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Committee: International Accounting Education Standards Board  

Meeting Location: C P A  C a n a d a  Headquarters, Toronto, Canada 

Meeting Date: October 30 to November 1, 2013 at 08:30 hours 

SUBJECT: Revision of IAESB’s Framework– IAESB Framework 

Level 3 Issues (10/13) 

 

BACKGROUND 

The “Level 3” issues identified are the most substantive in nature and will require time to incorporate them 

into the Framework.   In general, the “Level 3” issues are: 

 changes of structure and/or content are needed to align the Framework better with the revised 

body of standards 

 other issues arising from a review of the Framework  

The first part of this document summarizes the major level 3 themes.  The Appendix to this document 

provides a more detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  This content in this 

Appendix has been included for reference since the major “Level 3” issues are summarized below.     

Summary of Major Level 3 Themes 

Definitions of ‘professional accountant’ and ‘aspiring professional accountant’ 

 The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a professional accountant.  

The IAESB is now considering its own definition of a professional accountant.  If the Board 

approves a changed definition of professional accountant then it will be important that the 

Framework reflects this.  The Board will need to consider if the definition or professional 

accountant is exposed on its own or as part of the Framework document.   

 The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the ‘aspiring professional 

accountant’.  This is a term which has emerged from the Revisions Project, and is used 

extensively in the standards addressing IPD. The Board may therefore wish to include some 

content to explain this role alongside that of the professional accountant, in line with the Glossary 

definition. 
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Educational concepts section 

 Although the Level 1 and Level 2 changes  to the ‘Educational Concepts’ section proposed above 

seek to align terminology in the section with the revised standards, there is broader issue present.  

IESs 2, 3 and 4 are now written as outcome-based standards, and a number of concepts are 

fundamental to this approach – learning outcomes, competence areas, and proficiency levels - 

none of which are explained in the current Framework.   

 In addition, it is hard to completely align the existing content with the current terminology being 

used.  For example in some instances the overall concept of ‘competence’ can be directly 

replaced with ‘professional competence’, but in other instances this term ‘competence’  is being 

used quite specifically – e.g. ‘a desired competence for a professional accountant working in a 

financial accounting role may be the ability to produce a set of company accounts…’.  In this 

second situation it appears that the ‘desired competence’ is in fact a learning outcome under the 

revised standards. 

 A further example of the challenges in this section is the discussion of ‘an appropriate level of 

competence’ – which in the draft revised standards could be regarded as a ‘level of proficiency’.   

Clearly this remains an area that the Board is deliberating in the context of the current drafts of 

IES 2, 3 and 4 and how those standards incorporate proficiency levels. 

 A more detailed review and revision of this section of the Framework is necessary, to ensure it 

fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out in the revised standards. 

General education 

 General education is currently described as part of Initial Professional Development; however this 

has been a source of continued debate at the Board, particularly through the drafting of IES 3.  

The description of general education in the Framework positions it as a ‘foundation for coping 

with the demands of professional accounting education and practical experience’.  Previous 

Board discussions have highlighted significant diversity of practice across jurisdictions in relation 

to general education, which have demonstrated that general education may often commence 

prior to entry to a professional accounting education program (the start of IPD), and that general 

education may also continue concurrently with a professional accounting education program. 

 There is significant content on general education in extant standards, which may be helpful to 

users of the IESs.  This content was not carried forward to the revised IES 3 and should be 

reviewed for inclusion in the Framework.     

 The Board will to consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the Framework.   

This could include de-coupling general education from IPD to address the confusion this seems 

to create, while re-emphasizing the importance of general education, possibly through the 

inclusion of more discussion on the topic, drawing on the extant IES 3 content.  

Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning and Development 

 The section of the Framework on Assessment: Measurement of the Effectiveness of Learning 

and Development is likely to be assumed to be directly related to the principles of assessment set 

out in IES 6.  However, although there is some overlap with IES 6 content, it addresses the key 

issue of input and output measures which are core to other standards including IES 5 (Initial 

Professional Development - Practical Experience) and IES 7 (Continuing Professional 

Development). 

 The section sets out three measurement approaches – input measures, process measures and 

output measures.  It is noted that process measures are not referred to in the revised body of 
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standards, and therefore may not be necessary.  The Framework does not mention the 

‘combined approach’ (use of input and output measures), which is referenced in a number of the 

revised standards. 

 This section does set out characteristics of measurement approaches, two of which are also 

principles of assessment under IES 6.  It does not however address all 6 principles of 

assessment set out in IES 6. 

