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Committee: IAESB Consultative Advisory Group 

Meeting Location: IFAC Headquarters, New York, USA 

Meeting Date: February 7-8, 2013, beginning 8:30am. 

 

SUBJECT: 
 

Revision of IES 2 – Issues and Proposals of IAESB 
Task Force Relating to Comments Received on 
Exposure Draft (02/13) 

 
 
Objectives of Agenda Item 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB CAG in its discussion of the issues related to the 

revision of IES 2. Specifically, the paper will: (1) provide updated background information on 
the revision of IES 2; (2) present the Exposure Draft for IES 2; (3) provide a summary of key 
comments received in response to the Exposure Draft; and (4) identify some issues for 
discussion arising from a preliminary analysis of comments to the Exposure Draft.  

 
2. This agenda item contains the following materials: 

 
Agenda Item 4-1  Revision of IES 2 - Issues and Proposals of 

IAESB Task Force Relating to Comments 
Received on Exposure Draft (02/13).  

Agenda Item 4-2  Exposure Draft of Proposed IES 2, Initial 
Professional Development – Technical 
Competence (Revised)  

Agenda Item 4-3  Analysis of Respondents’ Comments on the 
IES 2 Exposure Draft  

Agenda Item 4-4 Preliminary Analysis of Respondents’ 
Comments on the IES 2 Exposure Draft 
(02/13) 

 
 
Background 
 

April 2012 CAG Meeting  

3. The Chair of the IES 2 Task Force presented an Issues Paper to the CAG teleconference 
meeting, to provide an update on developments in the drafting of IES 2, which included a 
series of questions for comment and advice from the CAG. The CAG provided comments 
and suggestions in relation to (a) the learning outcomes; (b) the other requirements; and (c) 
the associated Explanatory Material. The main suggestions were as follows:  

a) The title, structure and content of the IAESB Competence Framework needed to be 
reviewed. This comment also relates to other draft revised IESs; 

b) There is a need for learning outcomes that relate to financial accounting, rather than just 
financial reporting, possibly including consolidation principles or group statements; 
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c) The “calculation” of financial ratios should extend to cover “interpretation”; 

d)  The “calculation” of the cost of capital should extend to decisions about “the 
appropriateness of the components”;  

e) Learning outcomes need to be written so they are sensitive to global situations/reporting; 
and 

f) Examples in the Explanatory Material relating to the assessment requirements should go 
beyond written examinations.  

Activities since April 2012  

5. Three Chairs and Secretaries teleconferences were held on 28 March, 16 April and 25 May 
2012, which also included the Chair and Secretary of IES 5 Task Force.  An outcome of 
these meetings was a number of common paragraphs which will apply to all of the revised 
IESs.  

6. A revised IES 2 was submitted to the Drafting Working Group (DWG) for comment in May.  
The comments received were very detailed and useful and led to several changes to the 
revised IES 2.  

7. An IES 2 Task Force teleconference was held on 15 May 2012 to update progress on IES 2 
and discuss the outcomes of the CAG meeting.  

June 2012 IAESB Meeting 

8. The Task Force presented an Issues Paper, which provided Board members with summary 
of editorial changes made since the March 2012 IAESB Meeting and a revised draft of IES 2. 
The following summarizes the Board’s discussion. 

Learning Outcomes for Technical Competence 

9. In general, the IAESB supported the Task Force’s proposals on the presentation of learning 
outcomes for technical competence, subject to some amendments: 

a) Financial Accounting and Reporting. Include a learning outcome that requires 
interpretation of specialized reports including sustainability and integrated reports; 

b) Audit and Assurance. Include learning outcomes that require identifying the risk profile, 
describing the objectives and activities of an audit of financial statements, and deleting 
the learning outcome on preparing an audit report in accordance with the domestic 
reporting framework; 

c) Governance and Risk Management. Reword title to include internal control and require 
the analysis of components of internal control; 

d) Business Law. Reword title to include regulations and clarify the learning outcome on 
identifying when to refer matters to specialist for help; and 

e) Accounting Information Systems. Reword title to Information Technology to reflect the 
importance of information to the role of professional accountant. 

10. IAESB members suggested a new paragraph be included in the Explanatory Material section 
to clarify the requirement for technical competence by identifying learning outcomes that 
establish the content and the depth of knowledge, understanding, and application required 
for each specified competence area. 

