
Asset allocation: Private markets in global 
multi-asset portfolios

May 2021

U.S.  | Europe  | Asia  | Primaries  |  Secondaries  |  Co-investment  |Private Equity  |  Infrastructure & Real Assets  |  Debt  |

INFOCUS

Dr Andrea Carnelli Dompé, Head of Research  |  Euan Jones, Associate,  
Research Team



Asset allocation: Private markets in global multi-asset portfolios
Introduction

1

Introduction

Key takeaways
The private markets (PMs) landscape has 
matured considerably in recent years alongside an 
increase in investor appetite. The accompanying 
flow of capital has helped to carve out and 
develop the distinct PM asset classes we are 
familiar with today. In this report we focus 
on the Private Equity (PE), Private Debt (PD), 
Infrastructure, and Natural Resources asset 
classes, which together have a total AUM (NAV 
+ unfunded commitments) of $6.5tn as of June 
20205. These asset classes becoming increasingly 
established has had a knock-on effect for the 
asset allocation decisions that are central to 
portfolio construction. Investors are facing more 
choice than ever, requiring them to evaluate the 
distinct characteristics offered by each of the 
different asset classes that have now become 
staples of PMs.

As the PM asset base widens, and the number 
and type of investors increase, we believe that the 
topic of asset allocation becomes increasingly 
important. Investors wanting a globally diversified, 
multi-asset portfolio need to establish how 
much to allocate to PMs overall, and how the 
allocation to private markets should be split 
across the different asset classes. These are 
complex questions to answer; it is important 
to acknowledge that there are a wide range of 
investors with often very different characteristics 
and requirements. This paper aims to be a 
valuable initial reference point in addressing these 
considerations. 

In this study, we:

Analyze institutional allocations 
to PMs, exploring how allocations 
vary across different types of 
institution.

Provide an overview of how capital 
in PMs compares with the broader 
global investment universe and 
how this has developed over time.

Outline how a PMs allocation can be 
broken down across asset classes  
on a ‘neutral’ basis, i.e. weightings 
in the absence of differential views 
relative to market consensus.
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Private markets (PMs) are becoming 
increasingly important for institutional 
investors

Allocations range across 
investor type from 

8% - 35% 
as a proportion of total AUM 

(see Exhibit 21)

PMs have grown at double 
the CAGR of global listed 

equities since 20102 

Drivers of allocations to PMs vary across 
asset classes but are underpinned by3:

Search for yield in the 
historically-low interest 

rate environment

Long-term capital market 
assumptions (CMAs) 

pointing to private markets 
as attractive sources 

of returns

This paper may help investors to benchmark 
their PM allocation relative to industry 
averages and to their direct peer group:

A ‘neutral’ allocation to PMs can be defined as: 
Private Equity 

73%
Private Debt 

14%
Infrastructure 

10%
Natural Resources

3%

1

2

3

(see Exhibit 54)
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PMs and global AUM

PMs account for a growing portion of the investable 
universe. PMs’ AUM of $2.3tn in 2010 represented  
2.6% of the $87.5tn of all investable global financial 
assets. Since then, this has grown to reach $6.5tn as  
at June 2020, accounting for 4.4% of an estimated 
$148.8tn of AUM6. PMs’ growth rate has outstripped 
aggregated growth of listed markets, with a compound 
annual growth rate (CAGR) of 11.6% vs 5.5%. Exhibit 
1 shows how assets in PMs and listed asset classes 
have grown on a CAGR basis over this period – and 
the subsequent change in their share of the global 
investment universe.

As at June 2020, PE is the single biggest private market, 
accounting for 3.2%7 (up from 2.0% in 2010), while Private 
Debt, Infrastructure, and Natural Resources represent a 
0.6% (up from 0.4%), 0.4% (up from 0.2%) and 0.1% (flat) 
share, respectively. For comparison, in the listed space we 
estimate that the market capitalization of global equities 
accounts for 48.9% of the investable universe, with global 
bonds at 45.0% and commodities 1.7%. 

