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REFORMS:
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ABSTRACT

This paper sets out the reasons why the UK Government is planning a major reform 
of the UK pensions system to take effect from 2012. A particular driver has been 
the absence of work-place pensions saving by nearly half the working population, 
exacerbated by a shift from dB to dC provision.  The UK Government is  introducing 
a new work-place based dC scheme, called ‘personal accounts’ which will include 
mandatory employer contributions of 3% for all employees who do not opt out of the 
system. Existing schemes with similar or better contribution levels will be allowed 
to continue alongside personal accounts, and the Government hopes to minimise 
abstraction from these schemes.  While the UK approach is moving with a global 
trend, it is distinctive insofar  as employee opt-out is allowed and there will be only 
a single provider for the new pensions savings product.  There are some challenges 
to be overcome if the initiative is to achieve its objectives.

INTRODUCTION

The paper is arranged into sections as follows.  In section I. we discuss the UK 
pensions context; in section II. we present the motivation for reform; in III. we 
describe the personal accounts; and in IV. the associated reforms undertaken. In 
section V. we discuss why the UK has chosen a distinctive solution in comparison 
with other experiences; in section VI. we anticipate the expected impacts and risks 
to their achievement. We close with some preliminary conclusions.

I.  THE Uk PENSIONS CONTEXT

The provision of pensions in the United Kingdom is currently characterised by:

i. Relatively low State provision, comprising a contributory but unfunded basic 
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pension of (at most) $165 a week2 (for a single person) supplemented by an 
employment related (unfunded) State second pension. Because some 35% 
of retirees have insufficient contributions to obtain full basic pension and the 
basic pension is so low, there are means-tested benefits to top up the pensions 
of retirees with income below a minimum acceptable level (of $220 a week). The 
net replacement rate of 41% is one of the lowest for any OECd country3.

ii. Extensive employer sponsored private pensions plans, run by (often) long-
established pensions trusts which until recently were predominantly based on 
paying benefits equivalent to two thirds of final salary, indexed to inflation4. In 
2007 there were:

 a.  Some 21 million dB memberships (14 million private sector).
 b.  Around 3 million dC memberships (nearly all private sector).

iii. Since the late 1980s the growth of contract-based dC personal pension plans 
provided by insurers, and the introduction by the Government of low-cost simple 
“stakeholder” pensions in 2001.  Personal pension plans are often facilitated by 
employers alongside or in place of traditional occupational schemes – employers 
with five or more employees must make a stakeholder pension available if they 
make no other provision. There are now well over 3 million members of work-
based personal pension plans.

iv. Tax rules that means that pension income cannot be accessed before the age of 55 
and income must be secured in annuity by the age of 75.  Up to 25% of a pension 
fund can be taken as a tax-free lump sum. Pension benefits are therefore either 
drawn down in a programmed manner (for dB plans) or, for dC plans, used to 
buy an annuity or income draw-down product (up to age 75).

v. The establishment in April 2005 of a risk-based pensions supervisor, “The 
Pensions Regulator” (TPR), built on the foundations of the earlier Occupational 
Pensions Supervisory Authority.   The department of Work and Pensions 
sponsors TPR (globally it is more common for the finance ministry to take this 
role) and remains responsible for regulatory policy. 

The traditional model of pensions provision in the UK has therefore been that of 

2 Figures of State pension benefits are from 2005/06.
3 OECD statistics: “Pensions at a glance” 2007 - figures for an individual on average earnings 

working a full career.
4 Indexation is capped at 5% pre-retirement and 2.5% post-retirement – but in the context of a Central 

Bank inflation target of 2%.
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heavy reliance on employers to provide pensions, underpinned by minimum State 
provision. The result has been a very large private pensions sector with assets 
approaching $2,000 billion, second in size only to the USA.

II.  THE MOTIVATION FOR REFORM

In summary, the motivation for reform springs from the so-called ‘pensions time 
bomb’. People are living longer, at about one year additional to the average lifespan 
every four years - it is forecast that by 2050 the old age dependency ratio will have 
increased from 4:1 to 1.7:15; and the breakdown in the traditional model of relying 
heavily on private pensions to augment limited State provision, as private sector 
dB pension provision has declined and dC provision has not expanded sufficiently 
to fill the gap. 

