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 INTRODUCTION  

1.  The paper provides an update on the comments received on the finalised Exposure Draft 
(ED) of IES 4 released for comment. The paper indicates how the Taskforce proposes to 
address the various comments received from ED respondents in revising IES 4.  

2. The agenda item contains the following materials:  

Agenda Item 2-1  Revision of IES 4 - Issues and Proposals of 
IAESB Task Force Relating to Comments 
Received on Exposure Draft (02/13).  

Agenda Item 2-2  Exposure Draft of Proposed IES 4, Initial 
Professional Development - Professional 
Values, Ethics, and Attitudes (Revised)  

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

 

 BACKGROUND  

3. At its October 2009 meeting the IAESB agreed that the revision project of all 8 standards 
would  

i)  apply the new structure and language requirements of the IAESB drafting conventions to 
each Standard;  

ii)  update relevant material of the existing IESs to ensure consistency with concepts and 
principles of the revised Framework document; and  

iii)  rewrite relevant material of the existing IESs to address issues of interpretation and 
clarification which have been identified by stakeholders as a result of the implementation 
of the Standards. 

4.  In addition the IAESB agreed that the following issues would be considered when revising IES 
4: 



• Consider clarifying the Standard’s requirements to ensure that accounting education 
programs continue to meet the core competence required for the various roles of a 
professional accountant; and 

• Revise the Standard to ensure consistency with the terminology and concepts set out in 
the revised IFAC Code of Ethics, 

subject to any issues identified through consultation with the IAESB’s Consultative Advisory 
Group (CAG) and public consultation. 

5.  A summary of the discussions on IES 4 Issues Papers presented to the IAESB and CAG from 
May 2010 to September 2012 are included in Appendix 1. 

Responses to the exposure draft 
6. 31 responses were received, as follows: 
 

IFAC Member Bodies and Associates  22 

Public Accounting firms  5 

Regulators  1 

Other Professional Organizations  2 

Individuals and Others  1 

 
Some of the responses are from bodies representing multiple organizations, such as the 
Federation des Experts Comptables Europeens (FEE) which represents 43 professional 
institutes.  The original comment letters are posted on the IFAC website at 
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-4-initial-professional-development-
professional-values-ethics-and-attitud 
 

 

DISCUSSION 

6. The IAESB notes that, due to the consistent approach taken across the draft standards 
containing requirements on learning outcomes, there are several recurring issues in comment 
letters of ED respondents. It is recommended that these issues should be dealt with before 
the Chairs make their individual presentations to the CAG so as to mitigate repetition. In effort 
to prioritize the CAG’s deliberations, these issues have been identified below for your 
consideration. 

 

Merging of IES 2, 3 and 4 

Action Requested: 

1) CAG members are quested to provide their advice on each of the following issues 
provided below: (1) Merging of IESs 2, 3, and 4; (2) Mastery level of proficiency; (3) 
Formulation of the Objective statement; (4) Assignment of levels of Proficiency; and 
(5) Alignment of the IAESB proficiency framework with other education 
qualifications frameworks. 

 

http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-4-initial-professional-development-professional-values-ethics-and-attitud
http://www.ifac.org/publications-resources/ies-4-initial-professional-development-professional-values-ethics-and-attitud


7. The IAESB is considering the issue of whether IESs 2, 3, and 4 should be consolidated into 
a single standard or retained as separate standards. There were no formal questions on 
this issue in the Exposure Draft, but the IAESB did receive the following two comments: 

 
We note there is now a significant degree of consistency in the requirements and 
explanatory material presented across the exposure drafts for IESs 2, 3 and 4, with the 
main content difference being the learning outcomes presented.   In our view this 
demonstrates that consolidation of these three standards into a single standard setting 
out the learning outcomes required for IPD would now be relatively easy to achieve.  A 
consolidated standard would provide IFAC member bodies with a clearer, more 
streamlined approach to identifying and understanding the requirements for professional 
accounting education in IPD.  It is disappointing that the Board has not taken advantage 
of this opportunity. (DTT) 

