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LEO TROY
National Bureau ut EconornI(

Resarcli and Rutgers University

The Finances of American Unions,
1962-1969

ABSTRACT: The central purpose of this study is to present a systeril-
atic account and analysis of the financial resources of unions, their
wealth, investment policies, and sources and uses of funds over the
period 1962-1969. The datauntil now largely unavailable in system-
atic forni--cover the consolidated union movement, local unions,
intermediate organizations, and regional, national, and international
unions and affiliations. An examination is made of the investment
policy of the consolidated union movement, and selected receipt and
disbursement items are reviewed to assess the importance of different
sources of income and expenditure. 1 In general. the result of this
study is to establish paranieters on the size and significance of unions
as financial institutions. These parameters indicate the extent to which
unions supply funds to various money markets, how they allocate
their financial resources, and the main sources and uses of their

funds. ¶ Union wealth is too small for unions to be regarded as

significant suppliers of loanable funds. The wealth of unions during the

1960s is traced, and I identify sonic of the principal factors responsible

for changes in the consolidated balance sheet of unions. The shares of

union wealth held by the three niajor components of the union
movement are measured, and an assessnient is made of the sig

nificance of the distribution to the structure of organizer! labor. The

most striking structural characiiistic of union wealth is its almost

equal division between local and parent organizations. Unions' in-

vestment policy is best describer! as passive. ¶ The consolidated

receipts of American unions are nieasured and categorized as recurring

or nonrecurring income, so as to determine whether income from

members alone would be adequate to fiiiance the reurring tinaricial
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known about the unions' wealth, it was usLially greatly exagger(j
Compounding the exaggeration was the conuuision I)et\VL''n the iiruj'
own funds and the vastly larger pension and bcnetit fLind', st
collective bargaining alter World War II.

After passage of the Labor-Management Reporting and Djs(losrire
Act of

1959, it oecarne possible to document and analyze the finances of unions
Beginning with the reports of 1962, 11w finances of unions have been
transcribed annually to computer tape. Summary reports on tile unions'
finances have been made by the Labor Department, but these differ in
coverage and in detail froni this report. My study includes national

unions
of government employees not on the tapes of the Labor Departnient and
financial totals for the union movement as a whole. Requests for details in
printouts and unpublished tables on the assets, liabilities receipts, and
disbursements of unions and affiliations should be addressed to me at
Department of Economics, NCAS-Rutgers, Newark, N.J. 07102.

This investigation of the finances of unions originated in a study on
institutional investors in securities markets directed by Raymond W
Goldsmith and financed by the Securities and Exchange Ccrnniissjon
Unions were among the possible sources of funds which might be flowing
into the securities markets, and there was no firm knowledge of their
quantitative importance. Results of my initial investigation filled that gap,
and summary data on the consolidated assets of unions were published in
the NBER's institutional investor study.

This study also owes its origins to a research project on union meniber-
ship (as yet incomplete), based on the financial tapes of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, which was initiated and supported by John T. Dunlop of
Harvard University. Although the membership project relied on only a
small part of the financial data, Dunlop's support made it possible for me
to obtain a great deal of valuable experience in automatic data processing
arid in editing tapes, procedures which were essential to this study.

I also wish to acknowledge the unstinting help and critiques given by
Herbert J. Lahne and Vincent A. Cicconi, both of the Office of Labor-
Management Policy Management, u.s. Department of labor. I am greatlyindebted to Robert F. Lipsey, Vice President-Research of the NationalBureau, for his careful reading of the manuscript and his advice and
patience; and to Mahlon Strazheim, Masanori Hasliimoto, and JacobMincer, also of the National Bureau, and to Vivian Henderson, Rudolf
O'ald, and Lloyd Reynolds of the Directors' reading committee for theircomm'nts. wish to thank George Bain, acting Director of the Industrial
Relatjois Research Unit, University of Warwick (England), for his manyvaluable suggestions. I also thank Ester Moskovjtz who edited the manu-script, and H. Irving Forman, who expertly drew the charts. I wish to express
my appreciation to Ethel Franz, secretary of the economics department,
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s_Rutgers. and Connie Bussman of the lndustrial Relations Research

Unit, LIniVersitY of Warwick, for their typing. Finafly, wish to a(knowl('dge

the grant of the United States United Kingdom Educational Commission in

973-1974 which afforded me time to revise this manuscript.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The modern union movement in the United States dates from the founding

of the American Federation of abor in 1886. A number of contemporary

international unions can trace their origins from the middle of the
nineteenth century and a few locals to an earlier tinie. However, until
world War II, niembership was small in numbers and iii relation to the
work force. Unions also experienced Wi(le and frequent swings in mem-
bership, touching a low in 1933. Such a history doubtless prevented any
sizable accumulation of assets before the 1 940s.

The present position of organized labor in the labor market began to take

shape with the resurgence of unionism under the New Deal and was
attained shortly after World War II. In 1947, over 14.5 million people
belonged to unions, a phenomenal rise over the 2.9 million of 1 933. In the
decade of the 1960s, which is the period covered by our financial data,

unions had about 2 million to 3 million niore persons enrolled than in
1947, but these numbers represented smaller I)roPortions of the civil ian

labor force and of nonfarrn employment.
The American union movement is the richest in the free world, with

assets of $2.6 billion in 1969. For comparative purpos it may be noted

that the consolidated assets of the British union movement, the oldest in

the free world, came to some $3U0 million in 1969. Although the wealth of

American unions is substantial in comparison with other union move
ments, it is small when compared to leading industrial corporations and to

nonprofit institutions (about 2 per cent of their total assets).
The consolidated assets of unions increased in each year reported in this

study, 1962-1969, reaching a peak in 1969. This is also very likely the

historical peak to date. Per capita net assets Uhe "equity' of union
members) gained in most years in the 1 960s and also touched a high in

1969. Adlusted by the Consumer Price Index, the purchasing power of

union assets was almost one-fourth higher in 1969 than in 1962; and net

assets per capita, 4 per cent more. Annual increases in assets over the

period 1962-1969 are attributable to net receipts, investment transactions,
and increased membership.

Most assets and most of the increase in assets, 1962-1969, are ac-
counted for by the top twenty affiliation groups. The richest affiliation is the

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and the international itself
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is the wealthiest union in Anierica. The most striking structural characteris
tic of the wealth of A men can is ni ons is that it is nearly evenly (I iVided
betwee: locals and parent unions. The division :s an indication of the very
Strong position of local unions in the American industrial relations Systemand its development parallels the decentralization of collective bargaining
in America.

Each union, irrespective of type, holds its wealth autonomisjy Within
each type of union, wealth is concentrated among a small number ofunions, and the trend is toward increased concentration. In general, thisfeature complements the financial autonomy of local and intern1c(li,iteunions, at least among the wealthiest organizations. Be(ause of theirweakh, the richer unions can be expected In resist nioves to reduce their
autonomy. Mergers between financially weak arid strong unions can also
be expected to sustain the autononiy of the new union.