Assessment and Review of Professional Accounting Education Programs 

11. In general the IAESB agreed with the Task Force’s proposals on requirements and 
explanatory material for assessment of technical competence and for a regular review of the 
professional accounting education program. IAESB members suggested that the second 
sentence of paragraph A13 of the Explanatory Material section on the review of professional 
accounting education programs be deleted indicating that it provided redundant information 
with the content of paragraph A7. 

Terminology and Definitions 
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12. The IAESB directed the Task Force to include definitions in the Explanatory Material section 
of an ‘aspiring professional accountant’, ‘professional accounting education program’, 
‘professional competence’, ‘competence area’, and ‘assessment activities’. The IAESB also 
agreed to retain the definition of ‘professional accounting education’. 

Page-by Page Review 

13. The IAESB accepted the Task Force’s proposals for amendments to the wording of the 
revised draft of IES 2 subject to suggestions agreed by the Board to improve clarity. The 
nature of the agreed amendments included: 

a) Paragraphs A1, A2, A4 and A6: New paragraphs were included to provide clarity to the 
scope of the standard by providing definitions and explaining the concepts of aspiring 
professional accountant, professional accounting education program, professional 
competence and competence area; 

b) Classification of proficiency levels for learning outcomes. Introductory paragraphs were 
included to provide context for the classification of four proficiency levels: foundation, 
intermediate, advanced and mastery. In addition each level was reviewed to improve 
consistency and clarity around the focus of the learning outcomes, the context in which 
learning outcomes are to be achieved and the use of indicative verbs. 

14. The IAESB agreed to several small editorial changes to improve the clarity of the 
Introduction, Objective, Requirements, and Explanatory Material sections. These changes 
addressed issues that improved the understanding without substantially changing the 
content of these paragraphs. 

Vote on Content of the Revised IES 2 

15. Subject to the Board’s editorial suggestions as outlined above, the IAESB approved the 
content of the redrafted IES 2 for release as an Exposure Draft. The Exposure Draft was 
released to obtain public comment over a 90-day period, ending 1 November, 2012. In 
preparing the exposure draft, the redrafted IES 2 underwent a Plain English Review and 
formatting. Any significant changes in wording were approved by the Task Force chair.  

 

Responses to the Exposure Draft 

16. Thirty-two responses have been received on the Exposure Draft. All of the comment letters 
are posted on the IFAC website at 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-2-initial-professional-development-technical-
competence. 

Comments have been received from the following stakeholder groups: 
 

IFAC Member Bodies and Associates  22 
Public Accounting firms  5 
Regulators  1 
Other Professional Organizations  2 
Individuals and Others  2 
 

Some of the responses are from bodies representing multiple organizations, such as the 
Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens (FEE) which represents 43 professional 
institutes. 

17. The individual members of the Task Force have undertaken a review and preliminary analysis 
of the responses to the specific questions posed in the Exposure Draft. This analysis is 
presented in Agenda Item 4-3.  
 

18. Many of the comments of respondents were supportive of the proposed IES 2, including the 
improvements in clarity, the adoption of a learning outcomes approach, and the level of 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-2-initial-professional-development-technical-competence
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-2-initial-professional-development-technical-competence
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consistency between IES 2 and the other proposed revised IESs. Most of the issues identified 
in the analysis are common to all of the revised IESs released as exposure drafts. These 
common issues are presented in another Issues Paper at this meeting so will not be discussed 
in this paper. The Task Force has identified some issues arising from the preliminary analysis 
of the responses to the Exposure Draft, which are unique to IES 2, and seeks the advice of the 
CAG.  

 
19. The earlier history summarizing the deliberations of the CAG and the IAESB are included in 

Appendix 1. 

 

Discussion 
20. The issues identified relate to responses to Question 1, which asked whether the 11 

competence areas listed in Paragraph 7 of the proposed IES 2 capture the breadth of areas 
over which aspiring professional accountants need to acquire technical competence. While 
most respondents were satisfied with the competence areas identified in Paragraph 7, the 
following suggestions were received:  

a) Two respondents suggested a new competence area of Business Strategy be included 
(AAT, ICAEW); 

b) One respondent indicated that Information Technology should be integrated with other 
relevant competence areas (BDO); 

c) There was some support for the inclusion of an additional competence area to cover of 
Quantitative Methods (CICA, ICPAS, NZICA, ICAI – India, AICPA). 

