
Introduction

The anonymised results were returned by the IFOA to the working party.

To all who contributed, a big thank you from the Risk Appetite working party.

For questions, please contact the Working Party chair at Roelof.Coertze@gmail.com

During 2017 the Risk Appetite working party sent out a questionaire via the IFOA to life insurers.

The graphs below visually summarise the anonymised results received. The graphs are presented 

here without commentary to invite the reader to form his/her own view.
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