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1. Introduction  
1.1  The purpose of this paper is to update the CAG with the progress made to date on 

the revision of IES 1, 3, and 5 and to ask for the CAG’s input as the task force 
progresses its work.  The paper therefore outlines some outstanding issues which 
have been identified either during targeted early stage consultation, or by IAESB 
members during Board discussion, and asks for the CAG’s input as to how to 
proceed. 

 
1.2  It should be noted that the task force is currently in the early stages of its work.  

Targeted consultation has been undertaken, and there has been a full discussion of 
the findings from the consultation by the IAESB. The aim of this paper is to ask for 
the CAG’s advice on specific issues that have been discussed by the IAESB and the 
task force, which require further deliberation, and on which the task force would 
welcome the CAG’s input and advice.   

 
2. Background  
2.1  At its February meeting the IAESB agreed with the CAG’s advice that the number 

of questions needed to be reviewed in order to effectively conduct a 75-90 minute 
consultation meeting. As a result of the IAESB’s deliberation on this matter the 
Board approved the use of 7 questions which covered IESs 1, 2, 3, & 5. There were 
no questions on IES 4 for the following reason. IAESB members agreed with the 
CAG’s advice on emphasizing ethical competence and indicated that IES 4 should 
continue to stand alone as a Standard and be competence-based. As a result the 
IAESB instructed the task force to delete the proposed consultation questions for 
this Standard and issue an exposure draft to obtain public comments.The 
consultation questions are shown as Appendix 1.  The consultation also covered IES 
2, but as IES 2 is being worked on separately, and the CAG is not being consulted 
on that work at present, consultation questions and responses related to IES 2 have 
been removed in order to provide the CAG with focussed and relevant information 
to this paper.   

 
 
2.2 The task force undertook targeted consultations on various issues related to the IESs 

discussed within this paper (1, 3 and 5).  Consultations were undertaken at the 
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events listed below using a set of consultation questions, agreed by the IAESB at its 
February 2010 meeting.  The targeted consultations were conducted as part of the 
following meetings, to make best use of resources: 

 
• DNC – 15/16 March 2010 led by Azza Raslan 
• ECSAFA – 24 April 2010 led by Saleem Kharwa and Clare Morley  
• APLG – 15 February 2010 led by Denny Reigle 
• FEE – 3 May 2010 led by Mark Allison and Aude Leonetti 

 
The DNC, ECSAFA and FEE groups were mixed in terms of stakeholders from 
member bodies, academia etc.   

 
2.3  Feedback was diverse, and at times conflicting, but some clear themes emerged.  

Detailed feedback is shown as Appendix 2.  The IAESB considered the feedback, 
and agreed with the task force that the issues highlighted within this paper needed 
further consideration.   

 
DISCUSSION 
3. Revision of IES 1 
 
3.1 Issues identified during targeted consultation exercise 
3.1.1  As suspected before the task force’s targeted consultation was undertaken, problems 

currently exist with IES 1 in relation to misinterpretation; many readers believe, 
wrongly, that IES 1 intends to state that everyone who starts on a professional 
accountancy programme must have a degree, whereas this is not in fact the case.  
However, it is a widely held misunderstanding.  The task force therefore proposes 
that one of the outcomes of revising IES 1 must be to ensure better clarity of the 
meaning of the Standard.   

 
3.1.2 IES 1 was originally intended to state that everyone entering a programme of 

professional accountancy education must hold qualifications equivalent to those that 
would be required for someone wishing to embark upon a degree programme.  At 
the very least, the task force therefore believes that this should be made clearer 
through rewording the requirements section of IES 1.  However, the task force 
proposes that the Standard needs additional changes and enhancements to bring it 
up to date.   

 
3.1.3  A major issue to emerge during discussion and consultation is that of removing any 

unnecessary barriers to entry to the accountancy profession, whilst protecting 
standards and ensuring that those embarking on accountancy education programmes 
have a “reasonable” opportunity of success.  The Board and task force are aware 
that the term reasonable in this context is open to interpretation and that its use must 
be considered carefully.  However, the task force proposes that this concern must 
be balanced with the need to specify that member bodies must consider what entry 
requirements are appropriate in their individual jurisdictions to ensure as few 
barriers to entry as possible, coupled with doing what can be done to ensure that 
those who enrol have an acceptable chance of success.   
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3.1.4  The task force has taken into account the agreed direction of the IAESB to move, 
where possible, away from “bright line” rules within IESs, and towards principles.  
It is clearly important to give member bodies an appropriate mix of flexibility and 
discretion whilst ensuring that the IESs continue to contribute to high standards 
within the profession.  The task force proposes that balancing these factors will best 
contribute to the public interest.  This approach was much discussed by the Board 
and during targeted consultation.  Whilst there is clearly some concern about how to 
interpret a principles-based IES, there was also considerable support for moving 
away from rules and towards principles.  The IAESB therefore proposes to work 
towards achieving this as it revises IES 1, 3 and 5.  