Business Strategy 

21. At the March 2011 IAESB meeting, Business Strategy was included in a list of 22 topics to be 
covered in the revised IES 2.  At subsequent meetings, the IAESB advised the topics be 
“clustered” into a more manageable number of areas, so the distinct topic of business 
strategy was subsumed in the competence area Business Management. Learning outcome 
Paragraph 7 (k) (iii) relates to Business Strategy. The arguments in favor of included a new 
competence area of Business Strategy are that this area of study of great importance to all 
those who operate in businesses, including professional accountants.  Some respondents’ 
comments follow. 

 We would also like to see business strategy listed as a separate competence area, 
in order to reflect the increasingly important role of accountants as strategic advisers 
to organizations. (AAT) 

 We would also suggest that there should be a greater focus on business strategy 
and advising organizations on these matters. (ICAEW) 

22. While many respondents supported the inclusion of competences in broad business areas, 
at least one respondent suggested there were already too many areas of competence or 
learning outcomes relating to general business areas. The addition of Business Strategy as 
another competence area would contribute to such concerns.  

 We believe that there are a disproportionate number of learning outcomes in general 
business areas such as business and organization environment, economics, and 
business management.  We believe learning outcomes are needed for these 
competence areas; however, they should be reduced or consolidated to better 
balance and reflect the required professional knowledge required of aspiring 
professional accountants. (EYG) 

23. There are two possible actions to achieve an increased emphasis on business strategy: 

Option 1: Add Business Strategy as an additional area of competence and develop new LOs. 

Option 2: Add one or more additional learning outcomes to the Business Management 
competence area that reflect business strategy. 
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Information Technology 

24. Whether Information Technology should be a stand-alone competence area or integrated 
throughout other relevant competence areas has been a topic of discussion within the Task 
Force and IAESB for some time. Most respondents supported the separate competence 
area, making specific comments about the appropriate levels of proficiency, or editorial 
comments on the wording of the learning outcomes. However, the following comments were 
also received. 

 ... it may be more appropriate to integrate the Information Technology competencies 
(currently considered separately) into the other stated competencies, as appropriate. 
Information technology is an integral part of business that permeates all areas and 
should not be considered in isolation. (BDO) 

 The inclusion of (h) Information Technology is perhaps unnecessary as this may be 
regarded as a general skill rather than one that needs to be developed as part of a 
professional accountancy education program. (CIPFCA) 

 As these comments were not widely shared by respondents, the Task Force proposes that 
Information Technology remain as a separate competence area. 

 

Quantitative Methods 

25. There were several comments supporting the inclusion of an additional competence area to 
cover quantitative competences. Suggested titles were Quantitative Methods and Statistical 
Analysis (CICA, ICPAS, NZICA), Quantitative Aptitude, Mathematics and Statistics (ICAI – 
India) and Advanced Mathematics (AICPA). At the March 2011 IAESB meeting, Quantitative 
Methods was included in a list of 22 topics to be covered in the revised IES 2, but when 
topics were clustered into competence areas the visibility of the topic was lost.  Some 
quantitative learning outcomes are included in the Finance and Financial Management area 
in the IES 2 ED at Paragraph 7 (c) (iii) and (iv).  Some of the respondents’ comments are 
below: 

 We question whether quantitative methods and statistical analysis should be 
included on the list.   We concluded they were likely excluded because they are 
considered general knowledge elements that they would be expected to enter the 
program with. (CICA) 

 Quantitative Analysis would be justifiable by the fact that most decisions that 
professional accountants make or advise on at their workplace are best validated by 
facts from sound quantitative analysis. Also this would improve their value at the 
workplace particularly because commonly, employees with non-finance and 
accounting background have little exposure to quantitative analysis techniques. 
(ICPAS) 

 It would be appropriate to consider inclusion of a new competence area covering 
quantitative aptitude, mathematics and statistics, with at least foundation level of 
proficiency, in order to facilitate better understanding and application of related 
theories and principles of finance and financial management. (ICAI India) 

  Statistics and Quantitative methods 

 These are foundation studies for analytical work, Finance, Financial Management, 
Economics and business decision-making.  Suggest that they should be specified at 
Foundation level in IES 2 or if not, IES 3. (ICPAS) 