The traditional dB model has, like elsewhere in the world, been in decline, a trend 
accelerated in the early years of this century because of the simultaneous fall in the 
value of pension scheme assets and the long-term interest rates used to value the 
liabilities, leading to large deficits. A second factor has been the new accounting 
standard FRS 17 (later adopted as an option in IAS 19), stipulating that sponsors of 
dB pension plans should value pension liabilities in a standardised way. This has 
made the economic cost, volatility and risk of sponsoring a plan evident to all, not 
least the directors and shareholders. Finally, the (belated) recognition that longevity 
is improving rapidly, which means  substantial increases in dB liabilities.

Consequently the number of active members of private-sector dB plans fell by over 
30% (1.5 million) in the 10 years to 20056. dC provision has not filled the gap, since:

i. Employers have often reduced their contribution rates when they have replaced 
a dB plan with dC.

ii. The benefits arising from dC plans provided under contract with an insurance 
company (the main growth area for dC plans) are further eroded by the member 
having to pay the charges.

iii. Reduced returns in financial markets coupled with increasing longevity have 
substantially reduced the size of annuity that can be bought at retirement.

iv. Employee take-up of dC plans is often much lower than for dB plans, say 40-
60% rather than over 90%.

5  Calculated as the ratio of people aged 20-64 to people aged 65 or over.
6  Despite this fall, around 80% of private sector pension assets are still in DB plans.
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Underlying this shift away from private pension saving has been a change in 
employer perceptions about pensions, seeing them more as a risk and less as a 
means of gaining competitive advantage, which has reduced their willingness to 
make provision.  There has also been employee disenchantment, fuelled by three 
main reasons: (i) the well-publicised dB plan deficits and failures (in several cases 
resulting in non-pensioner members losing much or all of their accrued pension 
benefits); (ii) mis-selling scandals associated with financial products including 
personal pensions; and (iii) the strength of the residential property market that has 
led people to rely on property to provide income in old age and contributed to 
increased personal indebtedness among younger people.

The Government sought to address some of these problems in the late 1990s with the 
establishment of “stakeholder” pensions.  These are a simplified personal pension - a 
direct contract between the saver and an insurance provider which can be arranged 
through the workplace. The design precludes the need for regulated advice so as to 
make the product particularly attractive to people with little experience of savings 
or pensions products.  Employers with five or more employees are required to 
provide access to such a pension, but not required to make any contribution.  There 
was originally a charge-cap of 1%.  The Pensions Regulator enforces compliance 
with employee access and the charge cap. 

Providers, however, claimed that they could not profitably sell the plans to low 
earners or small employers within the 1% charge-cap, and hence put little ongoing 
effort into marketing them.  Furthermore, employees tend not to take them up 
unless there is an employer contribution - this also reduces profitability. despite an 
increase in the cap to 1.5%, it has become clear that they have not made the hoped-
for impact on the target market – most of the 2 million (or so) stakeholder pensions 
sold through the workplace have been taken up by employees of larger firms who 
have closed their dB provision.  

As a result of these trends, the proportion of the workforce not contributing to a 
private pension rose from 42% to 56% in the nine years to 2005 (see also Figure 
1). The increase has been most marked among younger people and threatens to 
increase the longer-term cost of State benefits substantially. It coincides with a 
reduced tolerance of poverty in retirement that led to the introduction in the late 
1990s of more effective means-tested benefits.  These increase both the future 
potential cost of retirement provision and the risk that, for employees on modest 
earnings, the benefits of saving would be eroded by means-testing in retirement.  
It was estimated that, without reform, over 60% of pensioners might be claiming 
means-tested benefits by 2050. 
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FIGURE 1
ACTIVE MEMBERS OF UK OCCUPATIONAL PENSION SCHEMES

SOURCE: GOVERNMENT ACTUARY’S DEPARTMENT

While the UK has (by OECd standards) a relatively low level of State expenditure 
on pensions, it has therefore become clear that similar issues of affordability could 
arise to those that have led to pensions reform elsewhere in the world.  