 
3.1.5  It is clear that there is some concern about what is seen as “lowering the bar”, 

balanced with an equal concern that the bar is already set fairly low by the current 
IES 1, because the requirements for entry to a degree level programme are 
extremely variable throughout the world, and even within specific countries 
depending on the university or higher education institute in question.  Consultation 
and discussion have also made it clear that work experience is sometimes as 
relevant a preparation for an accountancy education programme as previous 
qualifications.  This is particularly the case for mature entrants to a programme of 
accountancy education, and is now important to address given that the IES redrafts 
will encompass accounting technicians, many of whom enter formal training as 
mature people rather than young people, often with less formal school age education 
and qualifications than are likely to be held by young people completing school 
today.   

 
 
3.2 Action Requested 
 
Do you agree with the proposals made above? If not, what approach would you suggest the 
IAESB take?  
 
4. Revision of IES 3 
 
4.1 Issues identified 
4.1.1. Overall, feedback obtained from the targeted consultations on some significant 

issues was quite polarised, and whilst there was a general consensus on other 
matters, the following points emerged: 

 
i) Agreement that the black lettering in the standard, needs to be redrafted to 

improve the clarity of what is required. Only a redraft is required with some 
items changed. 

 
ii) Differing views regarding whether reference should be made in the standard 

to Initial Professional Development (IPD) and Continuing Professional 
Development (CPD).  While there was clear support in the Task Force for 
expressing areas of professional skills in IES 3 as part of IPD and CPD, 
some concern was expressed by IAESB members, that such referencing may 
result in a loss of clarity and one suggestion was that there should be a focus 
on IPD, with more guidance provided outside the standard on CPD. 
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iii) Differing views on whether general education should be included in the IES 

or not.  The public consultation, and in particular, the responses from the 
Developing Nations Committee (DNC) and the Eastern Central and 
Southern African Federation of Accountants (ECSAFA), revealed that while 
there was overwhelming support for the idea that an effective accountant 
should undertake general education, there was little support for it being 
included with the IES.  This lack of support was based primarily on these 
concerns: 

 
• General lack of compliance with the existing IES 3 

 
• The advisability or ease of including general education in the design 

of an accountancy programme.  However, the Task Force proposes 
that general education had to be incorporated in IES 3 – since it was 
specified in the framework and underpins many of the other IESs.  

 
• Balancing this view with the targeted consultation outcomes, the 

Task Force proposes that general education should remain a 
requirement but it was necessary to look at how and where we 
express the need for general education. 

 
• The IAESB supported this approach, and a number of further 

suggestions were made: that the requirement be moved to IES 1; 
stress the need for ‘open minded people’ without over prescribing 
what is required; more guidance rather than requirements. 

 
4.2 Action Requested 
 
The CAG is invited to comment on these issues and to provide the IAESB with guidance on 
its proposals as to whether it considers this to be an appropriate way forward. 
 
 
 
5. Revision of IES 5 
 
5.1 Issues identified during informal consultation exercise 
Based on public consultation and subsequent board discussions, the following points appear 
to have emerged when considering a re-draft of IES 5 on practical experience requirements: 

 
(i) While not unanimous, there was a preponderance of opinion that we move more 

toward a principles based standard using an outcome based approach.  However, 
flexibility for member bodies in different circumstances was also regarded as 
necessary to a degree.  As a result, the task force proposes that a redraft offering 
examples of input or output based approaches should be put forth. 
 

(ii) There was apparent preference for guidance over rule based approaches, but 
accompanied by a clear statement that member bodies had responsibility to 
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ensure measurement and assessment of relevant skills and competencies 
achieved. 

 
 
5.2 Action Requested 
 
The CAG is invited to comment on the issues raised above, which the task force intends to 
address within its revised IES 5.   
 