 We would also strongly advocate for the inclusion of learning outcomes for the area 
of “quantitative methods”.  Competence in quantitative methods provides an 
essential base for the application of the more specialized accounting topic areas.  
We note this was previously included in IES 2, but has been removed from the 
proposed standard, however we cannot find any rationale for this change. (NZICA) 
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 ... knowledge of advanced mathematics is essential to modern professional 
accountants.  In particular, foundational or intermediate knowledge of the 
mathematics of finance is a base requirement for accountants and auditors.  
Advanced knowledge of statistical sampling methods is also essential for auditors.  
In addition, auditors should have knowledge of techniques such as regression 
analysis. (AICPA) 

26. In developing the draft revised IES 2 the Task Force did not see strong arguments for the 
creation of a separate competence area for Quantitative Methods. As suggested by the 
CICA, individuals entering a professional accounting education program could be assumed 
to have a certain level of quantitative skills. However, we note the concerns of some 
respondents. Additional learning outcomes could be formulated within certain competence 
areas to emphasize the importance of these competences. For example, the IAAER has 
suggested an additional learning outcome for Management Accounting, being “Analyze cost 
behavior and the drivers of costs, including the use of appropriate quantitative techniques.” 
The AICPA has suggested that learning outcomes for Auditing could include “advanced 
knowledge of statistical sampling methods”. 

27. There are two possible actions to ensure that competence in quantitative methods is given 
sufficient coverage, as follows: 

Option 1: Add Quantitative Methods as an additional area of competence and developed 
new LOs. 

Option 2: Add additional learning outcomes for Auditing and Assurance and Management 
Accounting following respondent’s suggestions, and review the adequacy of the LOs in 
Finance and Financial Management.  

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
Proposed Way Forward 
28. The advice and comments of the CAG will be presented to the IAESB for discussion at its 

March 2013 meeting with the aim of developing a revised version of the 2014-2016 Strategy 
and Work Plan of approving an Exposure draft at its October 2013 meeting.  

Actions requested: 
 
1) Do you support an increased emphasis on Business Strategy as a 

technical competence? If so, do you support option1 or option 2? If not, 
can you suggest another approach?  

2) Do you support Information Technology remaining as a separate 
competence area?  

3) Do you support the introduction of Quantitative Methods as an additional 
competence area (option 1)? If not, do you support the inclusion of 
additional learning outcomes in existing competence areas to address 
competence in quantitative methods (option 2)? 

 4) Based on the summary of respondents’ comments do you have any 
additional comments that you would like to add in relation to the revision 
of IES 2 (apart from those issues that are common to all revised IESs)? 



Agenda Item 4-1 
 

Prepared by: Kim Langfield-Smith, Jayne Freeman, & IES 2Task Force (January 2013) 
  Page 7 of 14 
 
 

APPENDIX 1 
Additional Background Material 
1. The extant IES 2 Content of Professional Accounting Educations Programs became effective 

1 January 2005.  The revision of IES 2 is part of the larger project of the IAESB that aims to 
revise and redraft all International Education Standards (IESs) 1-8.  

2. The review of IES 2 was initially undertaken under the direction of a single Task Force 
revising IESs 1-5. At the May 2010 meeting of the IAESB in Copenhagen, the IAESB 
considered an Issues Paper on IES 4 “Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes” which 
asked the question: “Should the programme content of IES 4 be revised into a learning 
outcome format?” Following discussion, the IAESB supported this approach for IES 4 and in 
the subsequent discussion of the review of IES 2, agreed that as part of the revision of IES 2 
that it should also be redrafted using an output-based approach or learning outcome format. 
The extant IES 2 focuses on specifying the topics/subject areas of professional accounting 
education programs.  The output-based or learning outcome approach is consistent with the 
move to a principles-based approach and also with the language used in the IAESB 
Framework referring to the development of competence. 

3. A working party was set up to prepare an information paper on a learning outcome approach 
and taxonomy, which was presented at the November 2010 IAESB meeting. 

4. At the March 2011 meeting of the IAESB, a new IES 2 Task Force chaired by Kim Langfield-
Smith was constituted to continue the work undertaken by the working party and the IES 1-5 
Task Force, and to complete the revision project for IES 2. 

