OLD AGE INCOME ASSURANCE—PART IV 79

ciprocal arrangements—in multiemployer plans depends on the size
of the territory represented by the associated employers. “Nearly half
the workers in multiemployer plans belonged to plans that were lim-
ited to a single craft, occupational group, or industry in a locality.
Of the remainder, worker coverage was about equally divided be-
tween regional plans and industrywide national programs.”** The
Martin I&. Segal Co. which services many multiemployer plans esti-
mates these plans “probably provide continuity of pension accrual
for most of the job changes that are likely to occur.” 1°® Reciprocity
agreements among pooled plans further extends the vesting effect.
By 1960 reciprocity arrangements were operative for 61 plans repre-
senting 8.3 percent of the plans, covering 764,000 workers representing
23.6 percent of workers covered by multiemployer plans. An additional
26 plans (8.5 percent) covering 95,900 workers (3 percent) were
authorized to make reciprocity arrangements. The other side of the
coin is that more than half of the multiemployer plans cover fewer
than 1,000 workers—almost 35 percent cover fewer than 500 workers—
and one-third of the workers were covered in six of the largest plans
out of the total almost 800. Only a relatively small proportion of the
workers have a substantial area of mobility within which their credits
can be transferred.

IX

Union interests in funding raise two categories of problems: (1) the
standards for funding and (2) the conservatism or liberality with
which the standards are applied. Funding standards are to an im-
portant degree predetermined by whether the fund unit is a single
employer or multiemployer. If single employer, especially in large-
scale, mass production, the financial commitment exacted from the
employer is to provide a fixed level of pension benefits; the employer
is free within legal constraints to determine the funding and other
actuarial measures necessary to fulfill his contractual benefit commit-
ment, as in United States Steel, for example. A more specific funding
obligation is undertaken in the contract provision which requires the
employer simply to contribute to a trust fund “on a sound actuarial
basis” sufficient to pay the pensions agreed to, as in Continental Can,
for example.’* Steel industry employers have characteristically
funded their pension obligations beyond contractual requirements but
this has never fully satisfied the union. In recent years experience has
led the steelworkers “to a wider understanding of the need * * * for
sounder financial provisions to improve the pension security of termi-
nated employees.” 12 Specifically the union experts warn against in-
corporating [sic] “(a) [the] United States Steel funding provision
or its equivalent, giving company the right to determine manner of
financing pension costs, (b) vague provisions regarding ‘meeting
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