 
Azza Raslan 
Chair – IES 1, 2, 3 and 5 task force 
August 27, 2010 
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Appendix 1 – Consultation questions used for targeted consultation exercises 
 
The consultation questions asked, as agreed at the IAESB February 2010 meeting, were: 
 
IES 1 
 

• IES 1 currently states: 
 

For an individual seeking to begin a program of professional accounting education leading 
to membership of an IFAC member body, the entry requirement should be at least 
equivalent to that for admission into a recognized university degree program or its 
equivalent. 
 
We propose that IES 1 moves away from this rules based approach.  Instead, we are 
proposing that it should state that appropriate criteria should be put in place by member 
bodies that ensure entrants to their program of Professional Accounting Education have a 
reasonable chance of successfully completing those programs whilst not putting in place 
unnecessary barriers to entry.  Do you agree with this more principles based approach? 

 
IES 3 
 

• IES 3 currently states that: 
 

 All professional education programs should include some portion of general education.  
 
Should the Board be continuing to set a requirement for general education as specified in 
paragraph 21 of IES3?  

 
• The current IES 3 specifies professional skills that are required at a point in time (ie at the 

point of qualification).  The Board is considering extending this standard to cover 
professional skills required on a continuum through IPD and CPD.  Do you think this would 
be an improvement on the existing IES3? 

 
IES 5 
 

• IES 5 currently states: 
 

The period of practical experience in performing the work of professional accountants should 
be a part of the pre-qualification program. This period should be long enough and intensive 
enough to permit candidates to demonstrate they have 
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gained the professional knowledge, professional skills, and professional values, ethics and 
attitudes required for performing their work with professional competence and for continuing 
to grow throughout their careers.  

The period of practical experience should be a minimum of three years. A period of relevant 
graduate (beyond under-graduate, e.g., masters) professional education with a strong element 
of practical accounting application may contribute no more than 12 months to the practical 
experience requirement. 

 
 

The Board is considering moving towards a principles based approach to practical experience, 
rather than focussing on this firm three year requirement. If we do this, should we (a) specify, 
(b) give guidance on, or (c) remain silent on the length of practical experience required?   
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Appendix 2 – Outcomes from targeted consultation exercises 
 
Outcomes from targeted consultation events 
 

1. Over-arching feedback 
 
The feedback received was extremely diverse, with no one clear view emerging on many of the 
issues.  There was clearly some support for the concept of a principles versus rules based approach, 
but this was accompanied by the anticipated concerns over consistency and implementation issues.   
 
The APLG session took the form of a short presentation and time did not allow for an interactive 
consultation;  however, anecdotal feedback from attendees demonstrated considerable support for a 
principles and outcomes based approach.  The AICPA Education Executive Committee members, 
who represent a broad spectrum of educators and practitioners, have been asked to provide written 
response to the consultation questions and it is hoped that the task force will be able to deliver a 
verbal report on this at the meeting in Copenhagen.   
 
There was strong support from the ECSAFA delegates for the IESs to be rewritten to take into 
account the various levels within the accountancy profession eg the inclusion of the technician level.  
A comment was made at one event which suggested that if one IES was to be written on a principles 
based approach, then this ought to apply to all the IESs. 
 
The discussion in the DNC session was sufficiently animated to reflect a keen interest in the 
proposal.  Most of the discussion centered around IES 1 and IES 2 as was expected, but the result 
was that there was not enough time to discuss other important questions such as necessary criteria 
and outcomes of professional experience.  DNC delegates held noticeably split views depending on 
their professional backgrounds.  Those from academic backgrounds were apprehensive of any 
changes to the current rules approach.  Concerns were voiced over entry standards, dilution of 
content, and supportability.  Delegates from professional backgrounds were in favor of the changes 
with very strong recommendations for comprehensive guidelines.  All the delegates were interested 
in the level of compliance with the present standards, and wondered how a move to principles and 
outcomes will add value in that regard and more important how it will be monitored.  DNC 
delegates wanted to know how this proposal was to be presented to the various governments who in 
most cases control education in their countries.  If this proposal is to be evaluated seriously by the 
DNC, the board has to discuss ways of soliciting opinions from those government bodies, which the 
delegates thought will not be an easy accomplishment.  The discussion did not include the question 
of redrafting versus rewriting the standards, but once the feedback from the various stakeholders 
was collated and the taskforce develops a focused perspective of the main issues, this specific 
questions could be asked in the second round of consultations. 
 