In 2003 the UK Government therefore set up a Pensions Commission of three 
experts, led by Lord Adair Turner, to assess the size and nature of the problem and 
make recommendations for change.  The Commission’s analysis, published in 2004, 
covered in substantial detail the ground outlined above and concluded that one (or 
more) of the following four outcomes was inevitable:

1. A reduction in pensioner living standards;

2. An increase in the proportion of GdP going in State benefits to the retired (from 
6% in 2004 to 7.5% in 2050 without any other changes);

 
3. Reversing the trend away from private pensions, or

4. Raising retirement ages.
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The Commission noted that the first option was politically unacceptable and in 
2005 recommended that the way forward was a combination of the other three 
options.  In particular,  a new employment-based pensions saving scheme should 
be introduced, alongside reforms to the State system aimed at reducing the expected 
prevalence of means-tested benefits7 (for a modest increase in overall cost). They 
proposed a ‘sliding scale’ of target replacement rates from the scheme of 80 per 
cent for the lowest earners, to two-thirds for average earners and 50 per cent for the 
highest earners8.

III.  PERSONAL ACCOUNTS

The Turner Commission’s proposed model for the new pension saving scheme has 
been largely adopted by the Government, and fleshed out in two White [policy] 
Papers9. The aim is to target the 56% of the workforce (of some 24 million) without 
private pensions savings, for whom such savings would be worthwhile, in particular 
the 7 million estimated to be under-saving.  When coupled with basic (non means-
tested) State pensions, the scheme should aim to deliver a gross replacement rate of 
at least 45% for the median earner (around 55% net replacement rate).  

The new pension savings plans called “personal accounts” are to be implemented 
by 2012 and will be:

•	 Portable (dC) pension savings accounts open to all employees including the 
self-employed. As with most UK dC provision, it is not expected that there will 
be any performance guarantees or underpins;

•	 Run by an occupational scheme following the UK trust-based model;

•	 Have some limited fund choice available, but with a default scheme for 
employees who make no choice;

•	 Funded by a contribution of at least 4% of salary from the employee and 3% 
from the employer, which, taking account of tax breaks, provides an overall 
contribution of 8% (the employer contribution is likely to be phased in);

7  New pension settlement for the twenty-first century: The second report of the Pensions Commission 
– 2005.

8  The lowest earners were defined as those earning under $19,000 a year – the highest over $80,000.
9  Department of Work and Pensions (DWP): Security in retirement: towards a new pensions system 

– May 2005 and DWP: Personal Accounts – a new way to save – December 2006.
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•	 Subject to a contribution cap of approximately $5,300 a year, and (for the first 
five years at least) a bar on transfers into or out of existing schemes, so as to 
minimise the impact on existing provision; and

•	 Run with the aim of keeping fund charges (covering all the costs of providing 
personal accounts) down to 0.5% in the short term and 0.3% in the long term. 

All employers must register with the Pensions Regulator and auto-enrol all their 
employees (aged 23-64 and earning over $10,000 a year) into either personal accounts 
or an alternative qualifying scheme. (This contrasts with the current requirement, 
where  only employers with five or more employees must make pension provision 
available). Employees can then choose to opt out. Enrolment is voluntary for the 
self-employed.

Alternative qualifying schemes will have to meet legislative tests designed to ensure 
that their benefits are at least as good as personal accounts. Most pre-existing work-
based schemes meet these conditions and could continue post 2012.  

The Pensions Act 2007 established a Personal Accounts development Authority 
(PAdA) with a remit to establish the scheme and in particular a Personal Accounts 
Board (of trustees) to run the scheme from 2012. PAdA will be outsourcing the 
administration and investment of the scheme to the private sector. There is already 
a well-developed market in the UK for pensions administration services, provided 
by stand-alone companies, subsidiaries of insurers or pensions consultancies - most 
UK pension plans already outsource pensions administration to such companies. 
The intention is to outsource fund management to specialist investment managers, 
cutting out the ‘middleman’ of insurers. As these markets are well-developed there 
should be strong competition. In particular the intention is that several investment 
managers will be used to maintain competition.  

detailed legislative and regulatory provisions are contained in a Pensions Bill 
currently before Parliament that is expected to become the Pensions Act 2008. 
The UK Government expects PAdA to issue invitations to negotiate to potential 
outsourced suppliers in July 2008.  

The Pensions Regulator (TPR) will supervise the scheme (as an occupational pension 
scheme) and enforce employer compliance, a substantial extension of TPR’s current 
role.  The compliance regime, being designed by PAdA and TPR, is currently 
expected to have three main elements: 

•	 educating  - making employers aware of their responsibilities and making 
individuals aware that they can access a pension contribution.
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•	 enabling  -  supporting employers through simple systems for registration and 
auto-enrolment, with a helpline for queries and whistle-blowing (about non- 
compliance).

