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Q&A DOCUMENT FROM EDUCATION COMMITTEE WEBINARS ON PROPOSED EDUCATION SYLLABUS 
17-18 MARCH, 2016 

This document presents an adaptation of the transcription of the Q&A’s 

session of the webinars offered by the Syllabus review task force of the 

Education Committee on March 17-18, 2016. 

First webinar session. For the full audio please select here. 
Q. CIA uses partners for accreditation but also permits the use of university courses to fulfill 

requirements. Implementation is a potential problem as we will need to wait for our partners 

before informing our universities. 2019-2021 can be a very short timeframe. 

A. When the Syllabus Review Task Force (SRTF) first discussed the syllabus implementation in Zürich, 

part of the feedback received indicated that a 5 years’ implementation period would be appropriate. 

If the proposed syllabus is approved within the first part of this year, that is the time frame we would 

look into. The areas that will require most adaptation will be the Data and Systems and the Personal 

and Professional practice. If the syllabus is set in place for students entering the career in 2019, these 

areas are normally taught to students in a 3rd or 4th year of studies and would only have to be in place 

by 2021-2022.  

 

It is important to mention that the target is achieving 80% coverage for the supporting areas, which 

are typically taught outside the actuarial core, and 90% on the core areas. It will also be acceptable 

to present a 70% of compliance in the supporting areas and 80% in the core if the association is 

aiming to increase the coverage in the future. If during the implementation process, an association 

struggles to meet the thresholds described in the document, the association should communicate 

with the Education Committee so they can provide assistance on the areas of difficulty.  

 

It is not the intention of the SRTF or the Education Committee leadership to deny membership of 

associations that are having difficulties to achieve a specific requirement in 2019. The intent is 

starting the implementation process with a good set of learning objectives and expectations that 

everyone understands and start working towards achieving the requirements.  

 

Q. We disagree on that it is the FMA and not the IAA the organization that should dictate the precise 

educational content required at a local level. The syllabus itself represents a minimum for all 

actuaries in every practice area. Local regulations vary greatly.  Do you have any comments? 

A. Since its inception, the IAA has had a framework for educational content that full member 

associations have to adopt as a minimum standard. The objective of this common framework is 

agreeing on the requirements that a person must satisfy to become a fully qualified actuary. It is 

recognized that the needs and local regulations will require adaptation and variations at the local 

level as well, therefore local associations will want to tailor the framework to the requirements of 

their jurisdiction.  

 

In including levels of flexibility, the task force acknowledges that associations have different ways of 

delivering education, different local requirement and emphasis. The syllabus itself brings a minimum 

with the flexibility of interpretation as some parts can be left out or covered at a lower level than the 

https://iaaevents.webex.com/ec3000/eventcenter/recording/recordAction.do?theAction=poprecord&AT=pb&internalRecordTicket=4832534b00000002cd67b1465727cd9390e1f19edbdcf12d137762dc25a7a0cd7f3e2656a3cbd756&renewticket=0&isurlact=true&recordID=12736672&apiname=lsr.php&format=short&needFilter=false&&SP=EC&rID=12736672&RCID=f0396a8290dfd59eff8f94f896802a86&siteurl=iaaevents&actappname=ec3000&actname=%2Feventcenter%2Fframe%2Fg.do&rnd=1815940629&entappname=url3000&entactname=%2FnbrRecordingURL.do
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indicated. It is expected that some associations will add elements to meet local requirements or to 

include a specialist practice area. The idea is establishing a common standard, which the IAA as a 

facilitator is allowed to do, giving associations the flexibility of adapting the content and deciding the 

best way to deliver the syllabus content. 

 

 

It is also important to recognize that the IAA’s position is to establish what the minimum is and the 

SRTF is hopping to have achieved that minimum in a go forward basis. The intent of the proposed 

syllabus is providing enough flexibility in a way that when considering the implementation and 

governance full member associations will be able to adapt it and deliver it within their jurisdiction in 

an appropriate way.  