 

November 2010 IAESB Meeting  

5. At this meeting, the Task Force presented a taxonomy which included indicative verbs that 
could be used describe each level of learning outcome.  

6. The Board was asked to consider: 

a) generally whether the levels and verbs identified in the proposed taxonomy are 
appropriate for accounting education, and specifically whether they should they be used 
to draft learning outcomes in IES 2; and 

b) whether other verbs are more appropriate than those presented. 

The Board was positive about IES 2 being revised into an output-based or learning outcome 
format and for a specific taxonomy to be developed for use by the IAESB.   

7. Following discussion, the Board agreed that for the next IAESB meeting, the working party 
would prepare a more extensive illustration of selected content elements of IES 2 using this 
approach.   

 

February 2011 CAG Meeting  

8. The CAG received a progress report on the work being undertaken on IES 2 which provided 
information on the proposed taxonomy and illustrations of how an output-based or learning 
outcome approach might be introduced.   

9. There was strong support expressed by the CAG for the use of a taxonomy and the 
proposed learning outcome approach being introduced to IES 2.   

10. After reviewing the illustrations on learning outcomes CAG members suggested that more 
work was needed to set the learning outcomes at the “right difficulty” level to make them 
meaningful rather than generic. CAG members suggested that the learning outcome 
approach needed to include more examples of synthesis and integration skills for an 
individual progressing through IPD. 

 

March 2011 IAESB Meeting  
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11. The Task Force provided the Board with an extended illustration of how a learning outcomes 
approach could be used within IES 2.  The Task Force approached this in two stages:  

a) A review of the areas of knowledge included in the extant IES 2 ensure they reflect the 
current breadth of core knowledge required by a professional accountant;   

b) Identification of the appropriate depth of knowledge or competence for the core areas 
required by a professional accountant on completion of IPD for each of the areas of 
knowledge.  

12. In the review of the areas of knowledge  listed in the extant IES 2, the Task Force presented 
the following changes: 

• Financial accounting and reporting was split into two separate knowledge areas of 
Financial Accounting and Financial Reporting; 

• Audit and assurance was split into two separate knowledge areas of Audit (being the 
audit of historical financial statements) and Assurance; 

• Management Accounting and control was split into two separate knowledge areas of 
Management Accounting and Business Control; 

• Finance and financial management was split into two separate knowledge areas of 
Finance and Financial Management; 

• Two new knowledge areas of Risks and Sustainability were added; 

• Marketing was incorporated under the Management knowledge area; and 

• The knowledge areas Business Ethics and Professional values and ethics were 
considered to have been covered by the redrafted IES 4. 

13. Taking these changes into account, IES 2 was redrafted as follows: 

The content of the program of professional accounting education shall consist of: 

a) Financial Accounting; 

b) Financial Reporting; 

c) Management Accounting; 

d) Business Control; 

e) Taxation; 

f) Auditing; 

g) Assurance; 

h) Finance; 

i) Financial Management; 

j) Risks 

k) Business Law; 

l) Economics; 

m) Business Environment; 

n) Corporate Governance; 

o) Quantitative Methods; 

p) Organisational Behaviour; 

q) Management; 

r) Strategy; 

s) Globalisation; and 
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t) Sustainability.” 

 

14. The Board responses were as follows: 

a) Support for the addition of the new areas of knowledge;  

b) Information technology needed to be included; 

c)  The 13 areas of knowledge needed to be clustered into smaller number of groups, and 
various options were suggested; and  

d) The complete removal of ethics to IES 4 from IES 2 was supported by only some of the 
Board. 

15. The next stage was to identify the appropriate depth of knowledge or competence required 
by a professional accountant on completion of IPD for each of the 13 areas of knowledge. 
Each area of area of knowledge was mapped against the six categories of the taxonomy: 
knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation.  

16. The Board considered the levels identified in the mapping and there were mixed responses. 
In summary: 

a) There was support for inclusion of the categories of “knowledge” in a revised IES 2, but it 
was suggested that some of the other categories may be more relevant for IES 3, which 
focuses on skills; and   

b) The role of a professional accountant might need to be clarified before the appropriate 
category for each knowledge area can be determined.  