•	 enforcing - applying a graduated approach of increasing penalties where 
employers do not comply.

IV.  ASSOCIATED REFORMS

The Turner Commission emphasised in its  report that the introduction of personal 
accounts would not by itself achieve the objective of sustaining retirement incomes 
while avoiding increasing burdens on the State, unless State pension provision 
was also reformed.  In particular, there needed to be recognition that people are 
not just living longer but more healthily and hence that the age at which State 
pension benefits become payable should be progressively raised, from 65 (for males 
currently) to 68 by 2046. 

Furthermore, the Commission considered that action was needed to reduce the trend 
towards increasing eligibility for means-tested ‘top-up’ benefits. The introduction of 
personal accounts should lift the overall replacement rate for many of its members 
to a level well above the eligibility threshold for mean-tested benefits. But there 
would be a strong incentive for employees to opt out of personal accounts unless 
action were  taken to raise the real terms value of the basic State pension, and hence 
the prevalence of means-testing. This is to be done by indexing it against earnings 
rather than (as at present) prices, so that its value will increase in real terms.  The 
Government currently intends to introduce this change from 2012, which is expected 
to increase State pension costs by 3.8%, much of which should be recovered by 
reductions in means-tested benefits.

V.  WHY THE Uk HAS CHOSEN A DISTINCTIVE MODEL FOR REFORM

One of the strongest trends visible across the world of pensions is towards 
mandatory pension systems, either to replace and supplement State provision or to 
expand private pension provision.  The most prevalent model is the Chilean model 
of regulated pension accounts provided by a limited number of licensed private-
sector providers in a competitive market.  This model has been adopted in various 
forms across Latin America and Eastern Europe. In Australia, and some other 
countries, mandatory pension participation has been or will be overlaid onto the 
existing pensions landscape by using existing pension schemes or providers.  
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The UK system has some commonality with these approaches, but has some 
distinctive elements, that more closely match the Swedish model (in relation to fund 
structure) or the new Zealand Kiwisaver (in relation to the employee opt-out). These 
distinctive elements are:

•	 A single default scheme, with some choice of fund design but no choice of 
provider, running alongside alternative qualifying schemes; 

•	 The strong emphasis on low charges;

•	 Consequently, a role for insurers limited to tendering to provide outsourced 
administration and providing some of the alternative qualifying schemes;

•	 The mandatory coverage of all employers, regardless of how many employees 
they have, except the self-employed who may participate if they wish;

•	 The employee opt-out – countries that have bitten the bullet of mandating 
usually go the whole way;

•	 Raising the basic State pension in real terms, albeit as part of a drive to reduce 
overall State provision; and 

•	 The Pensions supervisor enforcing employer compliance – a role more usually 
undertaken by the tax authorities.

It is interesting to consider why the UK has chosen to take such a distinctive path.  
The following reasons can be deduced from the argumentation in the Turner 
Commission’s report and subsequent Government publications:

i. The combination of extensive private pensions and a low basic State pension 
with means-testing top-up means that the main potential impact on State 
spending of the ‘pensions time bomb’ will come from low earners. 

ii. The target population of 7 million under-savers are predominantly low earners 
and are particularly to be found in the small-business end of the economy, 
where they  change jobs and employment status frequently10. It is therefore very 
important that all employers are covered by a fully portable savings account.

10 The UK has a small informal economy compared to many other countries, but there are many 
employees who move often between unemployment, self-employment and short-term contract 
employment. 
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iii. The barriers to saving by the target population are seen to be the complexity and 
relatively high charges of the available pensions provision and inertia - hence 
the new scheme needs to be simple, with low charges and auto-enrolment to 
overcome inertia.

iv. UK and US experience of auto-enrolment shows that it can greatly increase take-
up rates for dC plans, while the Turner Commission was particularly impressed 
by the Swedish pensions savings scheme, delivered by a single entity buying in 
private sector services, with charges of 0.37% on default funds which it aims to 
cut further11.

v. The Commission considered that, as dB provision has become unsustainably 
risky and expensive for the entity guaranteeing the benefits (or unpopular 
if the benefits are not guaranteed), the new provision should be dC. But, as 
‘stakeholder’ pensions demonstrated, the target market is not commercially 
attractive to commercial providers with low fund charges.