 

If FMAs believe that the proposed syllabus does not offer a minimum on education and that there 

are elements for a specialist area, then they are welcome to inform the SRTF of the areas that they 

believe should be excluded and the reasons for it. Ideally the proposed syllabus will address the 

minimum needs of all member associations and will be used as the basis for determining the starting 

point of their education system. 

 

Q. How does the IAA expect to test/comply the usage of software to topics such as machine learning 

and data analysis? 

A. The IAA is not going to be an examining or education body. The SRTF is providing some comments 

around assessment but it may well be that the best approach would be project or computer 

assessment instead of the traditional pen a paper. The IAA will look to how the topic is being taught 

and how it is assessed but will not provide any prescription around that. 

Q.  Is there a summary showing current syllabus v/s new? Including what has been added, deleted, 

detailed, etc. 

A.  Yes. Between the Zürich and Vancouver meetings two documents were produced, one mapping the 

current to the proposed syllabus and one showing the new content of the syllabus and what was 

covered. These documents are based in older versions of the syllabus but they show broadly what 

has been added and removed from the current one. Briefly, the topics removed from the current 

syllabus are the ones considered as specialist and the ones that were redundant. The new topics are 

predominantly in Data and Systems, Personal and Actuarial Professional Practice and a few in other 

areas.  

 The proposed syllabus seems much longer than the current one because it covers the content in 

depth through the Bloom’s taxonomy, whereas the current syllabus is formed by a list of topics. The 

scope of the topics covered in the syllabus are still very similar to the current syllabus with the 

additions of Data and Systems and the Personal practice, specifically communication and informed 

decision making skills, which according to the SRTF are all essential to the actuary. 

The SRTF drafted the proposed syllabus taking into consideration the framework articulated by the 

Educating Future Actuaries Task Force which recognizes the rapid evolution of the world in which the 

actuary is practicing and, if the actuary is to remain current, then their education has to evolve. The 

http://www.actuaries.org/CTTEES_EDUC/Documents/Mapping_Old_New_Syllabus.pdf
http://www.actuaries.org/CTTEES_EDUC/Documents/Mapping_Old_New_Syllabus.pdf
http://www.actuaries.org/CTTEES_EDUC/Documents/SRTF_New_Elements_Syllabus.pdf
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proposed syllabus is an answer to the evolution required for actuaries to remain relevant in a rapidly 

changing environment. 

Q.  How do you respond to the arguments of the American Academy of Actuaries against the approval 

of the IAA syllabus do you think that the views of the AAA are shared by many others? 

A.   From an educational perspective, it makes sense having some minimum level of educational 

standards outlined in the syllabus as a requirement for FMAs. The flexibility and time frame for 

adoption, make of the syllabus a sensible minimum standard for the profession world wide. We 

recognize that some exceptions and some cases should be dealt with in a different way, what the TF 

is trying to do is creating an inclusive process. For instance, we would address the issue of the AAA’s 

Enrolled Actuary denomination in a way that everyone agrees. The TF has contacted the majority of 

the 67 full member associations and overall we believe there is good support for the proposed 

syllabus.  

The IAA framework does recognize that educational standards are to be modified periodically and, 

within the context of the IAA, this proposal is simply a modification of the educational framework 

that is being espoused by the IAA. We see this proposal, which has undergone extensive consultation 

with individual member associations, as an attempt to a collaborative syllabus.  

Contrasting the proposed to the current syllabus, it is noticeable that the proposed syllabus is much 

longer and detailed but we believe it raises the level of education requirements by possibly 10%, as 

some elements included in the current syllabus were removed. The current syllabus is a list of not 

defined topics which is an issue previously raised by member associations, as from an educational 

perspective, having a list of topics without an indication of depth is not satisfactory. For instance, the 

current syllabus lists Macroeconomics as a topic that actuaries need to know but it does not specify 

the level of knowledge. The proposed syllabus lists the topics of macroeconomics and the level at 

which they are required. It may well be that for some organisations, the proposed level is well below 

current coverage of macroeconomics (using this as a specific example).  

