
Historically, investors have used two main asset classes — 
equities and bonds — and used the split between those two 
to dictate return and risk. For example, a portfolio that is 60% 
equity/40% aggregate bonds is “riskier” and is expected 
to generate higher returns than a portfolio that is 40% 
equity/60% aggregate bonds. This can be potentially true 
if you are speaking very specifically about a certain type of 
bonds of duration and quality, but are investors asking the 
right question in how they think about risk? Said differently, 
does the capital allocation percentage of a portfolio invested 
in fixed income accurately define a risk level?

Often, we decide to increase our fixed income or hedging 
allocation but then hesitate to reduce this allocation because 
it is perceived to be higher risk than our existing allocation. 

LDI and the percentage 
fixed income question
John Delaney

As investors, we are often looking for simple ways to convey concepts in order to have a common 
language to make decisions. One concept we have found that is intended to simplify things but can 
cause confusion is the percentage of assets in fixed income or hedging within our asset portfolios.

We can’t move to that allocation. We’re 
at 60% LDI; we can’t re-risk. 



While these metrics are a small sample of the types of 
measurable risks that concern pension and other types of 
investors, we think it is fair to say that less fixed income 
does not necessarily mean more risk (i.e., the blue line on the 
chart is not always the highest — or riskiest — on each of 
these measures, despite owning the least amount of physical 
capital in bonds).

In fact, depending on the risks you’re trying to manage, 
having less of your capital tied to fixed income or liability 
hedging may actually be less risky if you take a total portfolio 
approach to managing your LDI program (Liability-driven 
investment strategies can be surprisingly simple).

Structuring investment objectives
An obvious retort to our thesis here is that there is some 
comfort and ease for investors in establishing a percentage 
fixed income as an objective or guideline of the risk level 
their investment program operates within. While we can’t 
argue with the simplicity, we believe figures 1 -  3 challenge 
the efficacy of that approach to controlling risk and highlight 
that investors should document and structure their objectives 
more explicitly to what they’re trying to achieve, rather than 
using a capital allocation-based objective.
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Figure 1: Rolling 3 year equity beta

Source: Bloomberg Barclays, MSCI and Willis Towers Watson 
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Figure 2: Rolling 3 year standard deviation

Source: Bloomberg Barclays, MSCI and Willis Towers Watson 

Figure 3: Rolling 3 year tracking error relative to liability
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2   LDI and the Percentage Fixed-Income Question

To test this point, we look at three portfolios 
of varying compositions across three 
different risk measures:

1.	 50/50 portfolio: 50% Global Equity/50% Aggregate 
Bonds — a typical total return investor portfolio 

2.	 60/40 portfolio: 60% Global Equity/40% Long 
Govt/Credit Bonds — a typical peer group portfolio 
for U.S. defined benefit plans

3.	 70/30 portfolio: 70% Global Equity/30% U.S. 
Treasury STRIPS — an alternative portfolio for U.S. 
defined benefit plans that owns less fixed income

https://www.willistowerswatson.com/en-us/insights/2018/05/liability-driven-investment-strategies-can-be-surprisingly-simple
https://www.willistowerswatson.com/en-us/insights/2018/05/liability-driven-investment-strategies-can-be-surprisingly-simple


Low yields and opportunity cost
As pension investors, fixed income or liability hedging 
allocations provide duration exposure as insurance against 
discount rate declines and equity market selloffs. As yields 
have declined over the past several decades, we’ve seen 
the potential return generation capabilities of fixed income 
decrease as well. This creates increased opportunity cost 
from holding a large percentage of investor portfolios in 
investment-grade bonds, or viewed through the insurance 
framework, duration as insurance against rate declines and 
equity sell-offs is higher (or more costly) than it has been 
historically.

In order to avoid overpaying for this insurance, we advocate 
being efficient with your capital, owning fewer dollars in fixed 
income and instruments with higher positive convexity — and 
in the process not spending $2 for protection when $1 is 
sufficient.

Updated Guidelines: Objective and Risk Focus

Metric Target

Liability Outperformance +2.5% 

Equity Beta 0.50 – 0.60

Interest Rate Hedge Ratio Range 60 - 80%

Figure 5:

Stategy Dollars 
invested

Duration Dollar 
Duration

Convexity Dollar 
Return 
post 
-100  
bps 
shock

Dollar  
Return 
post  
+100    
bps  
shock

Agg 
Bonds $100 6 620 34 $6.37 ($6.03)

Long 
Govt / 
Credit

$37 17 620 370 $6.88 ($5.52)

STRIPS 
15+ $26 24 620 602 $6.98 ($5.42)

The aggregate bond investor in Figure 6 is spending $100 
for $6 worth of protection in a declining rate environment. 
This represents an opportunity cost of $60 to $75 when 
compared with the other two investors, who own better 
protection because the convexity of their protection 
actually gives them better trades-offs in both declining 
and rising rate environments. They also have $60 to 
invest elsewhere in their portfolio using asset classes 
that have higher yields than aggregate bonds or provide 
diversification to their portfolio.

Being capital efficient and focusing on hedge ratios rather 
than the percentage allocated to fixed income allows 
portfolios to get the duration insurance required for risk 
management with fewer dollars, reducing the potential 
opportunity cost of holding more physical low-yielding 
bonds and enabling further investment in other asset 
classes with higher potential surplus returns. 

