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Closing Remarks 
Or: What's in a name? 

Dealing with this question was the common theme of the 5 
articles on this subject, from the opener and the 12 participants in 
the discussion. The answers to this question differed somewhat 
from Shakespeare's simple reaction. Still that reaction solved 
nothing, but only made things worse. 

There are many types of standards, such as  norms, 
customs, values with forms-in-between such as  crystalized norms 
as value or normalized customs as norm or standard. 

Finally then we also have statutory measures that we have 
to use as standard. This tangle of ideas for a fitting norm is then 
aggravated moreover by the fact that these standards differ from 
time to time and from place to place. Standards are therefore 
certainly not universal. 

Why then are we still talking about these funding standards 
here a t  the IACA? Well, this is mainly because we hope to learn 
something about what others beyond the horizon regard as  stan- 
dards or how much trouble professional colleagues have with 
statutory provisions that are illogical and not therefore actuarial. 

These statutory measures frequently arise immediately 
after something went so wrong somewhere from a political point 
of view that this has to be avoided in the future. The extent of the  
measure sometimes goes further than the specific situation, so  that 
we get saddled with undesired legislation. This sort of legislation 
also often arises in our field of activity, if there is no strong pro- 
fessional institute that manages to prevent such a measure (and 
financial disasters as  well therefore). This is the situation we have 
on the Continent of Europe, with very strict and detailed national 
legislation and now, in addition, the absurd EEC directives. 
However the remarkable unforeseen ERISA consequences, that 
are noticeable far beyond the frontiers of the USA, are also 
examples of an illogical, and therefore non-actuarial, setting of 
norms and standards. 

Another fine example of how it should not be done is to be 
found in the UK, where the pensions legislation stops at the door 
of the life assurance company. Indeed life assurance companies 
can only insure (deferred) annuities, invest for that purpose, etc., 
but a pension has an extra dimension that insurers cannot pro- 
vide. There is namely a difference between a pension and an 
annuity. The proposal in one of the articles that life assurance 
companies should simply step out of the pensions business is not 
therefore so very audacious, but a strictly logical reasoning that is 
underlined by the non-applicability of the pensions legislation to 
these insurers. 

Fortunately there is some measure of uniformity in the 
trains of thought on the significance of the statement from the 
internal actuary of a life assurance company regarding the results 
of his own calculations and summaries. T h e  statement of the 
employee of this company is insufficient according to general 
opinion, quite apart from the fact that the semantics are often very 
badly defined. 

An important difference between the consulting actuary 
and the employee-actuary is the question of the (professional) 
liability. Insurers or their employees (whether or not actuaries) 
may provide incorrect advice o r  calculation results with impunity, 
whilst the consulting actuary is professionally liable in respect of 
his malpractice. It is not therefore wrong that somewhere an 
insurer threw his consulting activities overboard and passed these 
on to others. 
. In Germany there is a saying "Jeder Konzequenz fiihrt zum 
Teufel" (every consequence leads to the Devil). This seems to be 
the case in Canada, where as  a result of a very strict ceiling for 
pensions any fine final salary scheme degenerates to a flat-rate 
uniform plan with any degree of inflation. 

In the Netherlands too for a long time the general opinion 
has been that through lack of knowledge regarding future inflation 
this inflation does not exist and is therefore zero. For tax purposes 
this is still the case, but in the Netherlands one has found the way 
by means of a low (realistic?) rate of interest and this works satis- 
factorily, although it can still be compared to homing on a moving 
target. 

It appears that in the considerations regarding funding 
standards (fortunately) there is often still some room for elasticity. 
We then speak of minimum and maximum standards. One can 
even make an index of how far a certain situation is removed from 
these limits. A simple statement that a scheme is fully funded says 
little or nothing in this respect. 

One ofthe almost universal requirements for the practice of 
our profession is that we must always provide a full disclosure 
with our statements and the results of our calculations. Oddly 
enough the chartered accountant is not bound by this strict 
requirement of full disclosure on the accountant's statement, so 
that we do  not or hardly know on what this is based. The task of 
the consulting actuary is therefore in the first place to arrive at 
responsible facts and figures. He should not restrict himself to the 
liabilities (e.g. the technical reserves), but should at the same time 
endeavour to form his own opinion on the valuation ofthe assets. 