FEE delegates held a wide ranging discussion around the rationale behind the proposed move from 
rules based IESs to principles based IESs, particularly in relation to prescriptive EU legislative 
frameworks such as the 8th Directive.  A concern was raised over the potential for IESs to be used 
to contribute towards the mobility agenda and free movement of accountants, in that a mix of 
principles and rules may not provide sufficient comparators.  A move towards outputs, levels and 
competence was generally supported;  however, a suggestion was made that if this approach is to be 
adopted, the IESs should show pathways towards completion/achievement with milestones along 
the way, rather than simply an end point.  It was also noted that competency frameworks may not be 
well recognised or accepted in some geographical jurisdictions and that guidance will be essential if 
this approach is taken.  Another comment highlighted the need for the revised IESs to apply to, and 
be relevant to, SMEs and SMPs as well as audit and large practices.   A significant number of 
questions were raised on implementation and guidance as delegates noted that these issues will 
become even more important with a move to principles.  It was not clear from this consultation 
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event the extent to which delegates would like to see guidance within the IESs, or presented 
separately, but there was some discussion on this subject.   
 
There were such diverse views expressed, that the task force believes further consultation is 
necessary, although whether this should be around the questions asked at the initial consultation 
events, or at exposure draft stage, is still to be discussed.  It may be beneficial to adopt something of 
a “half way house” approach;  this might mean consulting on some draft wording for parts of the 
IESs, which would present consultees with something specific to consider, without having gone to 
full exposure draft stage immediately.   
 
There was high level of interest and participation in the consultation events, which has been 
extremely helpful in highlighting the issues to be considered further by the task force.   
 

2. Feedback on specific IESs 
 

• IES 1  
 
ECSAFA delegates expressed a wide variety of views on the proposal to move to a more principles 
based approach, with some supporting the idea and some being concerned about how to define a 
reasonable chance of success.  Others questioned the need for any Education Standard in this area at 
all, believing that the outcome (ie a trainee successfully completing the accounting programme in 
question) was the only measure that was important.  There was a concern that the proposal might 
leave too much open to interpretation by individual Institutes, which might not lead to the desired 
outcome ie all those with a reasonable chance of success being able to start the training;  the 
delegates noted that individual institutes might either allow too many people to start training with 
little chance of success, or that some might put in place unnecessary barriers.   
 
It was clear that, as expected by the task force, the current IES1 is causing confusion and 
misinterpretation, as some delegates believed that the current requirement was that entrants to a 
programme of professional accountancy education needed to hold a degree.   
 
DNC delegates brought out the point that the principles based approach being proposed might make 
IES1 more of a guideline than a Standard.  It was noted that rules were easier to measure, but that 
they were not necessarily the most effective approach in terms of outcomes.  A comment was made 
that IES1 could perhaps be written as a mixture of rules and principles, and it was also noted that 
some other professions have very rigid education standards and that the accountancy profession 
should not be an exception.  Harmonisation with other professions was also raised by ECSAFA 
delegates in relation to the IESs overall.   
 
The perception among the delegates was that the objective of the proposal was to lower the entry 
standards to the profession.  Delegates from Audit expressed concern over that and recommended 
that if the changes are endorsed, there has to be an exception for entry to the audit profession.  
Another suggestion was made in relation to considering different entry requirements for different 
levels of the accountancy profession.   
 
The most important comment made was that in order to create sufficiently qualified and experience 
accountants, IES 1 should not be discussed in isolation, and that sufficient emphases has to be 
placed on the quality of practical experience the accountant is required to have as well as formal 
qualifications.  There was consensus that in the DNC regions, continuing education and practical 
experience should be closely aligned to entry requirements and contents of the education program. 
 
Whilst there was some clear support for a principles based approach, concern was expressed over 
implementation and interpretation issues, as well as the difficulties associated with the fact that in 
some countries and regions education standards are “owned” by governments rather than Institutes 
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and it is often difficult to influence governments in this respect.  Several delegates asked if and how 
IFAC was intending to involve the governments in this review of the standards.  The issue of 
reciprocity was raised, and the negative impact that a less rule based approach might have on 
reciprocal arrangements between various countries for professional recognition.   
 