 It is also noted that, while the title of this section refers to measuring the effectiveness of learning 

and development, under the revised standards these measurement approaches appear to be 

more directly related to measuring achievement of professional competence or learning 

outcomes. 

 A more detailed review and revision of this section of the Framework is necessary to determine if 

it should address assessment concepts aligned with IES 6, or if it should address the current 

measurement approaches underpinning the main body of revised standards.  

Appendix from IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 on Classification of Proficiency Levels for Learning Outcomes  

 Consideration should be given whether the Appendix from IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 on the classification 

of proficiency levels for learning outcomes should be incorporated into the Framework.   

 Better alignment and integration of competence and proficiency levels in the Framework needs to 

be achieved.   

Part Two – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations 

 There are a number of issues with this section that will require the Board’s consideration.  These 

include the following: 

o This section combines two apparently separate concepts, publications and IFAC member 

body obligations into a single section.  It is not clear how these two topics are related to each 

other. 

o There are a number of key concepts related the standards which are not explained currently 

– for example there is no reference to the standards setting requirements for IFAC member 

bodies, or to the standards being principle based. 

o There is no mention in the section on IFAC publications of the ‘Basis of Conclusions’ 

document which accompanies each standard on release. 

o There is no description of the IAESB due process that is followed in the development of 

publications, including the exposure process. 

o The content on IFAC member body obligations does not appear to be well aligned with the 

revised SMO 2, and misses the opportunity to discuss the responsibilities of the IFAC 

member body in situations where they do not control the implementation of some or all of an 

IES.   
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Appendix:  Detailed level 3 changes by paragraph 

This Appendix provides a more detailed analysis and comments on “level 3” changes by paragraph.  The 

content in this Appendix has been included for reference since the major “Level 3” issues are summarized 

above.     

Ref Issue 

Introduction, Purpose of the Framework, Authority and Scope of the Framework and 
Structure of the Framework 

Para 1 The introduction to the Framework should make explicit reference to the 
Appendix on Drafting Conventions 

Para 2  Re-order list to give primacy to the public (in context of public interest) 
and/or align with list of stakeholders in revised standards 

Para 5 Reference to ‘member and students’ – suggestion to replace with 
‘professional accountants and aspiring professional  accountants’ 

Para 5  Opportunity to introduce concept of shared responsibility and differing 
roles of other stakeholders, rather than just enhancing their 
understanding of the IAESB. 

Para 7 The Framework currently references the existing IFAC definition of a 
professional accountant.  IAESB need a definition.  Once the Board 
approves a new definition of the professional accountant then the 
definition needs to be incorporated into the Framework.   

Para 7 The Framework does not currently make reference to the concept of the 
‘aspiring professional accountant’.  This term emerged during the 
Revisions Project, and is used extensively in the standards addressing 
IPD.  Given consistent reference to ‘aspiring professional accountants’ 
throughout the standards should consider including explanation in the 
Framework.   

Para 8 ‘The IAESB establishes the  learning and development principles for the 
education of professional accountants’ – Paragraph should be revised to 
be more explicit that the IAESB sets requirements, prescribes learning 
outcomes etc. 

Part 1 – Educational concepts - A detailed review and revision of this section of the 
Framework is necessary to ensure if fully supports and aligns with the concepts set out 
in the revised standards 

Para 12 Consider need to replace paragraph with common paragraph on 
professional competence from IESs 2, 3 and 4, including reference to 
learning outcomes. 

Para 13  Since the revised IES’s use learning outcomes this is now an example of 
a learning outcome, so cannot be placed here unless learning outcomes 
have already been introduced.  If paragraph 2 changes are made above 
then learning outcomes will have been introduced.   
 
So consider changing ‘a desired competence of a professional 
accountant...’ to ‘a desired learning outcome for the technical 
competence of a professional accountant...’ 
 
Consider also changing example to accurately represent an IES 2 
learning outcome:  Prepare primary financial statements, including 
consolidated financial statements, in accordance with laws and 
regulations  
 

Para 14  Consider if the phrase ‘the appropriate level of professional competence 
will vary...’ indicates that we are actually talking about a level of 
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proficiency. 

Para 14 What do we mean when we discuss ‘reliance on the work of others’?  
Should this concept remain in the Framework?   

Para 16 Consider including a definition of learning outcomes.  Add discussion on 
the IESs using learning outcomes to describe professional competence 
required for technical competence, professional skills and professional 
values, ethics, and attitudes or to perform a role to a defined standard.   

Para 17 Should we include in the definition of education the concept that it is 
structured? 