However, our preference is to create one IPD standard to more broadly address the 
whole spectrum of technical and non-technical skills that are required of aspiring 
professional accountants.  We find it artificial to separate IPD into three standards as it 
results in duplicative paragraphs across IES 2, 3, and 4 and is confusing to the user to 
have IPD requirements in three standards. Therefore, we believe the content that is 
contained in IES 2, 3, and 4 should be combined into one IPD standard.  (EYG) 

Those respondents who are arguing for consolidation of IESs 2, 3, and 4 are doing so on 
the basis of clarity and conciseness of presentation of the requirements. On the other hand, 
the following  concerns about this approach have been raised in IAESB discussions: the 
potential length and complexity of a single IPD standard given the range of areas covered 
(e.g., technical competence, professional skills, values, ethics, and attitudes, practical 
experience and assessment); the existence of different stakeholders with interest in specific 
areas of IPD; and the importance of giving prominence to a focus on ethics education when 
developing aspiring professional accountants to provide services and advice to their clients.    

 
The IAESB Chairs and Secretaries have reviewed this issue and are recommending the 
proposal to not merge IESs 2, 3, and 4. 

 
The Mastery level of proficiency 

8. Several ED respondents suggested that the Mastery level should be deleted as a level of 
proficiency because it does not seem to be sufficiently distinct from the Advanced level and it 
does not have its own verbs. It was also pointed out that the Mastery level was not used 
anywhere in IESs 2, 3, 4, and 8 to describe the level of proficiency required for any 
competence area.  

The IAESB Chairs and Secretaries have reviewed this issue and are recommending the 
proposal to delete the mastery level of proficiency. 

 
Formulation of the Objective statement 

9. The IAESB is reviewing the ED respondents’ comments on the formulation of the Objective 
statement with the aim of improving its clarity. Respondents’ views include: 

Paragraph 6 states that “The objective of an IFAC member body is to provide aspiring 
professional accountants with the technical competence required to perform a role of a 
professional accountant.”, which is not appropriate for the following two reasons:  
Paragraph 6 should state the objective of the standard, not the objective of an IFAC 
member body. The objective of a professional institute is governed by the legal 
framework in its country and by its statutes, not by education standards.  
Furthermore, education is not in all countries carried out by IFAC member bodies. In 
some countries, IFAC member bodies have shared responsibilities in education with 
government authorities or educational organisations and in other countries IFAC member 
bodies are not at all involved in education (FEE). 



“ ….. we are concerned that the objective assigns responsibilities to the IFAC member 
bodies that are not always within their capacity, including in the institutional environment 
found in the United States. While professional associations continually coordinate and/or 
sponsor continuing education courses, IPD is not part of their mandate per se (AICPA).  
 
We have a concern regarding the way this paragraph is worded, particularly the use of 
the word ‘provide’. Considering the situation of different jurisdictions, we would suggest 
rewording to the objective of an IFAC member body is to establish a framework and 
requirements for aspiring professional accountants to maintain and develop the technical 
competence (CICPA).  
 
As currently worded it suggests a passive role for the aspiring professional accountant 
who is ‘provided’ with technical competence by the IFAC member body. In our view the 
aspiring professional accountant should be positioned as more active in developing the 
technical competence while the role of the IFAC member body is to support and enable 
this process (DTT).  

 

10. In previous discussions of the IAESB it was pointed out that the current drafting guidelines 
reference the objective of an IFAC member body and the IAASB standards refer to ‘the 
objective of the auditor.’ As a result of the ED respondents’ comments letters the IAESB is 
considering two possible alternatives in the formulation of the objective statement: 

Alternative #1: 

“The objective of an IFAC member body is that aspiring professional accountants develop the 
professional skills required to perform a role of a professional accountant.” 

Alternative #2: 

“The objective of this IES is to establish the requirements which will support aspiring 
professional accountants to develop and demonstrate the professional skills required to 
perform a role of a professional accountant.” 