As a reply to the view that entry to the profession has to be a degree in accounting, some delegates 
noted that in some countries, trainees with non relevant degrees often went on to achieve great 
success within the accountancy profession, depending on the instructions and knowledge they 
received during their training, and the focus should therefore be on flexibility rather than rigid rules.  
This opinion however did not address the question of non degree entrants to the profession, simply 
the kind of degree required.  One delegate believed that the rewriting of IES1 should be driven by 
the current level of compliance with the Standard, and that clearer guidance was needed if 
compliance was currently low.  No clear consensus was reached on the difficult balance between 
clarity and flexibility and concerns were evident over the introduction of too much room for 
subjective judgments by Institutes, and potential dilution of standards.  It was also noted by some 
delegates that education systems in various jurisdictions are so varied, that a principles based 
approach is the only feasible option.   
 
There was evident concern about the need to grow the profession particularly in developing nations, 
and recognition that current restrictions imposed by IES1 could be placing a barrier to this growth.   
The delegates however were unanimous that this growth should not be achieved at the expense of 
compromising the quality of the output.  A different perspective on developing nations was also 
apparent, as one delegate believed that these countries need a clear steer, either through rules, or 
very clear guidelines with examples of good practice.  It was also noted that the focus should be 
outcomes and competence, rather than rules.   
 
FEE delegates supported the proposals for IES 1, and were keen to see a reduction in relation to 
barriers to entry to the profession.   
 
 

• IES 3 
 
There was a high degree of similarity between the responses from DNC and ECSAFA delegates on 
whether the requirements for general education within an accountancy education programme should 
be specified in an IES.  There was overwhelming support for the idea that an effective accountant 
would have undertaken general education, but there was little support for it being included within an 
IES.  One of the major reasons for this was the high degree of concern over compliance with the 
current requirement, and the advisability or ease of including general education within an 
accountancy programme.  One comment summed up this conversation:  “You can’t make a human 
being in the classroom.”  It was generally felt that guidance in this area should take the form of 
guidance, rather than being a Standard.  Many delegates were unclear as to why this requirement 
was originally specified as an IES and comments were made on the difficulty of measuring effective 
compliance with this Standard, particularly in terms of outcomes and improvements to the 
profession.   
 
On the issue of whether IES 3 should be expanded to take account of CPD as well as IPD, there was 
some support for this concept from ECSAFA delegates, as there was a strong appreciation of the 
need to develop varying levels of skill throughout a career.  However, a question was raised 
regarding how IES3, if it were to specifically include references to CPD, would fit with IES7, and 
there was support for integration on this matter.  Delegates also raised the issue of the difficulty of 
defining a cut-off point between IPD and CPD, and there was support for a continuum approach.   
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There was not sufficient time within the FEE session to address the IES 3 questions in full, but a 
comment was made that general education requirements should be specified more clearly in relation 
to communication and interpersonal skills;  a suggestion was made that this sort of general 
education requirements could perhaps be expressed in line with the competence, outcome and level 
approach being suggested for IES 2.  A response received by the session facilitators after the event 
indicated support for IES 3 to address a continuum from IPD through to CPD.   
 

• IES 5 
 
DNC delegates were unanimous in their support for the length of time specified in IES5 to become 
a guideline rather than a rule, with a focus on the outcome rather than the input.  Views from 
ECSAFA delegates were more mixed, with some attendees strongly supporting a specified 
minimum time period, and others seeing measurement of skills and competence gained as more 
significant.   
 
There was a split of views between the desire for a minimum time period “rule”, and a more 
principles based approach with clear guidelines.  It was also noted that the type of work experience 
required should be more clearly specified eg is any type of accountancy work appropriate, or should 
trainees undertake a specified mix of work?  A clear concern was raised over the availability of 
relevant work or work placements in some countries, which impacts on compliance and the ability 
of various stakeholders to meet IES5 at present.  There was strong support for this IES to be 
reviewed in light of differing requirements at different levels of the accountancy profession, with 
some support for reviewing the Standard in line with a competence based approach to work 
experience and skill levels, rather than maintaining a focus on a period of time.  Verification of 
work experience was also raised as an issue for further consideration. 
 
FEE delegates indicated their view that if the specific time requirement was removed from IES 5, 
more specific and detailed guidance should be given on outcomes and levels.   
 
 
 
 
 
 