Although the proposed syllabus might look much longer, it should not be interpreted as a focus on 

increasing the requirement but as an adaptation to a changing environment where actuaries can take 

a leading role, as well as ensuring that the level of coverage is more explicitly set out which is a 

weakness of the current syllabus.   

To date the feedback received does not indicate that associations believe that the TF has raised the 

bar, it indicates that associations like the information presented and the main issues are around the 

practicality of implementation.  

Q. Can the task force appreciate that the fact that every FMA satisfied the current syllabus and none 

satisfies the new syllabus? Doesn’t this imply that the bar is raised? 

Adding to the answer of the previous question, people should be careful when using terminology 

such as raising or lowering the bar. For example, some European associations have indicated that the 

syllabus should include more topics and that the depth of coverage should be increased. They would 

like to see the European actuary reflected in a correct way and a lot of the recent changes to the 

proposed syllabus have endeavoured to ensure common ground with this view. The concept of rising 
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or lowering the bar is not necessarily appropriate as the syllabus has been drafted in a different way 

and with the future in mind.  

The task force recognizes that the new syllabus requires a change that should be thought in the 

context of the environment actuaries operate. It would be disadvantageous to the profession to think 

of the world of the actuary as one that uses a framework 4 decades old. This syllabus is proposing a 

framework that considers the elements required for the actuary to remain relevant within their 

domain of practice.  The syllabus was reviewed from the standpoint of establishing and providing 

guidance on the elements are required for the future actuary. The task force was very careful 

considering adding the elements and objectives that were necessary, the group recognizes that 

associations will do their best to implement and that they will inform the education committee of 

the areas where the struggles and complications are.  

Second webinar session. For full audio please select here. 
Q. There was a reference to small associations, what about supporting universities in countries with 

no associations? 

A. Many of the actuarial associations operate on multi national basis. There are universities that might 

be looking to support students in those countries that do not have an association or that are not an 

IAA member.  

Any university teaching actuarial science, which has some accreditation either from an association in 

its country or another country, will have to make some adaptations to implement the new syllabus. 

Something that was clarified in the previous webinar session is that although the proposed syllabus 

looks quite a lot longer, much of it is presentational in terms of moving from a list of topics to an 

objectives based syllabus. So some changes will be required for any university or association but 

those changes may not be as significant as they might seem. 

In terms of the support that can receive a university from an area where there is no member from 

the IAA or no association, this includes: 

1. The Education Committee of the IAA will be responsible for obtaining information where 

assistance may be required.  It will reach out to them and coordinate assistance, possibly with 

support from members who are implementing the new syllabus.   

2. The Actuarial Educators Network, which is a group of educators of actuarial science around the 

world, will be actively engaged in ensuring that there is an understanding on what the syllabus 

requires and will make sure that they work together to achieve these requirements.   

3. Linkages between associations and universities will be important when assisting to prepare 

candidates under the new syllabus requirements. 

 

Q. Are there any substantive objections from associations that have yet to be addressed and could be 

show-stoppers? 

A. We do have 67 FMAs so we have received extensive and important feedback; we do believe we have 

addressed all the substantive educational issues. Comments now relate mostly to implementation 

issues which in many cases have been addressed by the levels of flexibility set out, which allows the 

tailoring towards the local needs and the possibility of covering those topics that local associations 

do not see as relevant at a lower level.  

 

https://iaaevents.webex.com/ec3000/eventcenter/recording/recordAction.do?theAction=poprecord&AT=pb&internalRecordTicket=4832534b0000000287707fe969382ca587bfb021c57a95b49ccb9d86e6d06d906cad58da76c4a05e&renewticket=0&isurlact=true&recordID=12742127&apiname=lsr.php&format=short&needFilter=false&&SP=EC&rID=12742127&RCID=cfebfb834368275c0832e3f5db0aa28f&siteurl=iaaevents&actappname=ec3000&actname=%2Feventcenter%2Fframe%2Fg.do&rnd=7907699207&entappname=url3000&entactname=%2FnbrRecordingURL.do
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Q. You say that there might be some support from the IAA. What kind of support you mean in practice? 