Para 18 Consider including concept of mentoring in order to align with IES 5 

Para 20 Clarify what we mean by ‘early stages of development of a professional 
accountant’ – would this be during IPD, so actually as an aspiring 
professional accountant? 

Para 21 Challenge in equating learning to learn and lifelong learning to IPD and 
CPD.  Are these really the same concepts?   Consider revising how 
paragraph is worded.   

Para 23  Remove reference to general education as part of IPD.  The way the 
Revised IESs are written is general education is a precursor to IPD (or 
something separate and concurrent to IPD).  In other words, IPD builds 
upon general education. 
 
Consider adding content on general education that is in extant IES 3 in 
the Framework.  This content may be helpful to users of the IESs and it 
has not been carried forward to the revised IES 3.  The Board should 
also consider the opportunity to reposition general education in the 
Framework.  This could include de-coupling general education from IPD 
to address the confusion this seems to create, while emphasizing the 
importance of general education.   

Para 23  Include concept of ‘professional accounting education program’ since 
this term is now used extensively throughout the IES’s. 

Para 24 Change ‘each IFAC member body may define....’ to ‘....will define...’ 

Para 25 Remove footnote as it just duplicates paragraph 24 

Para 25 Consider if use of singular form for this paragraph would be more 
appropriate. 

Para 26 Suggest we include ‘the public’ or ‘public expectations’ explicitly as a 
driver of change and position them as first in the list, consistent with 
other such references in the IESs. 

Para 27  Consider removing the first sentence – doesn’t add any value, to the 
important point made in the second sentence. 

Section title – 
Assessment: 
Measurement of the 
Effectiveness of 
Learning and 
Development 

IES 6 is focussed on the assessment of professional competence, not 
the measurement of effectiveness of L&D – should the title be changed? 

Para 30 Change focus from measurement of L&D to assessment of professional 
competence. 

Para 30  Input measures - Change ‘the number of hours an individual is expected 
to attend a course’ to ‘the number of hours an individual is expected to 
spend on a course. 

Para 30 Input measures - Change ‘They do not, however, measure the 
competence developed’ to ‘They do not, however, directly measure the 
competence developed’. 

Para 30 Process measures - Do we want to keep process measures in the 
framework?   
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Para 30  Process measures - Change ‘process measures are proxies for the 
competence developed’ to ‘process measures are proxies for measuring 
the competence developed. 

Para 30 Output measures - Should we be changing ‘competence statements’ to 
‘learning outcomes’?  How does this fit with our Learning outcomes 
approach? 

Para 31 The three characteristics need to be aligned with IES 6.   

Para 32 Need to review in light of revised IES 6.  Is it appropriate to simply state 
that output measures are highly valid? 

Para 32  As per paragraph 20, are process measures now redundant? 

Para 32 Need to review statement about compromise between reliability, validity 
and cost effectiveness in light of revised IES 6. 

Part 2 – IAESB Publications and IFAC Member Body Obligations   

General point Is it appropriate to combine these 2 topics into a single section? 

Para 33 Do we need to include entry to IPD as described in IES 1?  Framework 
currently refers to IPD and CPD.  IES 1 refers to entry to IPD. 

Para 34 ‘The IESs address the principles of learning and development for 
professional accountants. The IESs prescribe good practice in learning 
and development’.  As per earlier comment in the intro, need to be more 
explicit about the fact that the IESs set requirements and prescribe 
learning outcomes. 

Para 35 Opportunity here to explain the IESs are ‘principle based’ - a key 
element of the revisions project. 

Para 36 Consider including the Drafting Conventions in the main body of the 
Framework. 

Para 38 Consider simplifying to ‘IEPSs assist in implementing the IESs’. 

Para 38  Remove ‘may’ (x 2) – not needed. 

Para 38 Good or best practice? Should we just go with ‘good practice’ 
throughout? 

Para 39  IEIPs – use of ‘may’ throughout makes this all seem non-authoritative. 

General question  No mention of issue of Basis of Conclusions document or overview of 
due process followed.  Do we need to include this here?   

 Para 42  Odd paragraph, not in line with the old or revised SMOs.  Consider 
revising to address the concept of best endeavours and shared 
responsibility.  Consider deleting text and including the following 
statement:  In these instances the IFAC member body would determine 
its level of responsibility and assume the appropriate set of actions to 
meet its obligations of SMO 2.     

 

Appendix  - IAESB Drafting Conventions 

1
st
 para Need to determine if statement on translation is accurate. 

Objectives 
paragraph 

Consider need to change the statement ‘The IESs contain a clear 
statement of the objectives to be achieved by the IFAC member body.’ 

 


