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Question 1 – “Professional Accountant” 

• Drop link to membership of IFAC member body 
• Consider separating out 3 distinct groups: 

o Technicians 
o Auditors 
o Others 

• Consider defining in terms of compliance with standards, e.g. “professional 
accountant” is someone who has complied with the education standards not just all 
members of IFAC member body. This might allow member bodies to more easily 
accommodate different groups within membership. 

• Should not redefine “professional accountant” as this is also used by ethics board 
and in that context it should mean all members of the IFAC member body. 

• Should consider need to develop different and specific education standards for 
technicians 

• Bigger question is what are the standards there to do; what are they trying to 
achieve. 

 
 
Question 2 – Input Versus Output Measures 

• Two opposing views were expressed: 
o The first was not the majority view but it was expressed that the compliance 

monitoring of education standards should focus entirely on input measures. 
The rationale being that competence (ie the output) was already being 
measured through other means for example regulatory reviews, disciplinary 
processes, etc. 

o The other view was that we should only be interested in competencies not 
the means by which they were obtained and so should focus entirely on 
output measures. 

• In addition, others had the view that we should have a mix – there was something 
important about the process of acquiring the competence which should be addressed 
in standards and not just left to member bodies (or others) to define. 

• There was concern expressed about the level of detail that might be required to 
move to an output based only method. The example was given of the European 
common content project which has successfully been used to demonstrate 
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equivalence of qualification in a number of primarily European member bodies. But 
this is structured around learning outcomes and is very detailed.  The view was 
expressed that such level of detail was not where the IAESB standards should strive 
to be 

• If moving to output based measures concern was expressed about how easily these 
could be measured.  Inputs  are easier to measure compliance against but might not 
measure what the standards want to achieve. 

• Again the purpose of the education standard was raised – was it to achieve mutual 
recognition or to go beyond this and achieve equivalence (like the common content 
project) or some other objective. 

• Globally coordinated inspection is on its way and once started this might raise 
issues with respect to compliance with extant standards – eg reveal greater non-
compliance and the consequences of this. 

• General observation that competency models were the way to go, but that these 
needed to be detailed to be useful – sharing those used by member bodies in more 
advanced geographies with those in developing nations might be a preliminary 
approach. 

• The wider (less detail) the standards are written to the more open to member bodies 
to interpret – which might help compliance (easier to comply with) but may not 
achieve what the IEASB is trying to achieve (greater competence in accountants). 

• Input approaches are easier for developing nations to work toward – although may 
mean that the greater objective of competence is not actually achieved. 

• Regulated areas should be distinct from others in the standards – presumably this 
meant auditors (but of varies by jurisdiction) 

• Standards should be focused on required competencies 
• No clear consensus on input/output issue – many voices preferred output but 

acknowledged a mix might be required to reasonably measure compliance 
 
 