A. The Education Committee collects information from FMAs indicating what they are doing and how 

they are responding to the current syllabus, this information could be shared with other FMAs that 

are undergoing similar processes and that might benefit from the experience. 

 

The Committee also tries matching associations showing concerns or facing complicated situations 

to associations that have faced similar issues, so they can share experiences. In other words, there is 

a coordination role that takes place within the committee.  

 

The Actuarial Educators Network (AEN) was designed with the purpose of sharing information and 

allowing an open dialog among educators of actuarial sciences around the world so they can discuss 

issues and how they are being resolved in different areas. The real support comes from the actuarial 

educators and the association that is trying to implement the syllabus, the role of the IAA is one of 

coordination and facilitator.  

In addition, there is the Association of Actuaries of Europe (AAE) which has its own education 

committee with a similar role than the one of the IAA. They have their own education syllabus that 

is planning to incorporate the IAA syllabus so this becomes a subset of the AAE. They also offer 

support in terms of literature, text books and so on. 

Q. Would you provide a list of textbooks for the reference of the syllabus? 

A. Describing or setting up a list of textbooks is contrary to the level of flexibility that the task force is 

trying to establish. Nonetheless, as associations start implementing the syllabus and develop practice 

in some of the new learning areas there will be some textbooks and other learning material that can 

be shared with other associations. Some content of the personal and professional practice learning 

area lends itself more to localized adaptation and not textbook learning type of situation. But as we 

develop and go through implementing the syllabus the recommended material can be shared 

through the AEN or the IAA Education committee. 

 

When associations apply for full membership and request the assistance of the Education Committee, 

then a smaller group with members of the committee is formed. This group will ask the association 

the kind of textbooks they are using and will provide them with the information they have available, 

they will also put them in contact with other associations or groups able to provide them with further 

information. 

Q.  In the past we have grandfathered members as an association becomes an FMA, what about the 

new syllabus in 2021? 

A.  There have been changes to past syllabuses and when the moment came there were some elements 

of grandfathering. Now, the idea is that associations adopt the syllabus within the flexibility being 

offered but we also look for an inclusive process in which we will work with associations having issues 

to implement so we can achieve something close to what has been presented in a reasonable period 

of time. 

 The new syllabus will come into effect for students entering the profession in 2019, so existing 

students will be studying under the current syllabus. Associations will have to set up transitional for 
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these students as they usually do when there is a change in their system, but they can complete on 

the current syllabus.  

Q. I understand that the syllabus has to be in force in 2019 for FMAs. For university-based systems, 

statistical learning (for example) will probably be a senior year course. My question concerns 

candidates entering the system in 2019.  Should universities be ready to teach statistical learning 

(or any other advanced topic) immediately in 2019 even if new candidates will only undertake such 

courses 2-3 years later? 

A.  It is expected that a topic like statistical learning be taught not earlier than a third year of an actuarial 

education program, therefore the student entering in 2017 and who will do the course in 3rd year in 

2019, will not have to cover that topic. We would see that a student receiving their education in an 

university based system will not have to follow that course until 2021, which will give the association 

a 5 years’ timeframe to liaise with universities and set up the classes. It would be expected though 

that the planning for setting up the course will be at an advanced stage in 2019. 

Q.  One of the universities in Slovenia will not change the syllabus our objective is to match our 

syllabus to the new IAA and to allow students to learn the risk somewhere else, probably through 

organized lectures by the association. Do you have a view on that? 

A.  This would be an entirely appropriate approach.  The preamble of the syllabus indicates that 

education is sometimes organized entirely by an association or an university, sometimes this is done 

by using the material established by another association or sometimes by having a mixture of those 

three. We would expect that a mixture would apply to any given association.  

