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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. The aim of this paper is to assist the IAESB in its consideration of a revised redraft 

of IES 1.  Specifically, this paper: (a) provides background information on the 
redraft of IES 1; (b) identifies issues for discussion to assist the Task Force in 
developing an Exposure Draft; (c) summarises previous discussions in the Board 
and in the Consultative Advisory Group, including the May CAG teleconference; 
and (d) presents a revised draft (Agenda item 2 – 2) for consideration. 

 
2. For comparison, Agenda item 2 – 3 presents the marked up changes to the March 

2011 version. 
 
3. This agenda item contains the following materials: 
 
Agenda item 2 -1  Revision of IES 1 – Issues and Proposals from Task Force (05/11) 

Agenda item 2 - 2 Revision of IES 1 – Revised draft, clean, 6 May 2011 (05/11) 

Agenda item 2 - 3 Revision of IES 1 – Revised draft, marked up from version of 
March 2011 (05/11) 

 
 

BACKGROUND  
4. The review of IES 1 is part of IAESB’s larger project that aims to update all of the 

International Education Standards.  This takes into account: 

(i) conclusions of the Framework and Drafting Conventions project; 
(ii) experience and feedback received since IES 1 was first published; 
(iii) changes in the environment; and  
(iv) the need for further clarification and emphases. 

 
5. IES 1 was discussed at IAESB meetings in November 2010 (Singapore) and March 

2011 (Geneva), and in the CAG teleconference on 2 May 2011.  A recurrent topic 
has been whether or not to retain IES 1.  The points of debate on this issue are 
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outlined in paragraph 7.  In summary, a majority of Board members has been in 
favour of retaining the Standard, to guard against excessive entry requirements that 
might constitute barriers to entering the profession and to protect potential 
candidates, in the public interest.  The CAG endorsed this at its teleconference on 2 
May.  This paper therefore takes as its point of departure that the case for retaining 
the Standard has been made: the remaining issues concern content.   

 
6. The following issues have previously been discussed and agreed: 

 
(i) IES 1 should focus on output (i.e. ensuring that entrants have a reasonable 

chance of completing the program successfully), rather than input (i.e. 
setting a prescriptive entry requirement). 

(ii) IES 1 should include the principle of “reasonable chance of success”, whilst 
ensuring that excessive barriers to entry are avoided.   

(iii) IES 1 should include sufficient flexibility in the requirement to reflect the 
diversity of operating environments and forms of professional accounting 
education. 

(iv) The revised IES 1 should make clear that possession of a University degree 
is not mandatory for someone to start professional accountancy education.  
The present IES 1 is often misinterpreted on this point.   

(v) IES 1 should continue to address entry to professional accountancy 
education, as distinct from entry to full membership of an IFAC member 
body.  It has been noted that “full membership” is not easily defined due to 
differences in approach and definitions between various jurisdictions. 

(vi) “General education” requirements should not be part of IES 1, but should be 
mentioned to remind IFAC member bodies of its importance in preparing 
entrants. 

 
March 2011 IAESB meeting 

7. There was further debate at this meeting about whether or not IES 1 was needed.  
There were two schools of thought: one supported the free market approach which 
would dispense with IES 1 and allow aspiring professional accountants to judge for 
themselves whether they had a reasonable chance of success and make their own 
decisions about whether to enrol on a program.  The other was to require member 
bodies to set appropriate entry requirements that struck a balance between being too 
elitist on the one hand, or so broad as to allow unsuited candidates to enrol under 
false or misleading pretences.  The Board agreed, although not unanimously, that 
IES 1 should remain and that further revision should be done.  It was noted that the 
earlier targeted consultation had shown no inclination from users for IES 1 to be 
withdrawn. 

 
8. The Board felt the redraft had largely met the agreed need for IESs to be principle 

rather than rule based.  Some Board members felt the text was too general and open 
to interpretation to be of much use.  Others argued that the Standard would at least 
require member bodies to justify and explain their entry requirements.  IES 1 was 
important because it protected the public interest by helping to ensure that member 
bodies did not misrepresent accounting programs.  
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9. The Board concluded that the revised IES 1 should incorporate expanded 
explanatory material to cover the following: 

(i) A clearer explanation of the term “reasonable chance of success” – it was 
acknowledged that this term was a useful concept, but was also subjective 
and hard to define.  

(ii) Examples of entry requirements currently used by member bodies would 
help readers understand how to apply the IES, for example “a university 
degree”.  The text would need to make clear that these are examples rather 
than requirements. 

(iii) Wording on the need for member bodies to help aspiring professional 
accountants make informed decisions about their chances of success on the 
program in question.  This might include information about pass rates, the 
length of time usually needed to complete the program, cost, and the 
difficulty level of the program and its assessment.  IES 1 should make clear 
that open access (i.e. no or low entry requirement) was acceptable, provided 
IFAC member bodies were transparent about the standards needed to 
complete successfully and expected attrition rates. 

