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Introduction 
1) The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its discussion of the issues related to 

the revision of IES 2. Specifically, the paper will (1) provide background 
information on the revision of IES 2; and (2) identify issues for discussion. 

Background 
2) 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 standards IES 1-8.  

3) IES 2 is being reviewed to identify the matters that require redrafting following the 
conclusion of the Framework and Drafting Conventions project, and to consider 
whether any of the content needs to be revised in light of experience of member 
bodies or changes in the global accounting environment.  

4) 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 current IES 2 
focuses on specifying the required content of topic/subject areas.  The output-based 
or learning outcome approach is consistent with the move to a principle-based 
approach and also with the language used in the IAESB Framework referring to the 
development of competence. 

5) It was agreed by the IES 1 – 5 Taskforce that to assist the Taskforce and IAESB in 
future discussions concerning IES 2, a paper providing information on an output-
based or learning outcome approach would be prepared.  A working party of Mark 
Allison and Ann Lamb from ICAS was set up to prepare an information paper on a 
learning outcome approach and taxonomy, which was presented at the November 
2010 IAESB meeting. 
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6) At the February 2011 meeting of the IAESB in Geneva, a new IES 2 Taskforce 
chaired by Kim Langfield-Smith was constituted to continue the work undertaken 
by the working party and the IES 1-5 Taskforce and to complete the revision project 
for IES 2. 

IAESB Meeting November 2010 

7) At this meeting, the Task force presented the following taxonomy which detailed a 
wide range of verbs that could be used describe each level of learning outcome.  

Level1 & Meaning Verbs to be used in learning outcomes 
to describe the level 

Knowledge: 
The remembering of previously learned material 
(recall of facts). 

• Describe 
• Define 
• Identify 
• List 
• State 

 
Comprehension: 
Demonstrative understanding of facts and ideas by 
organising, comparing, translating, interpreting, 
giving descriptions and stating main ideas. 

  
• Explain 
• Illustrate 
• Interpret 
• Distinguish 
• Summarise 

 
Application:  
Using new knowledge. Solve problems to new 
situations by applying acquired knowledge, facts, 
techniques and rules in a different way. 

 
• Apply 
• Prepare 
• Calculate * 
• Solve 
• Produce 

 
Analysis: 
Examine and break information into parts by 
identifying motives or causes. Make inferences 
and find evidence to support generalisation.  

  
• Compare 
• Analyse 
• Select 
• Prioritise 
• Classify 

 
Synthesis: 
Compile information together in a different way by 
combining elements in a new pattern or proposing 
alternative solutions. 

 
• Develop 
• Design 
• Integrate * 
• Plan 
• Construct 

 
Evaluation:  
The ability to judge the value of material for a 
given purpose. 

 
• Recommend 
• Evaluate ** 
• Appraise 
• Advise * 
• Consider 

* Taskforce word   ** IFAC definition for this word 
                                                 
1 It can be argued that “level” may not be the appropriate terminology for these categories as they may not entail different 
levels of knowledge or difficulty; rather, they may entail different types of competencies. (Comment added May 2011.) 
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8) The Board was asked to consider: 

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

b)  whether other verbs are more appropriate than those selected? 

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.  
It was recognised that this paper was the first stage in a longer process to redraft IES 
2, but there was support for the approach being followed.  The view was also 
expressed that this approach would be helpful to the profession and would help 
improve the understandability of the requirements of IESs.  It was noted that the 
revised IES 2 would not contain references to Bloom’s taxonomy, which had been 
provided to the Board as background and to set the proposed approach in context. 

9) To illustrate how this approach could be applied to IES 2 the taskforce selected 
three knowledge areas, Financial Accounting and Reporting, Marketing and 
Corporate Governance.  For each area, the content of the current version of IES 2 
was presented, followed by a Learning Outcome version.  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.   

 

CAG Meeting February 2011 

10) The CAG received a progress report on the work being undertaken on IES 2 which 
gave information on the proposed taxonomy and illustrations of how an output-
based or learning outcome approach might be introduced.  It was recognised that 
this project was in the early stages and there was a great deal of work required to 
revise this IES.  The CAG noted that it would receive regular updates on progress 
over 2011 and into 2012. 

11) 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.  It was recognised 
that this approach would make the standard more effective by helping bring greater 
consistency and clarity across member bodies and this was to be welcomed.  Greater 
clarity on the breadth and depth of knowledge required by a professional accountant 
was also welcomed.  

12) There was discussion relating to the illustrations provided of the learning outcomes 
and it was suggested by the CAG that it would be a challenge to set the learning 
outcomes with the “right” nature to make them meaningful and not general.  