If it is possible to characterize the nearly 50,000 autonomous units of theAmerican union niovenlent as having an investment pol ky, it is bestdescribed as a passive policy; that is, most unions keep an extremely large
proportion of their assets in cash. Unions defend this policy Principally onthe grounds that they are not 'profit-making institutions'' and that theyneed liquidity in case of strikes. The marked preference of American
unions for lktuidity parallels the behavior of British unions. The currentratios of the consolidated union movenlent, 1962-1969, are extremelyhigh, reflecting in yet another way the unions'

strong preference forliquidity. Although unions held much of their wealth in cash over the1962-1969 period, they did increase their holdings of marketable se-curities. However, allocations to U.S. Treasuries fell. Investment in housingmortgages has been modest, despite the special efforts of the AFL-CIO.Contrary to sonic opinion, American unions as a group own relativelylittle stock. For the period 1962-1969 about 8 per cent of their total assetscan be estinlatecl to be in stock. Moreover, there is no indication thatunions have sought to gain control over any leading corporation Stockownership is markedly higher anion8 national and international unionsthan among local and interniecliate organizations The union with thelargest investment in stock is the International
Brotherhood of ElectricalWorkers

Mortgage investrnenit also varies iii importance among the three types ofunions. Again, parent national arid ir)ternatio,ial unions are more activeinvestors and account for SO per cent of all mortgages held by unions. Oneinternational alone, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers,accounts for the bulk of union Investments in mortgages. Surprisingly,building trades unlo,is as a group have
not invested substantial funds inmortgages.

The differences in investment policies among the three types of unions
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can only partly l)e attributed to cliIlerences in wealth. Wealthy locals invest
more than p00 10(als, but they do not invcst proporti&JIldk.iy as much as
wealthy national and international unions. The l)rincpaI reasons appear to
be the national and international unions' greater reliance on Professional
advice and the fiduciary requirements of the Labor-Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act. For most officers of local and intermediate unions,
buying U.S. Treasury securities and keeping large sums in checking and
savings accounts may be the simplest and safest way to meet the law's
requirement that the unions' money and property l)e held solely for the
benefit of the menihers.

American unions derive their receipts from inconle reguarly received
from fllernl)erS, from income-yielding assets, and froni a number of non-
recurring sources. The nonrecurring receipts l)Orrowing by the unions,
receipts from the repayment of loans, and the sale of investments and
fixed assetsprovide a limited source of supplemental revenue. Typically,
unions probably depend on recurring sources for 85 to 90 per cent of their
income. Together, the various sources of union receipts produced an
income of $1.3 billion in 1962 and $3.2 billion in 1969.

While recurring income rose l)y more than 50 per cent between 1962
and 1969 in current-dollar values, adjustment for prices reduced the gain
to 33 per cent. Per capita union niembership payments also rose over 50
per cent, from $54 in 1962 to $82 in 1969. However, adjusted for price
rises, the increase was only half as much.

Membership payments were about 1 per cent of the annual earnings of
unionized workers and 8 per cent of the difference between union and
nonunion workers' annual earnings in 1969-1970. The differential is not
necessarily attributable to unionization and may also reflect occupational
composition, skill, and education.

While unions of all types depend primarily on membership receipts as
the basic source of income, they differ in their reliance on the various
sources of income. Locals derive more Ironi nieiiibersliip than do the other
types of unions because the preponderance of members belong directly to
them and l)ecause their clues rates arc higher. On the other hand, national
and international unions obtain more receipts from interest and dividends
than do locals and intermediates, reflecting the parent unions' more active
investment poi icy.

Local unions take in most union iiicorne, and this reinforces their
financial and administrative autononiy. Union income, like the balance
sheet items, is concentrated in a small nuniber of affiliation groups, locals,
intermediates, and parent unionS.

In most years covered by this study, unions' total receipts exceeded total
disbursements However, in two years the unions d!d disburse more than
they received: about $3 million iliore 1963 and alniost $45 million

Finances ot Anmri( in U woris I
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more ri 1969. Most union expenditures are recurrent (''mandak)ry')
of these the bulk are for the services of oftrcers, employees, professionals
hired from outside the union movement, and eduatiunal and PubIkity
services. Another important union expenditure is for benefits. These consist
of strike, pension, union welfare, and death benefit payments made to
members, officers, and employees. Other expenditures, here referred to as
discretionary, go primarily toward the purchase of investments and fixed
assets.

Recurring receipts from members and property were sufficient during the
I 960s to finance the recurring expenses of unions. However, income from
members alone would have been insufficient to meet their recurring
disbursements. The margin has been provided by income froni property:
interest, dividends, and rent. Investment income has thus been essential to
balancing the unions' income and expenditures.

The importance of expenditure items varies by type of Union. The single
largest expenditure of local unions is for payment of per Capita membeN
ship dues to the intermediate and parent unions with which they are
affiliated. Local unions pay more to officers than the other types of unions.
On the other hand, national and international unions disburse most of the
benefit payments to members, employees, and officers.

THE WEALTH OF UNIONS

The Organization and Financial Structure of
American Unions

The consolidated assets of unions are the sum of holdings of three types
of union organizations: local unions, intermediate organizations, and re-
gional, national, and international unions distinguished in the Labor De-
partment file (see Appendix), Local unions are the basic units in the
structure of organized labor, and nearly all menihers belong to theni. A few
are memhers-atlarge, that is, they belong directly to a national or interna-
tional union. Fhe local may embrace one or more employers and may bebased on an occupation, industry, or a geographic area. Historically, it is
tile oldest form of union organization. Most locals are affiliated with aregional, national, or international union. Those that are not are classified
as independent or unaffiliated local unions. Of the nearly 45,000 locals
whose reports are covered in this study approximately 1,300 are indepen-dent.

Another group of local unions are those directly affiliated with tile



American Federation of LaborCongress of Industrial Organizations. They
are few in number and rnen1beiiip,1 are established by the AFL-CIO itself,
and are eventually assigned to an affiliated nitjoiial or international union.

The second tier in the structure of organized labor is the intermediate
union. It encompasses a diverse population and in order to explain the
structure of the union movement and the financial relationship between
UflIOflS I distinguish three subgroups. Most intermediates are associations of
locals in geographic proximity and are affiliated with the same F)arent
national or international union for purposes of collective bargaining. In
1966, 30 of 72 national and international unions with 40,000 members or
more had constitutional provisions which granted intermediates the author-.
ity to bargain3

The second set of intermediate unions comprises locals in a given city,
region, or state belonging to different affiliations hut sharing occupational,
industrial, and general interests. ri1 third Consists of the departments of
the American Federation of LaborCongress of Industrial Organizations, the
AFL-CiO itself, and other minor federations with which some local inde-
pendent unions are affiliated. The major departnients of the AFL-CIO are
building and construction trades, the industrial union, maritime trades,
metal trades, and railway employees. Sonie of the departments and the
AFL-CIO itself have state and local counterparts such as the councils in the
building and construction trades and state and local federations of labor.