 

Assignment of levels of proficiency 

11. The IAESB is reviewing how proficiency levels are presented in Table A of IESs 2, 3, 4, and 
8. There is concern that the present approach is effectively assigning all learning outcomes in 
a competence area to the same (highest) level of proficiency.  This concern arises because in 
Table A learning outcomes are clustered into competence areas and then a proficiency level 
is assigned only to the overall competence area, but in the Explanatory Material it is stated 
that ‘Each learning outcome has been assigned a minimum level of proficiency that aspiring 
professional accountants are expected to demonstrate by the end of IPD”. The intention of the 
IAESB in presenting this table was to assign a proficiency level to the overall competence 
area while allowing the flexibility to IFAC member bodies to assign specific levels of 
proficiency to individual learning outcomes statements.  

12. The IAESB is considering the following alternatives in presenting proficiency levels: 

Alternative #1: Remove any references in the standards and the Appendix to the application 
of proficiency levels to individual learning outcomes, then in Table A identify the proficiency 
level of a competence area and explain the rationale for assigning the proficiency level of the 
competence area in the Explanatory Material section.  This could result in a reordering of the 
columns in Table A (Competency Area, Proficiency Level, Learning Outcomes) or a reduction 
to two columns in Table A (Competency Area and Proficiency Level, Learning Outcomes). 



Alternative #2: Delete the column on proficiency levels in Table A and let the description of 
the learning outcome provide guidance on expectations for level of proficiency. Thought 
would then be given to how to link Table A to the current Appendix in each standard. 

Alignment of the IAESB proficiency framework with other education qualifications frameworks 

13. The IAESB is considering the issues of aligning the classification of proficiency levels with 
other education qualifications frameworks.  The IAESB received the following comments on 
this issue from Exposure Draft (ED) respondents: 
 

If proficiency levels are described, it might be more appropriate to derive them from 
existing education frameworks, like for example the European Qualifications Framework1, 
which also refers to learning outcomes 2. (FEE) 
 
Important that the IAESB is able to articulate how the Proficiency Levels for Learning 
Outcomes map to established frameworks with which IFAC member bodies may already 
be familiar. For example, the Qualifications and Credit Framework (QCF) operated by the  
Office of the Qualifications and Examinations Regulator (Ofqual) in England and the 
National Qualifications Framework (NQF) operated by the South African Qualifications 
Authority (SAQA). (ACCA) 

14. While there are education qualifications frameworks in many jurisdictions that may be relevant 
to those implementing the IESs, it may be more appropriate to map the IAESB levels of 
proficiency to some of the most common or widely used frameworks, as a part of the learning 
outcomes guidance project, which is proposed as part of the 2014-2016 IAESB Work Plan.  

The IAESB Chairs and Secretaries have reviewed this issue and are recommending the 
proposal to map the IAESB levels of proficiency to some of the most common or widely 
used frameworks, as a part of the learning outcomes guidance project. 

 

15. The following questions were put to respondents in the revised Exposure Draft of IES 4.   

a.  Do you agree with the tabular format adopted for the learning outcomes? If not, what 
alternatives do you suggest? 

b.  Do you agree with the competence areas identified for ethics education? If not what 
alternatives do you suggest? 

c.  Do you agree with the minimum levels of proficiency as identified for each competence 
area? 

d.  Do you agree that the learning outcomes related to professional scepticism and 
professional judgment identified are appropriate for ethics education? 

e.  Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) which require 
further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

f.  Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) which require 
further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

g.  Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organisation, or organisations with 
which you are familiar, in implementing the new requirements included in this proposed 
IES4 Exposure Draft? 

                                                           
1 http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/brochexp_en.pdf  
2 http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/note4_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/brochexp_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/eqf/note4_en.pdf


16. A summary of respondents’ Comments and Task Force recommendations on proposals 
follows.  The Task Force would appreciate the CAG’s support for its recommendations and 
any further comments it may wish to make regarding the ED questions. 

Question 1:  Do you agree with the tabular format adopted for the learning outcomes? If not, 
what alternatives do you suggest? 