Additionally, the recent passing of the American Rescue 
Plan Act has extended the time period for funding-based 
liabilities to be more stable rather than market-based. 
This extension provides flexibility to the overall strategy 
of managing corporate defined benefit plans in terms of 
time horizons, cash funding strategies and the level of 
risk taken by the plan sponsor. Reassessing the plan’s 
strategy through a total portfolio approach can provide 
additional flexibility and potentially more efficient solutions 
that can potentially reduce long-term cost by focusing on 
surplus returns needed and reduce potential contribution 
surprises by focusing on the total portfolio’s sensitivity to 
equity market drawdowns (equity beta) and interest rate 
protection (hedge ratios). 

Source: Bloomberg Barclays, MSCI and Willis Towers Watson 

3   LDI and the Percentage Fixed-Income Question

Taking a more explicit objectives-based approach to risk 
management has two main potential benefits: 1) It gives 
investors control over the risks that actually matter to them; 
and 2) It allows the investment strategy and portfolio to evolve 
as market conditions evolve. The second benefit is especially 
important in today’s world of low yields, as a strategy that 
focuses on maintaining a certain portion of the portfolio in 
bonds may not give an investor the best chance at reaching 
objectives over the long term. Focusing more on the risks 
you’re trying to manage, namely equity beta and interest rate 
hedge ratios for pension plans, can provide the flexibility 
needed to navigate today’s and tomorrow’s potential market 
environment.

Illustrative examples of this framework and how it can be 
applied in real life is laid out in figures 4 and 5.

Figure 4: 

Traditional Guidelines: Asset Allocation Focus

Asset Class Target Allocation Allowable Range

Public Equity 60% 55 – 65%

Liability Hedging 40% 35 – 45%

In Figure 6, we highlight the potential benefits of focusing 
on managing hedge ratios rather than prescriptive fixed-
income allocations whether rates are declining or rising.

Figure 6. Managing hedge ratios versus prescriptive fixed-
income allocations



About Willis Towers Watson
Willis Towers Watson (NASDAQ: WLTW) is a leading global advisory, broking and solutions company that helps clients around the world turn risk 
into a path for growth. With roots dating to 1828, Willis Towers Watson has 45,000 employees serving more than 140 countries and markets. 
We design and deliver solutions that manage risk, optimize benefits, cultivate talent, and expand the power of capital to protect and strengthen 
institutions and individuals. Our unique perspective allows us to see the critical intersections between talent, assets and ideas — the dynamic 
formula that drives business performance. Together, we unlock potential. Learn more at willistowerswatson.com.

	 	 	 willistowerswatson.com/social-media

Copyright © 2021 Willis Towers Watson. All rights reserved.
WTW14755/08/2021

willistowerswatson.com

The information included in this presentation is intended for general educational purposes only and does not take into consideration individual 
circumstances. Such information should not be relied upon without further review with your Willis Towers Watson consultant. The views expressed 
herein are as of the date given. Material developments may occur subsequent to this presentation rendering it incomplete and inaccurate. Willis 
Towers Watson assumes no obligation to advise you of any such developments or to update the presentation to reflect such developments. The 
information included in this presentation is not based on the particular investment situation or requirements of any specific trust, plan, fiduciary, 
plan participant or beneficiary, endowment, or any other fund; any examples or illustrations used in this presentation are hypothetical. As such, 
this presentation should not be relied upon for investment or other financial decisions, and no such decisions should be taken on the basis of its 
contents without seeking specific advice. Willis Towers Watson does not intend for anything in this presentation to constitute “investment advice” 
within the meaning of 29 C.F.R. § 2510.3-21 to any employee benefit plan subject to the Employee Retirement Income Security Act and/or section 
4975 of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Willis Towers Watson is not a law, accounting or tax firm, and this presentation should not be construed as the provision of legal, accounting or tax 
services or advice. Some of the information included in this presentation might involve the application of law; accordingly, we strongly recommend 
that audience members consult with their legal counsel and other professional advisors as appropriate to ensure that they are properly advised 
concerning such matters. In preparing this material we have relied upon data supplied to us by third parties. While reasonable care has been taken to 
gauge the reliability of this data, we provide no guarantee as to the accuracy or completeness of this data, and Willis Towers Watson and its affiliates 
and their respective directors, officers and employees accept no responsibility and will not be liable for any errors or misrepresentations in the data 
made by any third party.

This document may not be reproduced or distributed to any other party, whether in whole or in part, without Willis Towers Watson’s prior written 
permission, except as may be required by law. In the absence of its express written permission to the contrary, Willis Towers Watson and its affiliates 
and their respective directors, officers and employees accept no responsibility and will not be liable for any consequences howsoever arising from 
any use of or reliance on the contents of this document including any opinions expressed herein. 

Views expressed by other Willis Towers Watson consultants or affiliates may differ from the information presented herein. Actual recommendations, 
investments or investment decisions made by Willis Towers Watson and its affiliates, whether for its own account or on behalf of others, may not 
necessarily reflect the views expressed herein. Investment decisions should always be made based on an investor’s specific financial needs. 

To close, the purpose of this paper was not to discourage 
but to challenge traditional thinking on how risk is viewed 
by institutional investors and, in particular, pension plans. 
We believe that risk needs to be considered through many 
lenses, and the best way to manage risks while achieving 
objectives is to create total portfolio solutions that are 
tailored to the risks you need to manage.

As you examine this for your own portfolio, you may 
realize that you can create an 80% diversified return 
seeking/20% capital efficient liability hedging portfolio that 
generates higher potential returns than a 60% equity/40% 
investment-grade fixed-income portfolio, while being 
less “risky” based on the risks you need to manage. And 
don’t let the potential shift from 40% to 20% hedging 
assets discourage you; just make sure you’re asking and 
answering the right question. 


