2024

Source: Authors’ elaboration from EC website.

Appendix C: EFRAG Webcasts

EFRAG webcasts Length
“After”
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Physical Meeting 24 October 2023 — Public 07:21:07
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Physical Meeting 25 October 2023 — Public 06:53:03
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 15 November 2023 — Public 03:37:15
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 23 November 2023 — Public 01:41:44
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 29 November 2023 — Public 03:36:50
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 13 December 2023 - Public 03:35:07
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 15 December 2023 - Public 01:26:45
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 10 January 2024 04:11:47
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 24 January 2024 02:52:15
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 21 February 2024 02:30:20
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Physical Meeting on 28 February 2024 01:11:24
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 20 March 2024 01:19:28
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 24 April 2024 02:43:19
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 02 May 2024 05:18:06
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 15 May 2024 04:59:36
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Physical Meeting on 04 June 2024 06:53:38
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Physical Meeting on 05 June 2024 00:55:26
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 12 June 2024 03:26:13
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 26 June 2024 02:21:04
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 04 July 2024 06:48:46
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 02 October 2024 02:35:33
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 07 October 2024 03:31:54
EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 10 October 2024 05:56:13
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1
2
i EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 16 October 2024 05:13:11
5 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 17 October 2024 02:58:26
6 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 22 October 2024 06:18:49
7 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 24 October 2024 06:27:12
g EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 30 October 2024 05:05:27
10 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 04 November 2024 01:30:22
11 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 07 November 2024 07:20:16
12 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 13 November 2024 06:25:08
12 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 18 November 2024 03:19:23
15 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 21 November 2024 06:37:54
16 EFRAG Sustainability Reporting Board Webcast Meeting on 27 November 2024 06:00:26
17 Total: 143:03:27
18 Mean: 04:12:27
1 3 - :
23 Source: Authors’ elaboration from EFRAG website.
21
22
23 Appendix D: ISSB meetings/discussion
;g Place and date of the meeting IFRS webcast
26 “Before”
27 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 20-21 July 2022 2:01:42-1:57:23
28 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 20-23 September 2022 3:15:12-2:44:52- 1:20:42-1:01:57
29 The ISSB met in Montreal on 18-21 October 2022 1:48:58-3:45:24-51:17-3:31:58-1:58:32
30 The ISSB met on 1-3 November 2022 via Video Call 1:08:36-1:41:30
31 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 15 - 16 November 2022 2:22:35-1:35:31-3:33:40

The ISSB met in Montreal on 13 - 15 December 2022 3:01:45-1:30:30-3:06:30-3:09:25-1:34:12
32 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 17 - 19 January 2023 32:48-3:26:00-1:14:46-2:55:30
33 The ISSB met in Montreal on 16 February 2023 2:57:54-34:40
34 The ISSB met on 16 March 2023 via Video Call 3:05:30
35 The ISSB met on 4 April 2023 via Video Call 1:52:12
36 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 19 April 2023 1:29:30
37 The ISSB met in London on 18 May 2023 57:30
38 The ISSB met in Montreal on 19 - 23 June 2023*
39 The ISSB met on 27 July 2023 via Video Call 1:23:17

“After”
40 The ISSB met in Montreal on 14 September 2023 1:19:52
41 The ISSB met on 24-25 October 2023 Hybrid mode 59:20-2:39:30
42 The ISSB met in Beijing on 15-16 November 2023 1:13:35-2:42:32
43 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 13—-14 December 2023 49:18-4:25:19
44 The IASB and ISSB met in London on 25 January 2024 3:27:17
45 The ISSB met in New York City on 21 February 2024 1:12:25-1:32:18
46 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 13 March 2024 1:17:23

The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 23 April 2024 2:06:32
47 The ISSB met in Montreal on 16 May 2024 3:04:16
48 The ISSB met on 12 June 2024 Hybrid mode 1:38:55
49 The ISSB met in Montreal on 24-25 July 2024 1:49:21-2:43:46
50 The ISSB met in Frankfurt on 18 September 2024 1:16:49-2:11:59
51 The ISSB met via Video conference call on 24 October 2024 2:52:22
52 The ISSB met in Beijing on 20-21 November 2024 2:56:34-1:26:41-3:09:43
53 Total 114:27:35

Mean 02:07:11

34 *The ISSB did not hold any technical discussions in June 2023, due to its focus on preparing for the launch of IFRS S1
33 and IFRS S2.
g ? Source: Authors’ elaboration from IFRS website.
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SUPPLEMENTARY FILE
“The influence of global sustainability reporting standards on the discourse within the EU”
SAMPJ-12-2024-1378.R2

Editor(s) comments

This is a good paper, but there are some issues
the authors should address:

1. The paper refers to GRI standards being a
'voluntary framework' a number of times. In
fact GRI Standards are mandatory in some
jurisdictions (eg Taiwan) or have been adopted
in part in mandatory requirements (eg by SEBI
in India).

2. GRI and EFRAG signed a co-development
agreement for the ESRS. This does not appear
to be mentioned in the paper which seems odd
as the ESRS state that impacts should be
considered first before financial materiality.

The first point is a matter of correction. The
second should be discussed for completeness.

The paper might also be updated for the latest
developments in the ESRS 'simplification'
revisions which are out for consultation.

Dear Editors,

Thank you very much for your encouraging feedback on
our revised manuscript. We are grateful for your
constructive comments, which have been invaluable in
helping us further improve the completeness of our
work.

Please find below our response to the specific points
raised. We have highlighted our changes in the revised
version of the manuscript.

Thank you for highlighting this point. We now make
reference to GRI standards being mandatory or part-
mandatory in certain jurisdictions in Section 2.1, and
have revised subsequent mentions of GRI as a voluntary
framework accordingly.

We appreciate the observation and fully agree that the
co-development agreement between GRI and EFRAG
represents a key milestone in the development of the
ESRS. In response, we have now integrated this point
into Section 2.2 of the revised manuscript.

Thank you for highlighting the important point of the
“ESRS simplification”. We have included a reflection on
the ESRS simplification process initiated under the
European Commission’s Omnibus proposals in the
Discussion section.

We have updated our reference list to reflect the most
recent developments.

We hope these revisions fully address the points raised
and improve the manuscript’s relevance and timeliness.

Thank you very much for your guidance and
consideration.

With kind regards,
The Authors
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