Union members are related to an intermediate organization only indi-
rectly. Members are associated with the first two groups of intermediates
through their local union, that is, the local, not the members, belongs to
these intermediates. In the case of the AFL-CIO and its departments, the
members' association is yet further removed. Members are related to the
AFL-CIO only if their local belongs to a regional, national, or international
union which, in turn, is affiliated with the AFL-CIO. Those regional,
national, and international unions that belong to the AFL-CIO are said to
be affiliated unions, while those that do not are described as independent
or unaffiliated unions. Most regional, national, and international unions are
affiliated with the AFL-CIO. and these also account for the 1)01k of union
membership in the United States.

Regional, national, and international unions, the third group in the
structure of organized labor, consist of affiliated local and intermediate
bodies and are the center of administrative power of the union niovement.
At times in this study, the constituents of this group are referred to as parent
unions or headquarter organizations. Regional unions, a distinction that
has been made for this paper, have locals limited to a few states or to one
area of the country. Examples of regional unions are the Southern Labor
Union and the Packinghouse and Dairy Workers. Parent unions with locals

Finances
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CHART I Interunion Flow of Membership Funds
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Some Comparisons

Total assets of all unions in the United States exceeded $2.6 billion in

1969, a record high in the history of American labor (Table 1). Despite the

absence of comprehensive figures on union assets antedating our series, it

is my judgment that the consolidated assets of unions, that is, the undupli-

cated assets of all unions (in current-dollar values) were never greater.

Only for a single year (1953) has union merribership been as high as in the

mid.1960s, and in the most recent period membership and assets have

expanded continuously. However, if consolidated assets are treated in

constant dollars, using the Consumer Price Index, 1968 is the record year

in the period covered and very likely over the history of organized labor. In

constant-dollar values, total assets of unions incre3sed nearly one-fourth

between 1962 and 1969.
The wealth accumulated by organized labor in the United States makes

the American union movement by far the richest in the free orld. The

British union movement, the oldest and one of the strongest Ufliofl move-

ments among Western countries, is probably second, with over $300
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TABLE 1 Consolidated Total Assets, Total Liabilities, and

Net Assets of American Unions, 1 962-1 969

(dollars in millions at end of year)

0U RCE Financ al data Iroru tapt's ol till' Li S. Delrartn)t';t ut l ,il,or. ,uij,i R'd I), he author ,j

ndn idu,i I union reports.

million in assets, and the Canadian lIiliOflS third, with an estimated $220
niillion in total assets.4 These sums are comparable in concept and l)ractice
with the figures reported here on the American union movement,

Union wealth is a modest proportion of the assets ot all nonprofit

organizations. In 1968, nonprofit organizations such as foundations, pri-
vate schools, hospitals, unions, and church and charitable institutions had
total assets of $1 24.6 billion and financial assets of $37 hillion.

Another useful way to gauge the unions' financial size is to contrast
their consolidated finances with Fortune's annual list of the 500 largest
industrial corporations, ranked by size of assets, because such a compari-
son establishes the relative financial strength of two major institutions in
the economy and society. If all unions were merged into a 'conglomerate
enterprise," in 1969 "Labor Incorporated" would have ranked twenty-
seventh on the Fortune list.6 Put another way, we can say that in 1969, any
one of the top 26 on Fortune's list of the 500 largest industrial companies
surpassed the combined union movement in total assets. Based on the
actual practice and structure of organized labor, that is. with each organi-
zation's funds autonomous, no single union would have placed on the
Fortune 500 list in 1969.

Growth and Distribution of Union Wealth
Both total and net consolidated assets increased in each year from 1962 to
1969, the total rising from $1.8 billion in 1962 to $2.6 billion in 1969, as
shown in Table 1. Assets and liabilities per union member also increased

as indicated in Table 2, but less rapidly. If the balance sheet items are

Year

Total
Assets

Total
Liabilities

Net
Assets

ndx at
Total Assets,

Constant Dollars
(J 9 100)

1962 $1,771 $212 $1,559 00

1963 1,876 228 1,648 loS

1964 1,901 241 1 bOo 105

1965 2,025 244 1,781 110

1966 2,206 256 1950

1967 2,388 287 2,101 22

1968 2,569 317 2,252 126

1969 2,647 361 2286 123



TABLE 2
consolidated Total Assets, Total Liabilities, and

Net Assets pe Union Member, 1962-1969
(end of year)

Index of
Net Assets

pet Member,

Total Total Net Constant Dollars

Year
Assets Liabilities Assets (1962 = IOU)

SoURCE
Membership: 1962-I 966 from Leo rro Trade Union Grosth in a Changing Economy

IonWIy Labor Reviei. septembe' 1969. Table 4, p. 6; 1967-1969 born preliminary estimates

by the author Financial and
membership figures exclude Canada Total assets. liabilities, arid

net asseIs; from Table t

treated in constant-dollar terms (by use of the Consumer Price Index) per

capita assets rise slowly. Net assets per member, which may he regarded as

the members' "equity," rose only 4 per cent in constant-dollar terms from

1962 to 1969.
The reasons for the growth in assets (in current dollars) can only be

broadly indicated. Part of the gain in assets comes froni net receipts.

Increased membership also added to assets. Total membership in the

United States rose from 15.9 million in 1962 to an estimated 18.5 million

in 1969, a gain of 2.6 million members! Other factors responsible for

changes in assets are the sale of depreciated fixed assets above or below

book value and the sale and purchase of investments. Because it is not

clear how these are treated by various unions, they cannot be linked

directly to changes in assets.
Most unions' wealth and most of the changes between 1962 and 1969

are concentrated in the twenty largest affiliations. Although unionS corn-

prising an affiliation are financially autonomous, nevertheless the grouping

represents a "pool" of resources
potentially available to a given population

of members. The twenty largest affiliations held over 70 per cent of total

assets in 1962 and increased this to more than 75 per cent by 1969.

Unpublished membership data I have developed show that the twenty

largest affiliations accounted for a substantially smaller
1ropOrtion of total

union membership, about 54 per cent in 1962 and 52 per cent in 1969..