vi. A single scheme was chosen in preference to competition between commercial 
schemes for reasons of simplicity, cost and avoiding employers having to choose 
a default fund. The benefits of competition are to be secured through competition 
between service providers to the Personal Accounts Board. 

 
vii. The political imperative that any new system should not look like additional 

personal taxation, hence the employee opt-out and regulation by the pensions 
supervisor rather than the tax authority, coupled with the belief that operational 
risk is best taken by the private sector. 

 
viii. The need to minimise abstraction from existing provision - the new pension 

saving scheme therefore has to be distinct from, and in some senses less 
attractive than, existing provision. This has been the main driver for the bar on 
transfers, the relatively low contribution cap and another reason for simplified 
plan design. The intention is that larger employers at least would be reluctant 
to shift all their employees into personal accounts as this would result either 
in higher-earning or more financially sophisticated employees losing account.  
They will therefore need an alternative plan into which it may be easier to enrol 
all employees.

11 The UK Government commented that an apparently small decrease in the annual management 
charge has a disproportionate impact on the level of the final fund. For example, reducing the charge 
from 1.5 per cent to 0.5 per cent over an individual’s working life can mean a 25 per cent increase in 
fund size. 
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VI.  EXPECTED IMPACTS AND RISkS TO THEIR ACHIEVEMENT

The UK Government expects personal accounts to increase the number of people 
saving for a pension and popular interest in pensions saving; and improve retirement 
incomes of the target population and hence reduce the prevalence of means-tested 
retirement benefits.

It could also be reasonably expected that the reforms will result in an increase in the 
overall level of pensions saving; and improvements in the dC market more generally.  

There are significant risks associated with the achievement of these benefits. 

Increasing the number of pension savers

The UK Government expects over 10 million employees, including most of the 7 
million under-savers, to be auto-enrolled. They recognise that many will promptly 
opt out again, but hope that inertial selling will result in at least 6 million (or nearly 
30% of the workforce) staying in. If the experience in Australia is repeated, popular 
interest in and understanding of pensions could increase.  Consequently, employees 
may opt to save more than the minimum, through personal accounts if they are low 
earners or through supplementary personal pensions otherwise. 

There are risks to the planned increase in participation:

i. The assumption that only 40% (or less) of employees will opt out may prove over-
optimistic, although experience from the new Zealand Kiwisaver would point 
to take-up in excess of expectations. nonetheless, the benefits from personal 
accounts will not be as obvious to employees as the benefit from keeping the 4% 
contribution in the pocket.

ii. Employers will have a strong incentive to encourage or coerce employees to opt 
out, for instance by offering cash inducements to opt out. While TPR may act 
against blatant coercion, it would be very hard and costly to do anything about 
subtler strategies – and employees may not blow the whistle when doing so 
could cost them 4% of salary.

ii. There are some 1.2 million employers in the UK, thousands of which shut down 
and open up every month. Registering them will be a challenge. Enforcing 
compliance with a duty that hits the bottom line will be a bigger challenge, 
especially for the 800,000 employers with fewer than five employees. But unless 
a culture of compliance can rapidly be achieved, securing acceptable levels of 
compliance will be very difficult and costly.
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 iv. It will also be a challenge to ensure that small employers pay over promptly the 
employee contributions, which will be an attractive source of working capital 
for hard-pressed employers.

Improving target population retirement incomes and reducing State support

The UK Government anticipate that 6–10 million people will pay around $16 billion 
a year into personal accounts. As the new savers with personal accounts accumulate 
pension benefits, there should be a progressive increase in the number of employees 
able to retire without calling on means-tested benefits and with a replacement 
rate of 50% or above.  This could significantly reduce eventual State spending on 
retirement benefits. There are, however, some challenges: 

i. The 8% contribution rate will bring employees (with no other private pension) 
up to the OECd average net replacement rate for mandatory pensions (59%) 
so long as they join in their 20s and have a full career.12  To achieve higher 
replacement rates, employees will need other forms of saving, hopefully to be 
driven by increasing popular interest in pensions.

ii. However, some employees would be financially better-off opting out and 
claiming means-tested benefits, especially if in poor health, close to retirement 
or with only intermittent earnings. In the absence of advised selling there is a 
risk that they would effectively be mis-sold a pensions savings account. 

iii. How many and much people benefit from personal accounts will depend on 
investment returns, bearing in mind that the default fund is likely to follow the 
standard UK dC approach of heavy reliance on equities, with a progressive shift 
to less volatile investment classes in the last five or so years before retirement.  

iv. Investment risks are compounded at retirement by trends in the annuity market13. 
With increasing longevity, a pensions pot is buying less and less annuity, putting 
the replacement rate target in jeopardy and making it hard to forecast eventual 
pensions. This assumes, of course, that there will be an effective market for the 
large number of small annuities needed.