 

IAESB Meeting February 2011 

13) The Taskforce provided the Board with an extended illustration of how a learning 
outcomes approach could be used within IES 2.  The Taskforce approached this in 
two stages.  
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i) A review of the areas of knowledge currently included in IES 2 paragraphs 
23 and 25 to ensure they reflect the current breadth of core knowledge 
required by a professional accountant.   

ii) 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.  

14) In the review of the areas of knowledge currently listed in IES 2 paragraphs 23 and 
25, the Taskforce 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; 

• New knowledge areas of Risks, Sustainability were added; 

• Marketing was incorporated under the Management knowledge area; and 

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

15) Taking these changes into account, the current paragraph 14 of 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 
t) Sustainability.” 
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16) The Board responses were as follows: 

i) Support for the addition of the new areas of knowledge.  

ii) Information technology needed to be included. 

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

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

17) 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.  

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

i) 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.   

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

19) The breadth and depth of knowledge required by a professional accountant on 
completion of IPD was discussed.  It was noted that for some IFAC member bodies 
the depth of knowledge set in a particular area could be deemed to be too high.  The 
Taskforce 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.  It was 
also recognised that for some IFAC member bodies, the depth of knowledge set in a 
particular knowledge area could be deemed to be too low.  Member bodies that 
wished to set elements of the syllabus above that 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. 

20) The Taskforce 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: 

i) There was strong support for including only brief requirements rather than 
topic by topic requirements.  

ii) The requirements could be more generic/general and not specific for each 
area of knowledge. This needed to be balanced against the need to provide 
requirements that provide clarity to stakeholders/member bodies as to their 
obligations.  
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iii) 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. The categories and areas matrix could be 
provided in a practice statement as an illustration. 

iv) 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.  

v) 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. 

21) A notable comment from the Board was that the purpose of the revision of IES 2 
was to improve the standard by making it more usable for member bodies and not to 
adopt a more complex model.  

Discussion 
Clustering the areas of knowledge 

23) There was strong support at the February 2011 Board meeting for the clustering of 
the 13 areas of knowledge.  In particular, the suggestions were as follows: 

• The clusters used in the Common Content Project could be a starting point; 

• Financial accounting and Financial reporting could be clustered; 

• Taxation and Business Law could be clustered;  

• Information technology should be included as an area of knowledge.  

• There was mixed support for including Ethics in the list of knowledge areas 
in IES 2. IES 4 contains specific requirements for the learning and 
development of ethics, and it can be argued that Ethics is not an area of 
knowledge, but a professional value/attitude, so IES 4 coverage may be 
sufficient.  Alternatively, it can be argued that knowledge of ethical 
requirements is necessary to foster certain attitudes – therefore IES 2 should 
cover Ethics. 

24) There are many possible ways that the areas of knowledge may be clustered, and it 
is difficult to argue that one scheme is superior to another.  In evaluating any 
proposed clustering, the Taskforce suggests that a relevant criterion is whether the 
proposed clustering provides a structure that facilitates clarity and uses cluster 
names that are readily understood by the stakeholders that are implementing the 
standard.  As the clustering adopted in IES 2 is likely to be used in subsequent 
practice statements, and in competency maps used by member bodies, this supports 
adoption of a small number of clusters with easily understood titles.  

25) In the current IES 2, the areas of knowledge are presented as three clusters, in 
paragraphs 23, 25 and 28. These are as follows: 

23 The accounting, finance and related knowledge component should 
include the following subject areas: 

• financial accounting and reporting; 
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• management accounting and control; 
• taxation; 
• business and commercial law; 
• audit and assurance; 
• finance and financial management; and 
• professional values and ethics. 

25 The organizational and business knowledge component should include 
the following subject areas: 

• economics; 
• business environment; 
• corporate governance; 
• business ethics; 
• financial markets; 
• quantitative methods; 
• organizational behavior; 
• management and strategic decision making; 
• marketing; and 
• international business and globalization. 

28  The information technology component should include the following 
subject areas and competences: 

• general knowledge of IT; 
• IT control knowledge; 
• IT control competences; 
• IT user competences; and 
• one of, or a mixture of, the competences of, the roles of manager, 

evaluator or designer of information systems. 

26) The Taskforce proposes the following clustering of the areas of knowledge.  

 

 Proposed Cluster Name 
 

Areas of Knowledge 

1 Assurance and Related Services Audits and reviews of 
historical financial 
information 
Other assurance 
engagements 

2 Financial Accounting and Reporting  Financial accounting  
Financial reporting 

3 Management Accounting  Management accounting 
and reporting 
Management control 

4 Financial Management Financial strategy 
Operational funding and 
financial risk management 
Financial decision-making 
Business valuation 
Personal financial 
management 
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Financial management 
Quantitative methods 

5 Strategic and Business Management Governance 
Strategic management  
Risk management 
Sustainability 

6 Taxation,  Legal Services and Ethics Taxation 
Business law 
Ethics 

7 Business and Organizational 
Environment 

Business environment 
International business  
Organisational behaviour 
Management 
Information technology 
Economics 

 

 
 

Draft requirements for IES 2 

27) The requirements in the current IES 2 appear in paragraphs 11 to 14, 23, 15 and 28.  
In line with Board support for the requirements of the revised IES 2 to be brief, 
generic and stand the test of time, the Taskforce provides the following draft 
requirements (bolding is added to highlight the intended focus of each requirement).  

