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5. SUMMARY

Assets of multiemployer and union pension funds are small in com-
parison to corporate pension funds, but their rate of growth is sub-
stantially higher than that of corporate funds.

The high growth rate of multiemployer and union funds is a re-
flection of their younger average age.

Assets of multiemployer and union pension funds, like corporate
funds, are highly concentrated in a relatively few large funds.

Assets and coverage of multiemployer and union pension funds,
unlike corporate funds, are concentrated in nonmanufacturing in-
dustries. An exception is the large accumulation of assets in funds
9o§ering employees in the apparel and other finished-textile products
industry.

The )Ir)ortfolio composition of multiemployer and union pension
funds shows significant differences when compared to corporate pen-
sion funds. However, these reflect, in part, differences in structural
characteristics and, in part, highly atypical responses to investment
choices by a few large multiemployer and union funds. The remain-
ing differences are fast diminishing because of shifts in investment
choices by the average multiemployer and union fund and because
of the slower growth rates of atypical funds. For the future, although
we can expect the two types of fund—multiemployer and cor-
porate—to become more alike in portfolio composition, it is likely that
dissimilarities will always exist because of the persisting structural
differences, that is, average size and liquidity needs, and because of
investment preferences.

Most unions do not take an active role in shaping the investment
policies of pension funds covering their members. For the most part,
this responsibility is delegated to professional investment managers,
such as commercial bank trust departments. Many of the funds that
do not delegate the function of portfolio management nevertheless
follow the pattern of investment diversification common to bank ad-
ministered pension funds.

In the funds covering members of the TCWH, IBEW, ILGW,
ACWA, and UMW, the effect of union policy on portfolio composi-
tion is clearly discernible. In all of the other unions with substantial
pension fund assets, union policy per se appears to play little or no
role in shaping fund investment policy.

Union policy does not appear to be a factor affecting the type of
union participating in the administration of multiemployer funds.
The unions which control or jointly administer large aggregates of
pension fund assets demonstrate a wide variety of structures, leader-
ship, and approaches to unionism. The common characteristic of these
unions is that some members work in small establishments or are
included in small bargaining units attached to medium- or large-sized
companies, or that employment with a single firm in the trade or in-
dustry for a long period of time is improbable. These characteristics
are common to a wide range of unions. Since approach to unionism
does not appear to be a deciding factor influencing union involvement
in multiemployer and union pension funds, it should not be surprising
that union policy plays, in the aggregate, only a minor role in shaping
the investment of pension funds.