12 The OECD estimated how much individuals would need to save to close the gap between the public 
pension in the UK and the average mandatory pension in the 30 OECD countries. If an individual 
on average earnings were to contribute to a private pension for a full career (age 20-65), they would 
need to save around 7% of earnings each year to reach the OECD average. Starting from age 30, the 
figure rises to nearly 10%. Source: Pensions at a Glance - Public Policies across OECD Countries 
2007. 

13 Pensions pots under $30,000 can, however, be taken as cash.
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v. Some people, notably in the insurance industry, have questioned the achievability 
of the 0.5% and 0.3% targets, and the applicability of the Swedish comparison.  
As insurer charges for large work-based plans can be 0.8% or less, charges much 
above 0.5% for personal accounts might undermine a key argument for the 
single-supplier approach. 

Increasing overall pension saving

Whether personal accounts substantially increase the level of pension saving and 
hence retirement incomes will depend on the extent to which personal accounts 
replace existing, commonly more generous, provision, bearing in mind that: 
 
i. Auto-enrolment will significantly increase the cost to many employers of 

retaining existing provision, given that dC take-up rates are often 60% or less.  

ii. There will therefore be a strong incentive on employers to close existing provision 
or at least reduce contribution levels to the personal accounts level (the average 
employer contribution to a dC plan is currently over 6% and contributions to dB 
plans at least double).  Employers who close their provision altogether would 
further benefit from reduced administrative costs.

iii. A recent survey of 100 finance directors by Fidelity International suggested that 
at least 300,000 of the UK workforce might therefore be deprived of their existing 
pension scheme benefits when personal accounts come into force.

The challenge will be to minimise the incentive on employers to switch to personal 
accounts, such as by keeping the product as basic as possible so that alternative 
qualifying schemes remain attractive.  There is a potential between maintaining a 
level playing field, and making personal accounts sufficiently attractive to maximise 
their impact14.   There is also a question mark over the extent to which the self-
employed will take up personal accounts when they have no existing provision.

14 This tension is evident in the current controversy over the additional amount, if any, that new 
members can pay in year 1 to boost their eventual pension.  Allowing substantial augmentation 
would increase personal account balances in the early years, hence increasing their attraction to 
members and reducing unit costs – they would also make personal accounts more competitive with 
existing personal pensions.
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Governance related impacts

Personal accounts have the potential to affect the market more generally:
i. The Personal Accounts Board will rapidly become a major financial institution, 

with assets of over $80bn within 5 years. This gives an effectively State-sponsored 
body significant power in the market place.  There would be risks of government 
interference in the market unless its governance is robust. 

ii. By running one of the largest and most visible UK pension schemes, the Personal 
Accounts Board can provide a benchmark for high governance standards across 
the pensions industry.

iii. The competition from personal accounts could spur product innovation, charge-
cutting and keener marketing by current pension providers, which could 
improve performance, or alternatively lead to a ‘race to the bottom’ for quality. 

CONCLUSIONS

The UK is joining the global trend towards mandatory private pension saving. 
While the impacts of an ageing society are common to most countries, some of the 
other drivers of reform in the UK are distinctive, which helps to explain the choice of 
such a distinctive model. The model could transform UK pensions for good or ill.

At best, the UK will maintain its relatively low proportion of GdP going into 
retirement benefits while most of the population receive a reasonable income in 
retirement from a mixed economy of high-quality, low-cost pension provision, 
tailored to each employer’s needs. 

At worst, too few new employees will take up pension saving, too few will become 
significantly better off, and too many employers will close the higher-quality 
provision they currently provide. State support in retirement would rise and 
retirement incomes would fall.

The outcome will depend in particular on the effectiveness of inertia selling as an 
alternative to mandation; a culture of compliance by employers who do not currently 
provide pensions; high quality governance (and regulation) of a single supplier 
that enables personal accounts to  deliver the intended benefits (coupled with 
favourable investment performance); effective handling of the payout phase; and 
the maintenance of a level playing field between personal accounts and alternative 
qualifying schemes.