Exhibit 1: Asset class growth vs. change in % share of global investment universe: Dec 2010 to Jun 20208

2

It is interesting to note that the capitalization of listed 
equities stands at more than 15x the AUM in PE, 
although this multiple has fallen steadily from 25x since 
2010. This trend captures a secular shift of capital 
from public markets to the private space. As argued in 
Brown et al (2020), the secular trend of rising private 
markets may be linked to their ability to better manage 
the agency conflicts that are typical of the public market 
model. Preqin expects this trend to continue, recently 
forecasting that by 2025 AUM across the four PMs we 
are analyzing will hit $11.6tn, with PE accounting for 
$9.1tn, PD $1.5tn, Infrastructure $795bn and Natural 
Resources $271bn9. We explore further drivers of capital 
flows in greater detail later on pages 4 and 7.  

Private markets within the global 
investment universe
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Market cap/AUM CAGR Change in share of global investment universe

Preqin forecast for 
private markets AUM 
by 2025$11.6tn
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Allocations by institutional investors

According to the Black-Litterman model10, the relative 
weightings of asset classes in the real investment 
universe can be seen as the equilibrium asset  
allocation: investors should depart from this allocation 
only to the extent their expectations of returns deviate 
from market consensus. 

However, the model does not consider many of the 
distinctive features of PMs, such as their liquidity profile, 
high investment thresholds, and access constraints. 
In practice, this means PMs’ 4.4% relative share is 
likely to under-estimate the equilibrium allocation for 
investors with greater access (institutional)11. Therefore, 
a more useful approach to establish relevant reference 
allocations is to look at the actual portfolio weightings 
of institutional investors. Exhibit 2 sets out a high-level 
view across six key investor types: U.S., Canadian, UK, 
and Australian public pensions; U.S. endowments; and 
sovereign wealth funds.

Pensions

The U.S. public pension system represents $4.5tn of 
AUM as of the end of 2019 and provides $323bn in 
distributions to retirees annually13. An estimated 15% 
of assets are invested in PMs14. The Canadian system, 

with AUM of around $1.7tn, is the biggest allocator to 
PMs of the four pension systems analyzed, with 35% 
of AUM invested in PMs15. A big driver of this is the 
allocation profile of some of the largest institutions, with 
for example the Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement 
System (OMERS) investing more than 40% of its $91bn in 
PMs16. The Canadian public pension model has benefited 
from a first-mover advantage in PMs, with the Ontario 
Teachers’ Pension Plan being credited as one of the first 
to invest in the sector17. 

UK local government pension schemes (LGPS) and 
Australian superannuation schemes both have lower 
PMs allocations at 8% and 11%, respectively. In the UK, 
the history of local authority pension programs being 
comparatively smaller and more fragmented does not 
lend itself as favorably to building exposure in the same 
way that some of Canada’s larger plans have, where 
allocations are made through both direct investments 
and funds. The formation of UK Public Pension Pools 
in recent years should help to address some of these 
challenges and may drive further increases in PMs 
allocations in future. In Australia, while there is a long 
history of private investment in domestic infrastructure, 
private equity has not been as pervasive. However, 
similarly to the UK, we are seeing the market become 

8%
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Exhibit 2: Institutional overview: AUM invested in PMs as a percentage of total12
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more consolidated18, which may facilitate higher PE 
allocations in the future. We explore allocation drivers 
for each asset class in more detail on page 7.

U.S. endowment funds

Institutions in this sector have steadily increased their 
allocations to PMs following the approach pioneered at 
Yale University’s endowment19. Almost half (45.5%) of 
Yale’s $31.2bn endowment is allocated to PMs, with PE 
accounting for 41% of the overall portfolio20. Of the U.S. 
endowments tracked by Pensions & Investments, Yale 
ranks 3rd on a ten-year return basis (10.9% p.a.)21, with 
allocations to venture capital (21.3% p.a.) and leveraged 
buyouts (14.6% p.a.)22 being significant drivers of 
portfolio returns23.