The richest affiliation in the American labor movement (in total assets) is
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the International Brotherhood of Electrkal Workers In q9 its
assets were estimated at at most $3 U) mill 00, 10(0(1 iflL hit not all,
o the union's selt-finafl1'd penSion ui id Five other alffliatior15

Could
count total and net assets in excess of $ 100 null IOfl in I 969: the
Teamsters, the Auto Workers, the Carpenters, the LidH, Garment

rker
and the International Association of Machinists,

In general, the largest membership organizations are also the
richest

although there are sonic exceptions. hiLlS, the Teamsters which iS th
largest membership organization, with about twice the membership of the
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, is second to that rinjOri
financial power. On the other hand, the United Mine Workers,

lIthough
ranking high in financial strength, is not among the largest tO membership

The wealth lied by i rid iv id ual on ions a rid the several types ot Ohm
organizaiohi is of primary inuportance in Unions' relations with each other
and ''externally'' in their bargain ing relations with rlicunagement The
complex three-tiered structure of unionism sketched above rests upon the
financial autonomy of each of the nearly .50,00() unions included in thl5
study. By financial autonomy I mean that each local and interniediate
affiliated with a parent union has wide discretion iii the use of its funds

lii practice as well as by law, the financial autonoriuy of affiliated locals
and intermediates is a significant feature of union structure. The l)ersistence
of financial autonomy is a significant exception to the centralization of
administrative authority in national and international LhhiiOflS which lids
proceeded steadily over a century of union history.

As is shown in Table 3 and Chart 2, local unions own the largest share of

TABlE 3 Total Assets of Unions by Type of Organization, 1962-1969
(millions of dollars)

Year
Total

Regional, National,
Local Intermediate and International

Unions Unions Unions

SOURCE: Same ,js for Table I

1)62 $ 867 $ 94 $ Ott) $1771
1963 914 97 865 1,876
1964 936 101) 85) 1,901

1965 1,014 107 904 2025
1966 1,095 121 990 2206
1967 1,178 I () 1,080 2,388

1968 1,260 139 1,171
1969 1,272 139 1,216 2,61
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CHART 2 Total Assets of American Unions, 1%2-1%9
(end of year)

Ratio scale

100
90
1962 '63

SOURCE: Same as lot Table 1.

assets within the American labor movenierit. Over the period from 1962 to

1969, their share hovered at just under one-hall the total. Regional,

national, and international unions averaged about 45 per cent ,incl inter-

mediate unions 5 per cent of consolidated assets in the sarie period. By

organization, then, the wealth of unions is nearly equally divided between

about 45,000 local tmions and some 200 parent unions, and this organiza-

tional division is the most significant structural characteristic of union

finance. Not only does it indicate "the very strong position of local unions

fl the American industrial relations syslenl,"8 as John Dunlop has ob-

TOIQI

Regional, national, and international

I I 1
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served, but it also assures a continuing and mpt)rtant role for the local

union affairs.

UNION INVESTMENT POliCIES

Consolidated Portfolio

As I noted earlier, if the nearly 50,000 aLitonomous units of the American
union movement have an investment policy, it is best described as passj'e
By this I mean that the administrators and officers of most unions have no,
actively attenipted to augment the financial resources of their unions hs
acquiring financial instruments susceptible of capital gain or of yielding a
sizable income. However, this generalization is less true of large local
unions and national and international unions than of intermediate re-

gional, and most local unions.
Because their investment policy is generally passive, unions as a whole

keep an extremely large proportion of their assets in cash. Cash, principall
in checking accounts, has been the single most important asset in the
consolidated balance sheet of unions in 1962 and 1 969 (Table 4), as well
as over the entire seven-year period. From 1962 to 1969, unions retained
from 30 to 35 per cent of their total assets in cash. The forgone alternatives
of this allocation are substantial, considering that the cash holdings ranged
from over $500 million in 1962 to nearly $900 million in 1968.

Unions explain this liquidity preference on the ground that "profit-
makiiig" is of secondary consideration to a nonprofit institution and that
liquidity is essential because strikes could require imniediate and large
amounts of cash. It is argued that 'ihe leadership may feel that the union's
assets must he kept in a form that will be readily available to meet sudden
contingencics."

Other explanations have been offered to account for the unions' passive
investment policy.10 In a few cases, union constitutions may limit or appear
to limit investments to U.S. government securities, although there are no
legal restrictions on unions' choice of investments. Sonic union adminis-
trators may be avoiding an active investment policy because they recall the
collapse of the labor banking movement in the 1920-1933 period.

Although unions held over one-third of their wealth in cash in 1962-
1969, they did make changes in the composition of some other important
assets. Between 1962 and 1969 they decreased (in relative terms) their
holdings of U.S. Treasuries and added to their portfolio of other marketable
securities. The category 'other marketable securities" listed in Table 4
consists of corporate stocks and bonds; state, municipal, and foreign



TABLE 4 Consolidated Balance Sheet of American Unions,
1962 and 1969

SOURCE: Same as for Table 1.

government (mainly Canadian) securities; u.s. government obligationsother than Treasury securities; and assets of subsidiary union organizationsfor which separate reports are not filed. The category also includes the
assets of self-financed union pension and benefit funds. However, as I shall
presently show, very little of the increase in investments between 1 962 and1969 was in corporate stock. Most, apparently, was in government paper.

The share of mortgage investments in consolidated union assets has been
modest, averaging about 7 per cent of the total. Mortgage investments rosefrom $134 million in 1962 to $168 million in 1969. Since both housing
and office building mortgages are included in the total the amount investedin housing is not large in relation to available assets.'

The current ratios of the consolidated balance sheet of the union
movement are exceptionally high. Taking current assets to include cash
accounts, loans receivable, Treasury securities, and other marketable se-
curities and defining current liabilities to be accounts and loans payable,the current ratios for 1962-1969 range as high as 34 to 1. The largest
liability is the miscellaneous item, designated as other liabilities.

American unions as a whole have not been large investors in common

(end of year)

1962

Millions Per Cent
1969

Millions Per Cent
Assets

Cash

Accounts and loans
$ 534 30.2 $ 858 32.4receivable

U.S. Treasury securities
ioo 5.6 4.2

Mortgage investments
406 22.9 478 18.1

Other marketable securities
7.6 168 6.4

Fixed assets
275 15.5 547 20.7

Otherassets
267 15.1 388 14.6

55 3.1 97 3.6
Total 1.771 100.0 2,647

Uabilities

Accounts payable
Loans payable

19 8.9 44 12.3
33 15.7 37 102Mortgages payable

Other liabilities
18 8.6 45 12.3

142 66.8 235 65.2
Total 212 100.0 361 100.0

Net assets
2,286



stock---ccrtair'ly not to the extent some observers hav(' I)('l ieveil Stocks
hot separately id('iiti fft'd On the' tapes, but are included with Otlll'i

niarket.
able securities. However, by (d1)iIah/iiig 1h (IR'Idend income, we can
estimate the unions' holdings (it (OilifllOil stuck. L3asPd on the average yield
of Standard and Poor's index of 500 common stocks, 962- 1969 th
estimated value ol the u fliOhlS' lioklirigs (it (OrflhllOil stock ranged trorn
$1 25 million in 1963 to $250 mu lion iii 1969 (Table 5).