17. 27 responses were received to this question, of which 26 were in the affirmative.  The other 
response supported the tabular format but proposed a number of editorial changes to Table A 
of Paragraph 11.  As these suggestions are not significant content issues, and only made by 
one respondent, the Task Force does not recommend further revisions to the tabular format 
as set out in the Exposure Draft.  

 

Question 2:  Do you agree with the competence areas identified for ethics education? If not 
what alternatives do you suggest? 

18. 26 responses were received to this question, 21 of which were in the affirmative.  Of the 
remaining 5, the majority addressed editorial suggestions and did not impact in a significant 
manner content.  

Nevertheless, the responses of FEE and IDW merit further consideration.  FEE’s submission 
rested on the proposition that “Professional scepticism and professional judgement are 
generally audit specific and suggested that they be deleted as a competence area but 
retained as a learning outcome.  IDW also identified professional skepticism as assurance 
related and should therefore be excluded from IES 4, based on the IESBA and IAASB 
requirements.     

19. The Task Force disagrees with these views, believing instead that professional scepticism 
and judgement are broad, learned behaviours which therefore may be developed and 
maintained as competences.  The Task Force also believes that these competences, while of 
special value to audit and assurance professionals, are relevant to all professional 
accountants and should therefore be retained as set out in the ED. 

 

Question 3:  Do you agree with the minimum levels of proficiency as identified for each 
competence area? 

20. 28 responses were received to this question, of which 21 were in the affirmative.  The 
remainder of the comments included a number of editorial suggestions, but also a shared 
view that the minimum level of proficiency (intermediate), shown in the ED, may be too low.  
However, the Task Force believes that, given that this competence area applies to all 
professional accountants throughout their careers, and will be developed over time and 
through further CPD, this is an appropriate minimum level of proficiency.   

A number of further comments were also made which, while not affecting the Standard’s 
content in a significant manner, will inform the development of future guidance notes and 
practice papers in this area.   

 

Question 4:  Do you agree that the learning outcomes related to professional scepticism and 
professional judgment identified are appropriate for ethics education? 



21. 27 responses were received to this question, of which 23 were in the affirmative.  The 
remaining four submissions (ICAA, ICAS, IDW and IRBA) suggested that the Task Force 
considers improving the alignment between the learning outcome and the definition of 
professional judgement in Table D.  As there had been broad support for the way in which the 
learning outcomes were set out and described from the other respondents, the Task Force do 
not propose to amend the table.  

 

Questions 5: Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) 
which require further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

22. 27 responses were received to this question, of which 21 were in the affirmative.  Other 
respondents (EYG, FEE, IAAER, KPMG) questioned the existence of the “mastery” levels and 
its relationship with the “advanced” level, which is seen by some as confusing, which the Task 
Force notes is the subject of consideration and discussion elsewhere.   

Therefore, the Task Force does not propose making further amendments to this aspect of the 
Standard.  

 

Question 6:   Are there any terms within the proposed IES 4 Exposure Draft (June 2012) 
which require further clarification? If so please explain the nature of the deficiencies. 

23. 22 responses were received to this question, of which 14 were in the affirmative.  Other 
respondents have listed a number of terms they believe require further clarification.  Some of 
these may best be addressed in the glossary, many are in common usage and therefore 
require no further explanation.  The Task Force will therefore take the advice of the DWG into 
account in preparing a final draft Standard for the Board.  

 

Question 7:  Do you anticipate any impact or implications for your organisation, or 
organisations with which you are familiar, in implementing the new requirements included in 
this proposed IES4 Exposure Draft? 

24. 27 responses were received to this question and were widely welcoming.   Many respondents 
(AAT, AICPA, CICPA, FEE, IDW, JICPA, SAIPA) noted the challenge of enforcing 
educational standards where a third party provides IPD delivery, and the Task Force is 
cognisant of this. 

One respondent suggested that it would be helpful, given their interdependencies, to release 
IES 4 at the same time as IES 2 and IES 3.  

Other respondents noted matters (such as the documentation of reflective activity) which, as 
they are not new to this ED, having been dealt with in previous iterations, the Task Force 
does not intend to return to.   