The National Association of College and University 
Business Officers (NACUBO), reports that as at 30 June 
2019, the average allocation to PMs when calculated 

on an equal-weighted basis was 13%. However, when 
calculating on a dollar-weighted basis (with regards 
to endowment size) to give greater weight to larger 
institutions, this increases to 26%. This demonstrates 
the ‘barbell’ nature of institutions’ exposures, where 
there are a small number of large institutions with higher 
allocations to PMs, balanced on the other side by a larger 
number of smaller institutions with lower allocations.

Sovereign wealth funds

This segment is typically more opaque in nature than 
for example public pension plans, where data is made 
widely available, meaning we are not able to analyze the 
breakdown of exposure across asset classes. However, 
it is well known that SWFs have been steadily building 
their capabilities in private markets, with estimates that 
between 2002 and 2018 capital allocated to PMs by the 
35 largest SWFs almost tripled from 10.1% of $604bn 
AUM to 28.8% of $6.8tn24.

Drivers

As shown in the previous section, allocations to PMs have seen significant rises on average 
across all investor types studied, but the amount allocated still varies substantially. There are 
multiple drivers behind this variation, but we believe liquidity requirements, liability management, and sophistication 
/ in-house capabilities are three key factors. For example, some sovereign wealth funds are among the largest 
allocators to PMs. Their liquidity requirements are typically lower, while their focus is very long term, which combined 
can increase their ability to hold a higher proportion of less liquid investments in portfolios. By contrast, the pressure 
on public pension funds to meet liabilities is significant. It is estimated that in 2020, the total funded ratio for U.S. 
public pensions was near its lowest point over the past 20 years, only above that of 2009 in the immediate wake of the 
financial crisis25. Subdued yields on traditional sources of income have compounded the challenges faced by defined 
benefit systems in particular.

Overall, the search for alternative sources of income and capital appreciation is likely one of the biggest drivers of 
the significant and increasing allocations to PMs. However, size and sophistication remain two key challenges for 
investors in reaching their target allocations. Taking U.S. endowments as an example, average allocations to PMs 
start at only 2.4% for endowments sub-$25m in size, but increase monotonically by size of endowment to reach 29.5% 
for funds over $1bn26. Greater sophistication and in-house capabilities are assumed to be present in organizations 
with increased AUM, and this may be a contributing factor to why smaller programs’ allocations remain lower.
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were historically less distinct have garnered increasing 
interest and experienced rapid growth. Exhibit 4 shows 
how the asset class breakdown in PMs has evolved and, 
as a result, how neutral allocations have changed over 
time. Infrastructure, for example, would have accounted 
for a 1% allocation of the neutral portfolio in 2000, but 
has risen to more than a 10% share by June 202027.

The neutral weightings result in a diversified PMs 
portfolio with broad exposure to all asset classes. 
Again, following the logic of the Black-Litterman model, 
investors can use this asset mix as a baseline on which 
to then overlay their proprietary views on targeted 
returns, implementing ‘overweight’ or ‘underweight’ 
tilts. How institutions should approach splitting their 
PMs allocation across markets is complex and highly 
dependent on the individual needs of each investor,  
so it is useful to analyze how PM allocations change  
by investor type. We turn to this question in the  
next section.

A useful starting point - the neutral 
PMs portfolio

Having determined how much to allocate to private 
markets as a whole, institutional investors are faced with 
the decision of how to allocate to the distinct PM asset 
classes: PE, PD, Infrastructure, and Natural Resources. 
For this purpose, the weighting of each asset class by 
AUM as a proportion of the PM universe can be a useful 
initial point of reference. Following this logic, Exhibit 3 
outlines how an allocation can be broken down, based on 
June 2020 data. We call these the ‘neutral’ allocations.

PE accounts for the considerably largest segment at 73%, 
of which around half is attributed to buyout funds, while 
growth and venture together account for a third. Combined, 
Private Debt, Infrastructure and Natural Resources 
represent just over a quarter of the portfolio at 27%.