The estimated amount of stock owned by tiilmns averaged about 8
per

Cent 1)1 total assets and 46 per cent 01 all marketable ('(1Jrities in
I 962-1969. However, the stockholdings (>1 111110115 are probably OVeres(j_
mated. Based on my experience with union reporting practices,

I have
concluded that part of the receipts reported as (lividen(ls are very likel5
interest from savings accounts and bonds rather than dividends from stock

If we regard (lie estimates as limits, it can be said that (Ill joiis as a yhole
have not followed an aggressive investment policy toward direct or indirect
stock acquisition. Moreover, there is no indication that unions have
attempted to gain control over any leading corporation More important
perhaps, is the fact that unions do not have the financial resourc's to gain
a controlling or significant ownership interest in corporations with which
they bargain collectively in the l)asic industries and thereby transform the
structure of industrial relations in this country.

Portfolios by Type of Organization

Although the consolidated union movement has been characterized as
having a passive investment policy, there are differences in investment
policies among unions. Most local, intermediate, and regional unions
follow a passive investment policy, while national and international unions
are more likely to attenipt to augment their organizations' assets and
receipts by acquiring financial instruments susceptible of capital gain or
yielding an income from dividends or interest.

The contrasting investment policies of local and I nterniediate unions on
the one hand, and nationals and internationals, on the other, are indicated
by the amounts each group a!Iocates to cash and to equity iiivestnieflts.
Among locals and intermediates, cash ranks as the most important asset
iteni, while among nationals and internationals, it has usually ranked third
in importance On the other hand, the amount ot equities owned by parent
unions is about three times the amount owned by local unions and nearly
ten times as much as is owned by intermediates.

Differences in the financial policies of unions are also indicated by
investments in mortgages. Over the period 1962-1969. almost 80 per cent
of all mortgages held by unions were in the l)Ortlolios of national and
international unions. Put another way, local arid i nterined iate unions,
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TAKE 5 Estimated Value of Equity Investment of American
Unions, 1962-1 969
(dollars in thousands)

Dividend

although owning more than one-half of the consolidated assets of unions,
accounted for only 20 per cent of union holdings of mortgages.

Although local and intermediate unions as a whole arc not active
investors, the richer among them do tend to hold more of their total assets
in various types of investments, U.S. Treasuries, mortgages, and other

marketable securities. A report by the U.S. Department of Labor on ten
large locals at the end of 1966 showed that they held 42 per cent of their
assets in cash and U.S. Treasuries; 32 per cent in mortgages, marketable

securities, and other investments; and the balance (26 per cent) in other

assets.12 In contrast, the comparable distribution among the three

categories for all locals in 1 966 was 61, 13, and 26 per cent. Even though

the richer locals (and intermediates) do invest more than poor locals, as
might be expected, they lag behind wealthy parent unions. In 1969 there

were over 3,000 locals with total assets in excess of $100,000, but these

accounted for 70 per cent of the assets of all local unions. Hence,
investment policy does appear to be influenced by the type of labor

organization as well as by wealth.
One important reason for the diversity of investnient policy between

locals and parent unions may arise from the fiduciary requirements of the

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959. The act is

designed to protect the integrity of the unions' tunds, but at the same time
the law may also deter an active investment policy, particularly by local

Dividen(l I11(11t, 1-quity Itivetin&rits

Yield Consolidated Esti tiiited as Per (cut nt

(500-stn(k Union Equ tv Marketable tutal
S&F il)dCX) Movenient Investments Securities Assets

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1962 $4,347 $128,989 46.9 7.3'S

1963 3.17 3,973 125,325 43.7 6.7

1964 3.01 4271 141,881 45.2 7.5

1965 3.00 4,729 157,639 47.0 7.8

1966 3.40 3,367 163,740 40.7 7.4

1967 3.20 6,525 203,912 41.1 7.9

1968 3.07 7,483 243,760 49.1 95
1969 3.24 8,103 230,078 43.7 9.4

Average 45.6 8.1

SOURCF: CoL 1 born Economic Rerr or rho PrtOth'flr 1970. Tub),' (.77. ,. 267. Cot. 2; Same as for

Table I.
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UnionS. Under the act, dii OrganizatiOn'S officers ,iiiri ret)reserltati, are
obligated to hold its nioney arid property solely for the lwii1it at
organization and its members. For most administrators of k)cal and

inter.
mediate unions, perhaps the simplest and safest way to meet this require.
ment is to buy US. Treasury securities and to keep large sums in checking
or savings accounts.

SOURCES AND USES OF UNION FUNDS

Consolidated Receipts

The consolidated receipts of American unions are derived from
income

regularly received from members, from income-yielding assets, and Iron) a
number of nonrecurring sources. All receipts irrespective of source are
listed in the reporting form unions annually su bm it to the Dpar(ment of
Eabor and are avadable for disbursement subject only to limitations which
may be imposed by union constitutions and law. Standard accounting
practice, which distinguishes between current and long-term or capital
transactions, is not observed in the reporting procedures and forms of the
USDL: neither receipts nor disbursements are categorized or identified as
current or capital. In this context, receipts arid dishurenients from all
sources can be aggregated and conipared. Flowever, to determine whether
regularly recurring income is sufficient to meet recurring expenditures, I
have also grouped receipt and disbursement items into two categories,
recurring and nonrecurring transactions.

Regular sources of receipts, or recurring income, consist of dues and per
capita paynients;13 fees, fines, assessments, and work permits; receipts for
transmittal to affiliates; sales ol supplies; interest; dividends; rents; and
receipts from "other" sources. Nonrecurring receipts include loans ob-
tained, sales of investments and fixed assets, repayments of loans, and
receipts from members for disbursement on their behalf. Interunion (lows
have been eliminated in deriving the consolidated receipts of unions.

Together, the various streams of union receipts produced a consolidated
income of 1 .3 billion in 1962 which rose in each year thereafter to a high
exceeding $3.2 billion in 1969 (Table 6). Over the same period, recurring
income contributed much more to total receipts than did nonrecurring
Income.

Recurring receipts rose by niore than 50 per cent between 1962 and
1969, but after adjustment for prices, the increase was 33 per cent. Overthe same period, receipts from memhers dues aiid fees far outweigh
receipts from property, that is, interest, dividends, and rents. While unions
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IABL( 6 Conso11dat Receipts of American Unions,
1962 and 1969

This item is for charitable or ijlitcaI 1 ues ,hi. h Ir.diL dual rrn.'mlx'rs oh to support. The Irri)n acts as
the members' agent in he trans.ar hesS. Li errs tfiemeIr or' a prohibited hr ars trues (OlI1'L. Iifl OF

using organizational furs tor political purrose..

dependence on their members for most income would be expected, the
declining share from property is. by 'av of comparison. different from the
expeience of the British union movement. Paradoxically, American
unions, although regarded as _aptalistic"a in orientation, derived less
recurring income from property sources than the socialist-oriented British
union movement,1

Recurring receipts per union member rose from S72 to $100 between
1962 and 1969, a rise of almost 40 per cent. Membership receipts taken
alone rise from $54 in 1962 to 582 per member in 1969. However, pricc
increases reduced the increase in money receipts of over 50 per cent to an
increase of 25 per cent in real terms.