17. The breadth and depth of knowledge required by a professional accountant on completion of 
IPD was discussed.  The Task Force suggested a “comply or explain” approach could be 
adopted whereby those member bodies that do not incorporate certain areas within their 
professional accounting education to the depth identified by IES 2 would provide a detailed 
explanation of the learning outcomes not included and the rationale for this.  Member bodies 
that wished to set elements of the syllabus above the level specified in IES 2 would be able 
to do so. 

The Board did not present a unified response to the suggestion that a “comply or explain” 
approach be adopted in the revised IES 2. 

18. The Task Force provided a detailed illustration of a learning outcome approach for each of 
the 13 areas, using the categories identified by the mapping, to demonstrate how the 
detailed content of IES 2 could be drafted. The Board responses were as follows: 

a) There was strong support for including only brief requirements rather than topic by topic 
requirements;  

b) The requirements could be more generic/general and not specific for each area of 
knowledge. The details of each knowledge area could be included in a practice 
statement, to provide implementation guidance to support the more generic 
requirements of the standard. There was support for the need to “time proof” 
requirements and this supported the inclusion of generic requirements, with details to be 
provided in a more limited-life practice statement; and  

c) Consistent with the outcomes approach, revised IES 2 requirements could focus on 
requiring member bodies to undertake an outcomes approach to their assessment and 
to review/revise curriculum – adapt to current issues and changes – noting that some 
areas of knowledge need more frequent change. 

 

May 2011 IAESB Meeting  

19. The Task Force presented the Board with an Issues Paper which provided the basis for 
discussion by Board members on issues relating to the revision of IES 2. The following 
summarizes the Board’s discussion and suggestions. 



Agenda Item 4-1 
 

Prepared by: Kim Langfield-Smith, Jayne Freeman, & IES 2Task Force (January 2013) 
  Page 10 of 14 
 
 

20. The Task Force presented the Board with an updated list of knowledge areas and clusters 
and asked three questions: 

a) Are the proposed cluster names appropriate? If not, what changes do you suggest? 

b) Are the proposed areas of knowledge within the correct cluster?  If not, can you suggest 
some changes?  

c) Do you agree with Ethics being included as an area of knowledge?  

 

21. The Board offered the following comments and suggestions. 

• The Board noted that the number of knowledge areas had increased and the titles of 
some of the clusters had changed since the February meeting; 

• Suggest reviewing the separation of knowledge areas into Financial Accounting and 
Reporting;  

• Competencies for government organizations have not been considered; 

• Needs to be a greater emphasis on Information Technology; 

• There were mixed views as to whether Ethics should be included in IES 2, given its 
coverage in IES 4; 

• The Board will need to consider how IEPS 2 is integrated into Framework; 

• Knowledge of business systems and controls on systems needs to be included in the 
knowledge areas; 

• Clarify whether there should be a broad-brush based approach to describing 
knowledge areas in the requirements section; 

• Consider Organization Systems and Internal Controls as a separate area of 
knowledge; and 

• There may need to be a reduction in the number of clusters. 

The Board requested the Task Force revisit the areas of knowledge and clusters presented at 
the February meeting and take into consideration the Board suggestions provided above and at 
the February meeting. 

22. The Task Force presented Draft Requirements for the revised IES 2 to replace the 
requirements in the extant IES 2. In line with Board support for the requirements of the revised 
IES 2 to be brief, generic and stand the test of time the Task Force provided draft 
requirements.  

23. The levels of learning from “knowledge” to “evaluation” for each area of knowledge were not 
included in the Requirements. The Task Force suggested that their inclusion may not be 
consistent with the Board direction for the requirements to be brief and generic. Rather, some 
examples could be included in the Explanatory Material of IES 2 to further explain the meaning 
of a learning outcomes approach and a more complete example using a matrix could be 
included in a practice statement to assist implementation. However, the Task Force was also 
conscious of the need to find a balance between adopting a principles-based approach, which 
might lead to a lack of clarity in the requirements, and being overly prescriptive in the new 
requirements. 

24. A draft Requirement 1, referred to “the knowledge and competence equivalent to an 
undergraduate degree in accounting”. In its current form, this sentence could be considered 
too prescriptive and possibly difficult to interpret in some jurisdictions. However, including only 
the first sentence in this requirement may provide insufficient guidance to stakeholders.  