This split is constantly evolving. As PMs have developed 
and attracted more capital, newer asset classes that 

Exhibit 4: Neutral allocations to PMs: December 2000 - June 2020Exhibit 3: Neutral allocations to 
PMs - June 2020
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for PD29, this is not segregated out on a broad basis 
by schemes and can typically be wrapped within PE 
allocations. With the PE weighting at 63%, this already 
represents a -10% underweight. Assuming any PD 
exposure is wrapped within this, it would take the PE 
allocation further underweight. This is balanced by the 
notable overweight to Infrastructure (+27%)30.  

Australian schemes follow the same trend: heavily 
weighted to Infrastructure, but with even greater 
emphasis31. This is in part a function of local 
circumstances. The 1990’s saw Australia become one of 
the first countries to privatize a variety of infrastructure 
assets, including areas of the energy market, transport 
and communication services. The first Australian 
unlisted infrastructure fund launched in 1994 to match 
this need for private capital with investor appetite. This 
early structural shift has contributed to an outsized 
weighting to the asset class32. 

U.S. endowments, as outlined earlier, are heavily invested 
in PE, and this is reflected in the 76% weighting. There 
is also a notable overweight to Infrastructure of +7%, 

Exhibit 5: Allocations to PM asset classes by investor type28

Allocation weightings by institutional investors

The chart below shows how allocations to PM asset classes vary by investor type.
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Of the pension systems analyzed, the allocation 
weightings across U.S. public pensions most closely 
mirror the ‘neutral’ weightings. PMs exposure is majority 
weighted towards PE at 66%, a marginal underweight 
of -7%. This is balanced out by slight overweights 
to PD (+4%) and Natural Resources (+4%), while the 
Infrastructure weighting is broadly in line. 

In contrast, Canadian public pensions have considerable 
exposure to Infrastructure, where they are considered 
leaders across the pensions industry. This is reflected in 
the +18% overweight. PE exposure remains considerable 
at almost half of all PMs investments, but represents a 
significant underweight of -26%. However, context is key 
here: the Canadian system’s industry-leading exposure 
to PMs at 35% (as shown in Exhibit 2) is outsized vs the 
other pension markets analyzed. When taking a whole-
portfolio view, allocation to PE stands at 16% of total 
AUM on average, more than the total PMs allocations 
across the other three pension systems.

UK LGPS are concentrated in PE and Infrastructure; while 
there is known to be a level of exposure and appetite 
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There are a wide variety of factors that are driving institutions’ allocations to private markets  
and the balance of weightings that we have outlined above. Here, we focus on the three largest  
asset classes: PE, PD and Infrastructure, given their combined 97% share of ‘neutral’ allocation weightings. 

balanced by the -9% underweight to PD. SWFs are 
significant investors in PMs, yet their opaque nature 
does not facilitate granular analysis of their weightings 
across different asset classes. The 29% allocation shown 

in Exhibit 2 accounts for all assets not reported as 
equities, fixed income or cash, and is therefore a broad 
categorization of alternatives incorporating all of the PM 
asset classes we are analyzing.

Exposure to PE provides institutions with the potential to outperform public equities thanks to the many value 
creation levers that can be used by GPs, including improved alignment with management teams via “governance 
engineering”, operational improvements, and efficient structuring of leverage. The long-term focus and hands-on 
approach that are the hallmarks of PE may be sources of additional returns relative to public equities, which are 
increasingly run with less oversight due to the increasing fragmentation of shareholdings and the surge in passive 
ownership33. This may explain the attractiveness of PE for institutional investors who have patient enough capital 
and are struggling to achieve their target returns via exposures to other asset classes. 

While public equity markets have been on a 10-year+ bull run that was only temporarily disrupted by the Covid 
pandemic, income levels on traditional yield-generating assets have been steadily falling for a number of years. 
The yield on the 10-year U.S. treasury has fallen from over 5% before the 2007/08 global financial crisis (GFC) 
to consistently below 1% in 202034. Ivashina and Lerner (2018) find that “there is a strong negative relation 
between the extent of the shift to alternative assets and the long-term rate environment as measured by the 
natural interest rate in the currency area of the pensions”. While this finding isn’t causal, public pensions, with 
their demanding distribution requirements, have been under obvious pressures to find more bountiful sources of 
income generation. This is reflected by the outsized allocations to PD across U.S. and Canadian public schemes. 
Private debt investments often have floating rates, offering investors protection from potential future rises in 
inflation and interest rates35 – a hedge that asset classes such as listed high-yield do not typically provide due to 
their fixed-rate nature. 