CAG Responses to the ED 

25. As set out in Appendix 1, the CAG at its September 2012 meeting, made a number of 
suggestions for the consideration of the Working Group.  For completeness, these have been 
addressed as follows: 



• Tabular Format:  It was agreed that additional guidance for users of the Standard would 
be developed in due course. 

• Public Interest:  The Task Force will consider a new learning outcome regarding the 
public interest context of an engagement for the consideration of the Board. 

• Common Paragraphs:  The Chairs and Secretaries of IES 2, 3, 4 and 8 have met to 
develop the paragraphs common to these Standards and this is the subject of a separate 
part of this presentation. 

• IESBA Reference:  The Task Force agrees that, for clarity and consistency, no reference 
will be made to individual parts of the Code.  

 

 

 

PROPOSED WAY FORWARD 

26. Subject to the support of the CAG for these recommendations, the Task Force will produce a 
revised draft of IES 4 for final approval at a subsequent Board meeting.   

Actions requested: 
 
1) 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 4? 



 

APPENDIX 1 

SUMMARY OF IAESB BOARD AND CAG MEETINGS MAY 2010 TO SEPTEMBER 2012 

May 2010 IAESB Meeting 

1. Following discussion of an Issues paper the IAESB agreed that the revised IES 4 would be 
redrafted to take account of the following: 

• Using IPD as the primary objective of the Standard whilst introducing the concept of CPD 
from the Framework and making reference within the Explanatory Material to CPD (IES 7); 

• Widening the scope to organisations other than IFAC Member Bodies, in line with both the 
IAESB Framework and the IAESB Strategic Plan 2010-2012; and 

• presenting the programme content in a format based on learning outcomes. These learning 
outcomes were shown in the redrafted IES 4 which accompanied the Issues Paper. 

The discussions also identified three areas where the input of the CAG was sought. These are 
discussed below. 

September 2010 CAG meeting 

2. The discussions identified a mix of views on how the revised IES 4 should refer to the Code of 
Ethics for Professional Accountants. In view of this, the CAG was asked whether the content of the 
revised IES4 should be a mix of broad and professionally specific education relating to ethics using 
the IESBA Code of Ethics as the primary source of reference. 

In discussion the CAG agreed that the Code was very important but should not be the primary source 
of reference for the IES 4. Being the primary source would give too much emphasis. It was 
commented that local legislation and regulatory requirements are also important and accountants 
need to ensure that they have complied with these not just the Code. The view of the CAG was that 
Professional Accountants would be expected to go beyond following the “rules”. 

3. Discussions at the IAESB meeting were positive about the importance of undertaking reflective 
activity in relation to lessons learned from ethical situations but there were concerns about the 
implications this may cause for member bodies. It was suggested that this be raised for discussion 
with the CAG. 

The CAG also had mixed views on a specific requirement for reflective activity. It was agreed that 
reflection was important and it was difficult to imagine developing ethical values without reflective 
activity. It was identified, however, that the phrase “reflective activity” was difficult to translate from 
English into other languages and if was included as a requirement it would need to be clearly defined 
what was meant by reflective activity. It was also suggested that the challenge would be to know how 
the reflective activity had been completed and how it would be documented and evidenced and this 
would require to be addressed. 

In relation to whether public consultation other than through the exposure period was required, it was 
generally agreed by the CAG that this would not be required. 

4. The CAG was also asked for its views on whether the revised IES 4 should contain a separate 
requirement relating to the assessment of the program of professional accounting education 
containing Professional Values, Ethics and Attitudes. The CAG discussed this and agreed that 
assessment of the elements of professional values, ethics and attitudes was essential. It was noted 



that assessment had its own standard, IES 6, but that the decision to include or not include a specific 
assessment requirement in IES 4 should be applied to all IESs and as such should be agreed at a 
Board level. 

5. No other issues were identified by the CAG in relation to IES 4. 

Actions taken Following CAG and Drafting Review 

6. The comments made by the CAG in relation to the Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants 
were considered by the Taskforce. The Taskforce agreed that the revised IES 4 would make 
reference to broader ethics literature upfront and then identify the Code as a subset of this broader 
literature. 