25. The Task Force proposed to not include the following paragraphs from the extant IES 2 in the 
revised standard: 
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• Paragraph 12, which requires the knowledge component of a “pre-qualification 
education” to consist of “at least two years of full-time study (or the part-time 
equivalent)”. This is seen as too prescriptive and it is difficult to argue a case for two 
years being the appropriate minimum time period. The Task Force suggests that 
the “two year period” might be included as an example in the Explanatory Material. 

• Paragraph 13, which requires students to “pursue a degree in accounting, or a 
professional qualification, to gain the knowledge”. This is not in line with the current 
practice of many member bodies and the Task Force is not aware of any evidence 
that supports the completion of a degree as a more effective way for aspiring 
accountants to attain the required levels of competence, compared to other 
pathways. A “professional qualification” is also suggested in paragraph 13 and this 
seems to be a rather circular requirement as we might assume that all aspiring 
accountants gain a professional qualification/registration/license to practice at the 
end of IPD. 

26. The proposed requirements highlight the need for new definitions to be included in the 
Explanatory Material and in the Glossary and possibly in the Scope paragraphs (as in the 
Exposure Draft IES 7).  

27. The Task Force sought advice from the Board on the following questions:  

a) Is the principles-based approach adopted in the proposed draft Requirements likely to 
provide sufficient guidance for member bodies?  If not, what are your suggestions? 

b) Do you agree with the wording and content of each of the proposed Requirements?  If 
not, can you provide some improvements? 

c) Do the six proposed Requirements as a whole provide sufficient coverage of the 
essential principles that need to be covered in the revised IES 2? If not, can you suggest 
any additional Requirements?  

d) Do you have any specific suggestions for Explanatory Materials section that could be 
included in the revised IES 2 to clarify specific requirements?  

28. The Board offered the following comments and advice: 

• Consider broadening requirement 4 to ensure the inclusion of Universities’ 

• Suggest deleting competence in the phrase, “.. knowledge and competence ..,” in 
requirement 1; 

• There was a concern as to whether requirements 1 to 6 could be enforced by member 
bodies; 

• There are examples of competency matrices in the literature and with member bodies 
which could act as source material; 

• Suggest that learning outcomes be more prescriptive;  

• Clarify what roles are being covered in IES 2 as there needs to be flexibility with the 
type of knowledge and levels of performance; 

• Suggest adopting a “comply or explain” approach – this approach will need to 
considered for IES 8 also; 

• Consider how the changes to the definition of ‘professional accountant’ may impact on 
the standards and how accounting technicians may be included;  

• Many universities have not moved in the direction of competency matrices; 

• Consider the time and resources needed to implement this type of matrix; 

• Consider how the competency matrix will be positioned within the standard –  should it 
be included in the Requirements section or in the Explanatory Material section? This 
might be resolved be identifying working examples and referring to websites that 
contain curriculum; 
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• The CAG needs to be consulted on taxonomy and learning outcomes. 

29. The current title of IES 2 is Content of Professional Accounting Education Programs. At the 
November 2010 meeting there was support from the Board that IES 2 should focus on 
knowledge and not move into the area of professional skills.  The title of the extant Standard 
does not imply that IES 2 is limited to knowledge.  The revised IES 2 will also require 
stakeholders adopt a learning outcomes approach, emphasising competence, so will not be 
limited to a prescription of the content of areas of knowledge.  Thus, the Task Force suggested 
a new title: ‘Knowledge and competence required in professional accounting education 
programs’. The Board did not have sufficient time to consider this issue. 

30. The Board advised that the CAG be consulted in relation to the knowledge areas Framework 
and that the Task Force bring to the October Board meeting revised requirements for 
discussion. 

 

Actions taken following the IAESB and Task Force meetings 

31. Immediately following the Board meeting in Toronto, a combined meeting of the IES 2 and 3 
Task Forces agreed the following approach: 

• The Task Forces will be kept separate but will work closely together. 

• Duplication between IES 2, 3 and 4 will be eliminated. 

• We will seek to adopt a common Framework across the three standards which may 
then be adopted by IES 8. 

• A learning outcomes approach will be used. The level of competence will be aimed 
towards that which is currently achievable by 80% of member bodies, with the 
remainder having to “comply or explain”. 