The cost of membership relative to union-induced wage benefits is

difficult to measure if only because of the paucity and lack of (Ompdrabil-

I )62 J b)
\tillRin' lk'r (..'ert .\tillii Per (ent

Recurring reCeipIS

Dues and (apita ta\ S 28 63. St 12 'O.

Fees. fines. aessments, and

work permits 140 1 22 202 I

Sale of supplies 3 ft 3 .3 (1.2

Intemst 43 3.7 6(3 3.7

Dividends 4 0.4 (3 (3.4

Rents
1) 0.8 1 6 0.)

From other sources 221 I1l .3 245 1 3.2

Total 1 . 148 O0) 1 8.54 00.0

Nonrecurring re(eipts

Safe of investments and ficd assets 128 '').S 1.31)1 1)3.8

ioansobtained lI) 6.5 18 .3

Repayment of loans made B 49 1 .3 1.0

From members for disbursement on
their behalla 1 5 0.6 26 .9

Total 161 100.0 I 35(3 100.0

Total, aU receipts 13119. I (10.1 1 3,212 100.0

Recurring I 148 87.8 1.8.4 37.7

Nonrecurring 161 12.2 1.358 42.3

SOURCE: Same as for Table I





CHART 3 Total Receipts of American Unions, 192-1969

unions can be entirely financed by recurring receipts. Recurring or nian-(latory disbursements consist of payments to officers and employees, officeand administrative expenses, outlays for educational and publicity pur-poses, professional fees, benefit paynlents, expenditures on supplies, taxes,and payments for miscellaneous purposes. Discretionar, disbursements
consist of purchases of investments and fixed assets, loans, contributions
payments on behalf of individual members and the repayment of loans.Most disbursements are recurring and, of these, expenditures on officers



TABLE 7 Consolidated Disbursements of American Unions,
1962 and 1969

SOURCE: Same as br Table 1.

S

and employees account for a major part (in 1969 over 45 per cent) of the
recurring expenses of unions. Payments to officers and employees rose
more between 1962 and 1969 than did other recurring items. Benefit
payments were next in importance. These consist of outlays for strike
benefits, death benefits, pensions, and health and accident benefits. Taxes
are paid primarily to state and local governments; as nonprofit institutions
unions are not subject to the federal income tax.

Recurring receipts per meniber exceeded recurring disbursements
throughout the period 1962-1969, thus showing that regular receipts from
members and property have been sufficient during the I 960s to finance the
recurring or mandaory expenses of unions. I lowever, income from meni-
bers alone would have been insufficient to cover the recurring expendi-
tures of their unions. For example, niernbershi1) receipts per capita were
$54 in 1962, or $14 less than recurring disbursenients in 1969 they vere$82, or $12 below niandatory union expenditures Consistently, the margin

1962

fvtillions PerCent
1969

MiI!ions
PerCer1t

Re.urrirrg disburserirerits
To officer (gross) $ 95 18.6 $ 347

20.0
To employees (gross) 25() 23.9 440

25.3
Office arid administrative 123 ll.8

11.2
Educational and publicity 27 2.6 39 2.3
Professional fees 25 2.3 36 2.1
Benefits 179 17.2 321 13.4
Supplies 5 0.5 .3 0.2
Taxes 25 2.4 47 2.7
For other purposes 216 20.7 309 17.8

Total 1,04.5 00.0 1,736 100.0

Discretionary disbursements
Investments and fixed assets 160 75.2 1,428 8
oans made 14 6.4 22

Contributions, gifts, and grants 14 6.5 26 17
On behalf of individual members 18 8.5 31 21
Repayment of loans 7 3.4 4

Total 213 100.0 jQpp

Total, all disbursements 1,253 100.0 3,257 100.0

Recurring 1,045 63.1 1,736 53.3
Discretionary 213 16.9 1,521 46.7
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has been
provided by income from interest. dividends, and rent. Invest-

ment flCOfl1C has therefore been essential to the balancing of unions'

income and expenditures.

f all receipts and disbursements are treated as entIties. for reasons given

above, unions disbursed more than they received in 1964 and 1969

because
discretionarY ex1enditures were markedly higher in those two

years. The largest discretionary expenditure by far is for investment and

fixed assets. Loans, contributions, gifts, and grants usually account for 6 to

8 per cent of unions' discretionary outlays.

Expenditures by Type of Union

paralleling their dominant role on the receipts side o1 the ledger, local

unions typically expend the greatest amount of union funds, followed next

by the combination of regional, national, and international unions, and

third by the intermediate unions (Chart 4). However, there are differences

among the three types of unions in the types of disbursements just as there

are differences in the pattern of receipts.
Recurring disbursements are a gleater proportion of the total receipts of

local unions than of intermediate and parent organizations. The largest

single expenditure of local unions is of per capita payments to intermediate

and parent unions. When added to other membership-related disburse-

ments, they account for more than one-third of total local disbursements

and close to 40 per cent of recurring outlays.

In contrast to local unions, the amounts paid by intermediates and

parent unions a per capita membership charges are small. These amounts

tend to be limited because the annual rates for these union categories are

smaller than for the locals.
locals' payments to officers are also far larger than the amounts paid by

the other types of unions because of the far greater number of local

organizations than of other types. Moreover, it is likely that locals are

increasingly relying on paid rather than voluntary officers. Locals also pay

a larger total to employees than the other types of unions. Again, this is

probably due to the large number of local organizations and not because

of large staffs.
Benefit payments and employees' wages and salaries were the principal

expenditures of regional, national, and international unions over the period

1962-1969. Benefit payments were a far more important item for parent

unions because union constitutions typically provide that strike benefits be

paid mainly (but not solely) by headquarter
organizations. Another reason

is that most union-funded pension and welfare benefits for officers and

employees have apparently been established at the headquarter level, not

at the level of local and intermediate unionS. While locals pay out less in
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CHART 4 Total Disbursements of American tinions,
1962.-i 969

MiII ion doUars
4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000
900-
800 -
700 ----600 - egional, national, and international
500 -

100

Rofio scale

1962

SOURC[ Sn1e .1s br TabI

benefits than headquarter unions they contril)Lste more to charities andgrants than do their headquarter organizatio,5Over the entire period from 1962 to 1 969, local unions' total receiptsexceeded total disbursements
Intermediates' receipts Cxceede(l cl isburse-ments in all years except I 969, while

parent Unions' receipts id! short oftotal disbursenients in 1964 and 1969.