On reviewing an early draft of IES 4, the Drafting Review Group raised some comments about the 
Code of Ethics for Professional Accountants being referred to within the Scope section of IES 4. The 
view expressed was that this was potentially confusing to a first time reader. These comments were 
considered by the Taskforce and the form of wording amended but the reference in the Scope section 
retained. The view of the Taskforce is that the Code of Ethics is central to IES 4 and that a reference 
to the Code within the scope section of the standard reflects the importance of the Code and the need 
to apply the Code into professional accounting education programmes. The importance of the Code to 
IES 4 is different to other situations and documents and the Taskforce believes that the approach 
taken reflects this. 

The Taskforce considered the comments made by the CAG in relation to reflective activity and noted 
that there was overwhelming support for the importance of including reflection in ethics education. 
The Taskforce discussed the issues relating to the inclusion of a requirement for reflective activity and 
agreed that this requirement should be included in the revised IES 4. 

In terms of the appropriate terminology to describe reflective activity, a review of literature in the area 
was undertaken and the term “reflective practice” was identified. The Taskforce discussed the use of 
this term in place of reflective activity but concluded that reflective activity was an easier concept to 
explain. It was also agreed that the key was to provide examples of reflective activity in the 
Explanatory Materials section of IES 4. 

The Taskforce noted the CAG’s comment on a separate requirement relating to assessment and 
agreed to include a separate requirement in the current version of the redraft of IES 4. 

In addition, the Taskforce has reviewed and, where considered appropriate, addressed a number of 
the comments made by the Drafting Review Group in the current version of the redraft of IES 4. 

 

 

 

November 2010 IAESB Meeting 

7. At the November meeting, the Board was provided with a first draft of the redrafted IES 4 for review 
and comment. In addition, the Board was asked to consider whether the points raised by the CAG 
have been considered and appropriately dealt with by the Taskforce. The view expressed was that 
the Taskforce had taken on board the CAG’s comments and addressed these appropriately. 

8. The Board was also asked to approve the approach taken by the Taskforce in relation to the 
inclusion of the Code of Ethics within the Scope section of IES 4. The rationale for the inclusion was 
discussed and the Board confirmed that it agreed with the approach followed in the current draft. 



9. As agreed at the May meeting of the IAESB and September meeting of the CAG a learning 
outcome approach was approved for the redraft of IES 4. The IAESB was asked to consider whether 
the learning outcomes identified in Paragraph 9 of the revised IES 4 were appropriate for the 
professional values, ethics and attitudes elements of a programme of professional accounting 
education. The discussions confirmed that the learning outcomes were appropriate and were in line 
with the taxonomy approach outlined for the Information paper for IES 2. 

10. The Board confirmed that it was happy with the approach taken to redrafting IES 4 and made 
some suggestions relating to particular paragraphs of the standard which will be addressed in the 
next draft. 

CAG Discussion February 2011 

11. The CAG was given a copy of the draft of IES 4 which was presented to the November IAESB 
meeting and was asked to consider whether there are any issues in the redraft of IES 4 which it 
wishes to identify to be addressed by the Taskforce. In addition, the CAG was also asked whether it 
wishes to provide advice to the Taskforce on the matters discussed at the IAESB November meeting. 

12. The CAG discussed the paper and the draft of IES 4. In summary there was support for the 
approach taken to addressing the concerns raised previously by the CAG. In particular, the materials 
included on reflective activity were welcomed and highlighted as helpful. The current definition of 
professional values, ethics and attitudes contained within the IAESB glossary which groups the three 
elements together was questioned and it was agreed that this should be referred to the Drafting 
Group. A comment was made in relation to whether it was appropriate for IES 4 to be a separate 
standard but this had previously been discussed by the CAG and the Board and agreed that IES 4 
should be retained as a separate standard. 