(iv) IES 1 should acknowledge that in some jurisdictions entry requirements are 
not under the control of the IFAC member body.  The most common 
example is where professional accounting education is run by universities.  
In such cases member bodies should work with universities and other 
education providers to influence entry requirements. 

(v) It should be made very clear that a range of approaches is acceptable.  The 
key principle is that the member body should requirements appropriate to the 
program in question, and justify its rationale as part of its IFAC member 
obligations.   

 
May 2011 CAG teleconference 

10. The CAG was invited to: (a) consider whether IES 1 should be retained; (b) whether 
the draft tabled at the March 2011 IAESB met the objective of being principles 
rather than rule based; (c) comment on the redrafting issues set out in paragraph 9 
above; and (d) offer any further guidance on how to expand the explanatory 
materials.  

 
11. The CAG strongly endorsed the case for retaining IES 1, and agreed that the revised 

draft met the objective of being principles-based.  The CAG made the following 
suggestions for strengthening the text: 

(i) be clearer about what is meant by “the public interest”.  The IAESB Chair 
noted that the IFAC Secretariat had issued a position paper on “the public 
interest” which has been drawn on during the revisions to IES 4.  The 
revised IES 1 might also usefully draw on this paper.  

(ii) given the public interest objective of informing candidates about pass rates, 
costs and so on, the explanatory material should include a reference to IFAC 
member bodies making this information proactively available through 
advertising and marketing products. 
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(iii) consider the translation implications of “reasonable chance of success”, or 
“potential to complete the program”; 

(iv) consider the title of IES 1, given its revised content and broad coverage 
(Accounting Technicians, Audit Professionals, Accountants). 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A revised draft of IES 1 

12. Agenda item 2 – 2 provides a clean version of the revised IES 1 draft.  Agenda item 
2 – 3 shows the marked up changes to the draft since it was considered at the March 
2011 IAESB.   

 
13. In preparing this latest revised IES 1 draft, the Task force has taken into account the 

directions provided by the Board at its March 2011 meeting and the suggestions of 
the CAG made at is May teleconference.  The main changes are summarised in the 
table below:   

 
Direction/Suggestion from Board, CAG 
(refs to paras above) 

IES 1 para (May version) 

Review Title  
[para 11 (iv)] 

Amended, to be consistent with 
“professional accounting education”, not “a 
program of …”.  Main text revised 
accordingly 

Flexibility – different types of education, 
different governance arrangements in 
different jurisdictions [paras 6 (iii), 9 (iv)] 

Paras 5 and 6 – new  

Information to aspirants 
[paras 9 (iii); 11 (ii)] 

Para 8 (c), additional text 

Clarify “reasonable chance of success 
[para 9 (i)] 

A1, additional text; A9, new 

Marketing material to include information 
on pass rates etc 
[paras 9 (iii); 11 (ii)] 

A3, A8, additional text 

Clarify “public interest” [para 11 (i)] Para 8 (c)  
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14. The Task force seeks the advice of the Board as follows: 
 
Action requested: 
1         Does the revised draft satisfactorily meet the requirement to be principles 

rather than rule based? 
2.        Does the revised text of IES 1 adequately address the points raised about (a) 

reasonable chances of success; (b) flexibility; and (c) public interest? 
3.        Is it clear enough from the Title and content that this Standard applies to 

Accounting Technicians and Auditors, as well as Professional Accountants.  If 
not, what changes does the Board propose? 

4.        Is the Explanatory Materials adequately clear and comprehensive? 

 
 
Questions for public consultation 

15. The Task force proposes the following questions for public consultation: 
 

• Is the Requirement clear, particularly the concept of a balance between 
“open access” and “reasonable chance of successful completion”?  If not, 
what changes do you suggest? 

• Is it clear from the Title and content that this Standard applies to Accounting 
Technicians and Auditors, as well as Professional Accountants.  If not, what 
changes do you suggest? 

• Are the Explanatory Materials sufficiently clear and comprehensive?  If not, 
what changes do you suggest? 

• If your country is likely to need this Standard translated, do you consider 
that the language and wording will be clear in your language?  If not, what 
changes do you suggest? 

 
PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 
 
16. Subject to the Board’s views on the May 6th draft of the revised IES 1, the Board 

will be invited to approve the revised text as an Exposure Draft for public 
consultation over a 90-day period.  In preparing the exposure draft for release the 
revised IES 1 will undergo a plain language edit and formatting.  Any significant 
editorial changes will require the approval of the Task force chair. 

 
17. The Task force will produce a memorandum to accompany the exposure draft, to 

provide direction for respondents to comment.  After the consultation period, the 
Task force will analyse the comments and make recommendations about addressing 
these, for consideration by the Board at its October 2012 meeting.   

 
  

 


