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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to compare effects of provisions between allowance for 

expected credit losses in IFRS 9 in the section of impairment on financial instruments and 

allowance for doubtful accounts in line with the Bank of Thailand’s current guidelines on general 

investors’ judgment in the perspectives of profit reliability evaluation, future profitability, 



.  This study applies an experimental research by 

employing 2 X 2 between- subjects design and observing data from 120 graduate students in 

Master of Finance and Accounting. Results show that there is no difference in investors’ judgments 

between the financial statements with IFRS 9 provisions and the financial statements with current 

provisions.
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