32. The IES 2 Task Force met by teleconference in July 2011 to review a revised list of knowledge 
areas, cluster names and learning outcomes. The Task Force agreed on the following: 

• The set of assumptions underlying the development of the learning outcomes needs 
to be clearly articulated. (See Para 44.)  

• The IAESB taxonomy and definitions of levels and verbs could be placed in the 
Appendices to the Framework as they are not specific to IES 2.  

• The style of the detailed Requirements for competences need to be considered as 
does the level of detail for each knowledge area. 

• The division between the Audit and Assurance learning competences presented in 
IES 2 and IES 8 needs to be discussed in conjunction with the IES 8 Task Force, to 
ensure that IES 2 captures the required competency of a generalist professional 
accountant compared to an audit specialist. For the other knowledge areas where 
there is the potential for specialisation (e.g. taxation, management accountant) a 
similar approach needs to be adopted.  

33. The chairs and secretaries of IES 2, IES 3 and IES 8 held a phone conference in September 
to discuss common issues and approaches to the revision of the three standards. Some of the 
issues that were discussed are in the paragraphs below for consideration by the CAG.  

 

September 2011 CAG Meeting  

34. The Chair of the IES 2 Task Force presented an Issues Paper to the CAG, to provide an 
update on developments in the drafting of IES 2, and which included a series of questions for 
comment and advice from the CAG.  

35. The CAG provided comment and suggestions in relation to (a) the names and identity of the 
Clusters and Areas of Knowledge; (b) the assumptions and principles underlying the 
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development of competences; and (c) preferences for the formatting of the competence 
requirements.  

36. In general, the CAG was supportive of the list of Clusters, Areas of Knowledge and some draft 
competence requirements. There were no suggestions for changes in the names of the 
clusters or in the reallocation of areas of knowledge areas within each cluster. 

37. There was general support for the assumptions and principles underlying the competence 
requirements and the level of detail of the competence requirements. The CAG was asked if 
they could suggest criteria that could guide the decision as to the appropriate level of detail 
(number of competences) that should be in each Area of Knowledge. However, no specific 
criteria were suggested. 

38. In general, the CAG supported the “table format” for the presentation of learning outcome 
requirements, with some support for the textual list format. 

 

October 2011 IAESB Meeting  

39. The Task Force presented the Board with an Issues Paper and sought the direction of the 
IAESB. The issues were similar to those presented to the CAG at its September 2011 
meeting. The Board provided direction and comments on (a) the names and identity of the 
Clusters and Areas of Knowledge; (b) the assumptions and principles underlying the 
development of competences; and (c) preferences for the formatting of the competence 
requirements.  

40. A face-to-face Task Force meeting was held to review the direction and comments provided by 
the Board in relation to the Issues Paper, to formulate responses and to schedule the list of 
activities to be undertaken to progress to the next stage of the development of the revised IES 
2.  

 

March 2012 IAESB Meeting  

41. The Task Force presented the Board with an Issues Paper and sought the direction of the 
IAESB. The Board provided direction and comments on (a) the revised Areas of Knowledge 
and learning outcomes; (b) the adequacy of the requirements and associated explanatory 
material; and (c) revised paragraphs for Scope and Objectives. 

42. The main comments of the Board included the following: 

a) Do not divide the Areas of knowledge into the two categories of Core and Supportive. 

b) Retain the use of the Table format to present the learning outcome requirements, but add 
the level of proficiency (foundation, intermediate and advanced) as a third column, 
consistent with the revised draft IES 8. 

c) The IAESB competence Framework should be renamed the IAESB Taxonomy and placed 
in the Framework document.  

d) Use “technical competence” rather than “knowledge” to describe the focus of the Revised 
IES 2.  

e) Review the way in which the terms “competence” and “learning outcomes” are used 
throughout this Standard.  

43. A face-to-face Task Force meeting was held during the March 2012 IAESB meeting to review 
the direction and comments provided by the Board in relation to the Issues Paper, to formulate 
responses and to schedule the list of activities to be undertaken to progress to the next stage 
of the development of the revised IES 2.  

44. During the March 2012 IAESB meeting the Chairs and Secretaries of IES2, IES3, IES4, IES6 
and IES 8 met to discuss common approaches to the content and format of the revised IESs. 
This included consistent titles for the revised IESs, common paragraphs and consistent 
terminology. 
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