 Draft Requirements Source of the Draft Requirement 
/Equivalent Requirement in 
the Current IES 2 

1 IFAC member bodies shall require the 
period of accounting study to be of 
sufficient time and intensity so that 
aspiring accountants gain appropriate 
competence across all of the specified 
areas of knowledge. Such study should 
lead to knowledge and competence 
equivalent to an undergraduate degree 
in accounting. 

Replaces current paragraph 11. 

11   Professional accounting study 
should be a part of the pre-
qualification program. This study 
should be long enough and 
intensive enough to permit 
candidates to gain the professional 
knowledge required for 
professional competence. 

2 The content of a professional 
accounting program shall consist of 
the following areas of knowledge:  

Replaces current paragraphs 14, 23, 25 
and 28. 
14  The content of professional 

accounting education should 

Action requested: 
1) Are the proposed cluster names appropriate? If not, what changes do you 

suggest? 
2) Are the proposed areas of knowledge within the correct cluster?  If not, can 

you suggest some changes?  
3) Do you agree with Ethics being included as an area of knowledge?  
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• Assurance and related services 

• Financial Accounting and Reporting 

• etc 

 

consist of:
• accounting, finance and related 

knowledge; 
• organizational and business 

knowledge; and 
• information technology knowledge 

and competences. 
Paragraphs 23, 24 and 28 list the 
areas within the three “clusters.” 

3 IFAC member bodies shall adopt a 
learning outcomes approach to ensure 
that aspiring accountants achieve the 
appropriate level of competence in each 
area of knowledge.  

As suggested at February Board 
meeting – see paragraph 20 (v) above. 

4 IFAC member bodies shall design a 
program of accounting study that 
recognises the different types of 
learning outcomes appropriate for 
each area of knowledge and different 
intended roles of aspiring accountants.  

A response to the Board suggestion 
that different learning outcomes may 
attach to different accounting roles. 

5 IFAC member bodies shall regularly 
review the content of their curriculum 
in the light of changes in the accounting 
and business environment.   

As suggested at last Board meeting – 
see paragraph 20 (v) above. 

6 IFAC member bodies shall establish 
appropriate assessment processes to 
measure the competence of aspiring 
accountants in relation to the areas of 
knowledge.  

Similar to the requirement in 
paragraph 12 of Exposure Draft IES 4.

 

28) Note that the types of learning from “knowledge” to “evaluation” for each area of 
knowledge have not been included in the Requirements. The Taskforce suggests that 
their inclusion would 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 Taskforce is 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. 

29) The second sentence in draft Requirement 1, in italics, refers 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. The Taskforce 
welcomes the Board’s advice on this issue. 
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30) The Taskforce proposes to not include the following existing paragraphs in the 
revised IES 2. These are: 

• 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 Taskforce 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 Taskforce 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. 

31) 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).  

The Taskforce seeks the advice of the Board as follows: 

 
 

Title of the revised IES 2  

32) The current title of IES 2 is Content of Professional Accounting Education Programs. 
At the November 2011 meeting, there was support from the Board that IES 2 should 
focus on knowledge and not move into the area of professional skills.  The current 
title does not imply that IES 2 is limited to knowledge.  

The revised IES 2 will also require stakeholders adopt a Learning Outcome 
approach, emphasising competence, so will not be limited to a prescription of the 
content of areas of knowledge.  Thus, the Taskforce suggest the following new title: 

Action requested: 
4) 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? 

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

6) 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?  

7) Do you have any specific suggestions for Explanatory Materials 
section that could be included in the revised IES 2 to clarify specific 
requirements?  
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• Knowledge and competence required in professional accounting 
education programs  

The Taskforce seeks the advice of the Board as follows: 

 

 
 

Proposed way forward 
33) The Taskforce will consult with the CAG at its September meeting in regard to the above 

issues.  The Taskforce will then take into account the direction of the Board and the CAG 
discussion to progress the first draft of the revised IES 2 for presentation at the October 2011 
IAESB meeting.  

Action requested: 
8) Is the current title of IES 2 still appropriate given the changes 

envisaged in the revised standard? 
9) If not, is the suggested new title more suitable or can you suggest 

another title?  