'64 '65

Total

Local ///
.1

Intermediate

'66 '67 '68 '69
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Even as financial information on unions became available under terms of
the act, confusion arose over the size of union wealth. Pension and lienefjt
plans subject to collective bargaining were often mistakenly identified with

funds generated by members' dues and other payments to their (irganhza-

lions. Since they are separate (and are subject to different reporting
procedures) Collectively bargained and employer-initiated pension and
benefit plans are excluded from this study as not beng part of the domain
of union finances.

On the other hand, pension, accident, death, sickness, and similar
benefit plans, financed solely by union members and administered entirely
by the unions, are, with certain exceptions, part of this report. Self-financed
benefit plans date from the early nineteenth century among local craft
unions, and from about 1880 among national and international unions.'7
Under procedures of the Landrum-Griffin Act, union financial reports do
not segregate the funds of self-financed benefit plans or those financed by
the employer and administered by the union unless these funds are held in

a trust or other legal entity. Funds not legally segregated are included in the
unions' standard financial reports arid therefore are part of this study.
Trusteed funds are reported under other provisions of the law and do not
enter the totals shown here.

Most of the moneys generated by union members' self-financed plans

are included in this study. Of over $708 million reported in these plans in
1967 (the only year data were available) lB nearly $500 million are
included in my figures.19 In reports to their membership, unions account
for these funds according to provisions of their constitutions, and these

reports can differ from those required by the Labor Department. In some

cases the moneys are substantial and affect the public's perception of a
union's wealth. This is notably true of the International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers. In 1967, the IBEW, under regulations of the Labor
Department. reported $130 million in a membership pension plan as part

of its total funds, but excluded (again by regulation) $95 million in a

trusteed death benefit plan, the Electrical Workers Benefit Association. if

the pension fund is deducted from the union's assets, on the grounds that

the union is precluded from using the funds for general purposes (as it is),

then not only are total union assets snialler, but this union and some others

are financially less significant organizations. On the other hand, if trusteed

self-financed benefit plans were to be added to the unions' standard report,

their total wealth would be larger and total union assets would be about 10

per cent greater. Some large self-financed funds not included in this report

because they are under a trust agreement are those of the Railroad

Trainmen, now part of the United Transportation Union ($44 million), the

International Ladies Garment Workers ($44 million), the Lithographers and

Photoengravers ($9.4 million), and the Barbers ($5.2 million).20
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The assets of collectively bargained and employer-lrvitiate(l benr'fjt
l)lans

dwarf the assets of selI-hnanced onion plans a well as the regular assei
UI)iOnS ic reported in Table 1 In I 967, the assets of collectively l)argai-
and eniplover-initiated plans amounted to $83 hi IIon.2 I

Annual financial sumniaries of aU financial items were grouped by type
of organization and by union affiliation. thus, for example, all finarlcj-1
itenis of local unions of the Teamsters were summarized; next, all iI)ter
mediate unions of the Teamsters; then, the report of the international itself
and finally, these were consolidated for all units of the Teamster Organi,a
tion, after adjustments were made for the population of local and inter-
mediate LIr)ions not on tape, the number of unions in Canada, and for
interunion transactions. The same procedure was applied to all other
unions and then to the entire union movement.

After the data had been processed iii this manner, annual totals could be
computed for all locals of each affiliation, for all intermediate unions of
each affiliation, and for the l.)arent union itself. An annual count was also
kept of the number of locals and intermediates that were on tape. It was
possible by these means to judge when large changes were the result of
keypunch errors or random fluctuations in the number of reports on tape.
Keypunch errors and erratic coverage were serious obstacles in arriving at
the final data reported in the basic tables. Sizable keypunch errors were
detected by year-to-year comparisons, Comparisons of computed with
reported totals, and referral to original reports. Variations in reporting were
compensated for by adjusting the number of reports to fixed Population
figures of local and intermediate unions. These adjustments are discussed
below. The most difficult data obstacle in the conipletion of this study was
in attaining row and column balances and equalities. Because of numerouslarge keypunch errors and expected misniatches of figures with different
accounting periods, the data did not initially balance, After niany difficult
and tinle-consuniing computer_assise(J trials the desired results werefinally achieved.

Another significant deficiency found in the original data was the (JSDL
tape layout. The money fields were found to be insufficient to encode
values exceeding $99,999,990 and figures which exceeded this amount
were truncated to this value. Without correction of the results the resourcesof the union rnovenlent as a whole would have been seriously underesti-
mated, even though the bias affected only a few organizations. This
shortcoming was easily identified by coniparing reported and computedtotals: the suni of all asset, liability, receipt, and disbursement items werecomputed for each type of organizatjo,i and compared with the totalreported in these categories, Since only a few international unions were
involved, tile truncated figLires could lie corrected by referral to the unions'original reports.
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The procedure for obtaining the consolidated value of any financial item
depended upon whether the item involved interunion transactions. Since
the asset and liability items and net ascets of al wilts of the union
movement did not involve interunion transactions, except perhaps loans,
the reports of the three types of unions were totaled without adjustment to
obtain the consolidated amounts of each item for the entire union move-
nient. No adjustment for these could be made because they involved
transactions with units outside the union movement, as well as within it,
and a breakdown was lacking.

However, for several reasons, annual changes in assets could not be
linked directly or solely to changes in net receipts. One is the hybrid
accounting system used in the unions' reports to the U.S. Department of
Labor. On the one hand, receipts and disbursements are recorded on a
cash basis, while on the other, assets and liabilities are reported on an
accrual basis. For example, receipt items such as dues and interest, which
have not been constructively received or disbursed on a cash basis, would
nevertheless be recognized in the balance sheet after conversion from a
cash to an accrual basis, In the unions' reports to the Labor Department
these amounts show up as changes in total and net assets.

Other factors that obscure the link between net receipts and changes in
assets include errors and omissions on the USDL tapes, my method for
compensating for errors in the original data, and differences in accounting
periods among unions. Although unions actually use a variety of account-
ing periods, all balance sheets were treated as on an end-of-year basis; arid
all statements of receipts and disbursements, on a calendar basis.

Finally, adjustments and exclusions of certain items were necessary to
derive consolidated receipts and consolidated disl)ursements. On the re-
ceipts side, dues, per capita payments, fees, fines, assessments, and work

permits were adjusted to compensate for inierunion transactions. Another

item, transmittals to affiliates, was entirely excluded from consolidated

receipts. Adjustments for interunion loans and for receipts from loan

repayments could not be made. Because these involve persons and organi-

zations outside the union movement as well as interunion transactions, I

decided to add all receipts from these items. However, the combined value

of these items in consolidated receipts is small, the largest proportion for

any year amounting to 1.6 per cent in 1963. With respect to receipts from

sales of supplies, only receipts of regional, national, and international

unions were counted in the consolidated statenient. Amounts reported l)y

the local and intermediate unions were excluded because the supplies

(which consist mainly of union buttons and labels) are usually sold to these

subordinate organizations by their parent regional, national, or interna-

tional union.
Consolidated disbursenients are the sum of the separate items of all

Iiri,iiicCS of Aiiierican Unions, I 962- I 969 247
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unions, excluding interunion transactions. Four items were completely
excluaed in deriving consol dated disbursements: per capita payments;
fees, fines, assessments, and work permits; funds collected on behalf of
affiliates; and payments for the account of affiliates. Amounts for loans
made or repaid were not adjusted, paralleling my treatment of the counter
part receipt items. In 1962, the two items made up !.7 per cent of total
disbursements, which was the largest proportioni of any year. Supplies for
resale of parent unions only were counted in the consolidated statement
since these organizations account for most such purchases from outside the
union sector.