Second Drafting Working Group Review 

13. In addition, the Drafting Working Group has undertaken a review of the revised draft of IES 4 and 
gave a number of comments which fell into three main areas: 

• “Policing” wording; 

• Consistency of phraseology; and 

• General clarity.  

 

These comments have been considered by the Taskforce and appropriate action taken to address 
these comments. 

CAG Discussion September 2011 

14. Having undertaken the initial analysis of the respondents’ comments, the Taskforce sought the 
guidance of the CAG in relation to clarification of some of the comments received. 

15. The Taskforce sought guidance from the CAG in relation to the concerns expressed by 
respondents for reflective activity to be “formalized and documented”. The concerns expressed fell 
mostly into two areas. The first relates to confidentiality and potentially legal/regulatory issues which 
might arise from a requirement to document the reflective activity. The second relates to the inclusion 
of a specific requirement to document the reflective activity in the IES when the IAESB is following a 
principles-based approach to the drafting and setting of standards. The CAG considered the concerns 
but noted that the requirement did not state that the reflective activity had to be undertaken on ethical 



dilemmas faced by the individual but could be focused on well-known real life cases and this was 
reflected in the Explanatory Materials. 

16. In addition, there was comment from the CAG that whilst the use of the term “reflective activity” 
had been discussed and agreed by both the CAG and the Board previously, there was still a concern 
over the translation of the phrase. Possible alternatives such as “critical reflection” and “reflective 
practice” were suggested but it was unclear whether these phrases would be easily translated to give 
the full sense of what was required. It was noted that the previous IES4 had used the phrase 
“reflection” and that this had been translated and understood without apparent difficulty. 

17. The Taskforce asked the CAG for guidance in relation to the reference to assessment processes 
in paragraph 12 and its interaction with the objective and the scope of the standard. The CAG 
confirmed it was important the scope and objectives of the IES were consistent with the stated 
requirements and it agreed with the Taskforce proposal to place greater emphasis on the aspiring 
professional accountant in paragraph 12. 

CAG Discussion February 2012 

18 The CAG had expressed concerns about the term “reflective activity”, whereupon the Task Force 
suggested the use of the term “reflection”. The Board considered the Task Force proposals, but did 
not support the use of the term “reflection”, and confirmed that the term reflective activity should be 
used in the revised IES. However, the Board did support the proposal to revise the definition of 
reflective activity to give IFAC member bodies a clear sense of what was meant by the phrase. 

19 The Task Force recommended that the full definition of term “professional values, ethics and 
attitudes” be included in the explanatory material of the IES. 

March 2012 IAESB Meeting 

 

 

20. The Task Force recommended the use of “relevant ethical requirements” instead of the IESBA 
code of Ethics. 

21. The Task Force recommended the withdrawal of IEPS 1. 

22. The primacy of the Public Interest was established and further explanatory material was written in 
order to explain the framework. 

June 2012 IAESB Meeting 

23. New learning outcomes were written for professional scepticism and professional judgement. 

24. Learning outcomes were presented in a tabular format. Competency areas and minimum 
proficiency levels were introduced. 

25. IES 4 was finalised and approved for re-exposure. 

CAG Discussion, September 2012 

26. The CAG identified the tabular format as a significant change from the narrative approach and a 
suggestion was made that further guidance to users on this new approach would be required. It was 
however pointed out that additional guidance for learning outcomes was a potential project on the 
Board’s agenda. 



27.  The CAG recommended a new learning outcome in the ‘Commitment to the Public Interest’ area 
relating to the need to be able to identify the specific public interest context of an ‘engagement’. The 
CAG also commented on the verbs used in the learning outcomes. 

28. The CAG commented on Appendix 1. The Task Force noted that the comments on limited 
supervision and the level of complexity and the work environment needed to be discussed with the 
other Task Forces as Appendix 1 was common to IES 2, 3, 4 and 8. 

29. The CAG also recommended that ‘relevant ethical requirements’ is not restricted to Part A of the 
IESBA Code, but include Parts B and C where those are relevant to professional accountants.  
Alternatively the CAG recommended that no reference should be made to individual parts of the 
Code. 

 