Q. We commented earlier that not only the aim of the learning areas should be defined, but also the 

sub-titles of the learning areas. Why didn’t the task force consider it useful to define them? 

A. This relates to the decisions that we had to make on the level of detail we included, considering the 

fact that we do not have the knowledge to define in detail what is applicable for every single 

association. We understand that we have to give associations the flexibility to work on their own 

definitions.  

 

We also acknowledge that we do not want to revisit the syllabus every year so this has to be written 

flexibly enough so it can be developed over time. We set up the aims for the main learning areas but 

we did not do it with individual topics so associations have enough flexibility to define their own aims 

within the elements that have already been defined. 

 

Q.  It would be unfortunate if people interprets some of the comments as criticism of the syllabus 

content. The SRTF and the Education Committee knew quite well what the future of the actuary 

challenge was, which is to bring the profession into the 21st century. I emphasize the point that the 

issue is one of governance instead of its content. So I will suggest that several FMAs including 

ourselves have some regulations because one of our concerns is that, while I believe the syllabus 

does an excellent job bringing the profession to a modern point, the question is that it requires 

every actuary, in every country, in every specific practice area to be at that level. That is one of the 

issues that concerns us. Have you given any thought to the fact that due to the tremendous diversity 

we have within out local regulation we can give FMAs more flexibility? Has the Education 
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committee consider implementing a guideline similar to what we have today which gives 

associations the flexibility to comply with the syllabus without being as restrictive as we are today? 

A. Following the feedback received, we are very close to reflecting the actuary of the future in 2021 and 

a lot of the discussion is around implementation and allowing for further flexibility. We have moved 

to the 80-90% which you refer to as a first look of flexibility. This is further extended to a starting 

point of 70% to the supporting areas and 80% to the core areas. We would start looking around the 

concept that by 2022 associations may well be at the 70 to 80% but with plans to move to the 

suggested levels.  

We also emphasize on the principle of inclusivity and we understand that there may be some special 

situations, such as the Enrolled Actuary, that will call for additional flexibility that may not lay within 

the realm of the Education Committee but will require working with the association so their FMA 

status is not impacted. We should be able to deal with these situations and we are already having 

some discussion. The task force is keen to achieving an education stand point that makes the 

profession relevant, but it also acknowledges that it takes a long journey with many discussions with 

associations. 

The task force and the Education Committee are in support of maintaining a governance procedure 

and structure that complies with the governance in the past, that is to say, a governance that remains 

collegial and light touch. We are interested on making sure that all member associations understand 

the requirements and understand the obligations associated with their delivery of education as a full 

member association of the IAA. It is important for us to define what the minimum syllabus is; what 

elements we expect from an education system to cover a complete actuarial education. We believe 

that it is important to make that definition but we are also fully aware that we might be wrong, 

making some organizations struggle to deliver and not see the need to deliver certain aspects of the 

syllabus. This is why we also believe that a syllabus is a living and document on a go forward basis. 

We do not consider our role as exclusionary. It is our job to describe what a minimum is, work hard 

to create a consensus and then move into assisting those associations that are struggling to attain 

that level, that need extra explanations to understand/interpret what has been written or simply 

need help. 

We have been made aware in an ongoing basis of the concerns that have been sent to others with 

respect to these matters, we would like to maintain a system similar to what we had in the past, we 

do think it is important for FMAs to understand what is entailed in actuarial education and what is 

done around the world. The Education committee will understand if some associations make minor 

adjustments to the new syllabus with respect to their systems but if someone comes to us saying 

that they do not expect to include this or that learning area within their system, then the Education 

committee will have its concerns about that. Nonetheless, this will not mean that the association will 

be removed from the IAA but that the education committee will report its findings to the necessary 

bodies and any decision making process on the matter will reside with council not with the Education 

or Accreditation committee.  

 