As previously stated, in addition to adjustments of money values, I also
found it necessary to compensate for random changes in the number of
reports transferred to tape by the Department of Labor. As indicated in
Table A-i, the number of reports ( tape fluctuates considerably from year
to year. Moreover, it is also evident from the table that the number of local
and interniediate unions on tape is fewer than the number which filed the
registration form with the U.S. Department of Labor.

There are several reasons for these discrepancies. One is the adniinistra-
tive inability of the Department of Labor to keep its list current, owing to
the substantial number of unions which annually become defunct, merge
with other unions, or are assigned multiple registration numbers. At
present, there appears to be a considerable lag between the time such
changes or errors are detected and the date an organization is removed
from the listings of the Labor Department.

Another important reason for the discrepancies between the number of
initial filings and the number of financial reports is the tardiness of many
unions in submitting reports. According to the department' rules, an
organization has ninety days from the close of its fiscal period to file a
report. However, this rule is frequently not observed, and many reports
come in too late to be included on the tape of that reporting year.

The number of parent union reports fluctuates annually because of
dissolutions, mergers, and tardiness in reporting. However, I added or
estimated monetary values of active organizations missing from the tapes.
In this way, comparability from year to year was maintained.

In the absence of a reliable population count of the number of local and
intermediate unions, I adjusted the number on tape each year to a constant
population. By using a constant population of local and intermediate
unions, I assume that the number and financial resources of organizations
becoming inactive each year are balanced by the newly registered unions
and that the active unions omitted from the tapes (for a variety of reasons)
are randomly distributed. The universe chosen was the number of local
and intermediate unions on tape in 1962, the largest of any year on the
financial tapes. In 1962, there were 44,882 local unions and 2,746
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TABLE A-i Number of Unions Registered and on Financial Tapes,

na. = not available.
SOURCE: US. Department of Labor Labor-Management Services Administration, Union F,n,inoa! Statis-

ticS, 1563, 1966, arid tatxs on union Ii!Ufl( al relrtS.
u.S. Department of Labor, Labor Organization Information Report. This Is art initial report to the Labor
Department establishing (he existence of a labor organization.

5lncludes reports added in the ourse of this study.

intermediate unions (net of duplications). In each year, then, the number of
reporting unions and the financial amounts they reported were multiplied

by the ratio:

Number reporting in 1962
Number reporting in given year

This procedure omits unions which registered hut provided no financial

information. if active at all, they were probably the smallest in membership

and finances and by excluding them a downward bias in the adjustments

was avoided. The number of such locals is substantial. As is indicated in
Table A-i, about 5,000 more locals registered with the USDL from 1963 to

1966 than appeared on the financial tape of 1962. The number of
intermediates which registered hut lacked financial reports was smaller.

The Labor-Management Services Administration of the U.S. Department

of Labor published a report on union finances for the period 1963-1966 in

which the data results differ somewhat from mine. An example of the

differences in total assets is shown in Table A-2. Because only aggregates

are compared, it is difficult to specify reasons for the differences in detail.

However, some of the reasons for the discrepancies are differences in

methods, coverage, and classification of unions The USDL estimated the

local population at a constant 48,000 organizations22 compared to my

estimate of 44,882; their count of the number of intermediates varied

according to what was regarded as the number of active organizations,

while mine was held at a constant 2,746 organizations. Mine included

1962-1969

Local Unions
Filed

LM- 1 a On Tape

Interniediate Unions
Filed

LMia On Tape

Parent
Unions

On Tapeb

1962 na. 44,882 na. 2,746 229
1963 49,269 40,377 2,855 2,474 202

1964 49,100 40.500 2,753 2,424 206

1965 49,702 42,095 2,736 2,532 210

1966 49,336 41,095 2,729 2,378 209

1967 na. na. 2,725 na. na.
1968 na. 43,493 na. 2,369 212

1969 n.a. 40,396 eta. 2,219 207



TABLE A-2 Comparison of Troy and Department of Labor (USDE)
Estimates of Total Assets of Unions, 1963-1 966
(millions of dollars)

some govenlrnent employee Unions l)robably not included in the USD1report. Finally, as already pointed oul, I reclassified many Organizatio5

NOTES

"The Assets of Labor Unions," in )nsUfufjoriaj Investor Study, House Doc. 92-64, 92ndCong., 1st sess., 1971, Part 6, Vol. I, App. A-4. A revised version 01 the NationalBureau's COntriIJUl)on to tile !flslltutjonal
inveStor study has been published as Intitu-tionaj Irises furs and Corpo,jts Stock, Bakgrot,nd Study. ed. Rayiiiorid W. Goldsmith(Ness' York: NBER, 973),

As of july I, 1969, there were 187 (l!redly affiliated local
unirsnç, ssith a membership of53,300 (PrccecJ,ngs and Eses-utj'' Council Reports of fbi' AFL-CIO Ninth Constitu.tional Convention AFL-CIO, Washington DC., Noveniher 18-22 1971, p. 42).Herb I. Lahne "Contract Negotiations. Who Speaks for the Union" Lhor Lao/OU,fld/ May 1969, PP. 259-263,

United K'ngdon1 Central Statistical Office, Ahsfr, t of Statistics rio 107(London- tIM. Stat:one' O1fk- 1970), Table ISO, p. 46. The figure is for 1168 ss,th(he pound valued at $2.80. The CSO reported £129,762,000 in funds at the end of1968, Canadian linjon5' assets wr're arbitrarily estjniated at 75 per cent ot per capitaassets of Arnencan Unions, In 1969, average assets per member in tIit United Stateswere calculated at $143, implying assets of $107 per Canadian nieniber Total Canadianmembership of 2074,600 implied total assets ot the (aii,rdiars niov('ni('nt at $222million
Goldsmith ed., lnsfifufjo,ij/ Investors p 36

1961 I 9b% 196')

Local Unions
1. VSDL 894 934

I2. Troy 914 935 1,013 jLine I less line 2 --20 - I - 113
- 131

I nterniedjjp ttflir)r15
I. VSDI 134 118 142
2. Troy 96 106 07

Line I less line? 37 32
27

Regional, national, and
international UniOns

I. (JSDL 354 1152 9112. Troy
Line I less tine 2

864
- IL)

859
-7

903
8

990