Drivers

Private equity

The search for yield has similarly fuelled the flow of capital to Infrastructure. Three of the four pension markets 
analyzed have overweight allocations, with the fourth being broadly in line with the ‘neutral’ weighting. The 
attractions of the asset class are multiple for institutions seeking new, diversified sources of income, including 
robust contract structures and consistent yield generation through contractually-assured revenue streams. In some 
sub-sectors such as healthcare-related infrastructure, these income streams are backed by quasi-government 
bodies, reducing counterpary risk. Another crucial factor is the essential nature of many assets to facilitate 
economic growth, such as digital infrastructure. This helps to insulate them from macroeconomic movements, an 
attractive characteristic for investors.

Private debt

Infrastructure
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Exhibit 6: Average industry consensus for expectations of future returns YE2019

Industry-targeted returns

While there are a wide variety of aims and challenges that 
are faced by different types of institutions, the hunt for 
returns is a central factor across the board. The average 
industry consensus points to targeted returns for PMs 
being outsized over the long term relative to their public 

market peers. This is shown by Exhibit 6 below, which 
aggregates capital market assumptions across a selection 
of investment managers and consultants. Notably, private 
equity was expected to return 8.7% p.a. vs U.S. equities’ 
5.9% p.a.

 

Pantheon definition

Private equity

Emerging markets equity

Infrastructure equity

U.S. equity

Private infrastructure debt

Corporate bonds

Government bonds

Source: EDHECinfra, February 2021, ‘Strategic Asset Allocation with Unlisted Infrastructure’. Average of the expected returns over the past five 
years to year end 2019 is used as an estimate of forward-looking return. Infra equity is infra300 USD and infra debt is the broad market private 
debt index USD. Other asset classes’ expectations are based on the estimates of investment managers and consultants: Blackrock, JP Morgan, 
Morgan Stanley, BNY Mellon, Invesco, Schroders, Northern Trust, State Street, Callan and Envestnet. Infra returns are calculated as the average 
expected returns from 2015 – 2019. All returns in USD.
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This paper aims to be a useful reference for investors 
who i) may be considering allocating to PMs for the first 
time, or ii) want to gain a greater understanding of how 
an allocation to PMs can be broken down across different 
markets on a ‘neutral’ basis, or iii) existing PMs investors 
looking to compare their exposures with institutional  
peer groups.

In laying out how PMs fit within the wider context of the 
global investable universe, we show that PMs account 
for 4.4% of an estimated $148.8tn in total assets. We 
note that figure would underestimate allocations to PMs 
by institutional investors, and by analyzing data for six 
different types of institution find that actual allocations 
range from 8% for UK LGPS, up to 35% for Canadian public 
pensions. We find evidence that higher PMs allocations are 
typically concentrated in larger institutions, as shown by 
U.S. endowments’ dollar-weighted average PMs allocation 
being twice that of the equal-weighted mean average. 

In analyzing how institutions can invest across the 
different markets, we outline how an allocation to PMs 

can be made in reference to a ‘neutral’ baseline: PE 73%; 
PD 14%; Infrastructure 10%; and Natural Resources 
3%. We find that actual allocations vary significantly, 
with U.S. public pensions’ most closely mirroring the 
reference allocation, U.S. endowments having a significant 
overweight to PE, and Canadian, Australian and UK public 
pensions having an overweight exposure to Infrastructure.  

While there are still institutions who wrap their PD 
allocations within PE, there has been a steady move 
away from PE being the catch-all term for investment in 
private markets and PD allocations are steadily growing 
as investors seek new sources of income. We expect this 
move towards greater diversification of investment to 
continue in the future as private markets further  
establish themselves as a key cornerstone of the global 
financial system. 

This analysis provides a platform to continue work in this 
area and we leave to future research how an allocation to 
PMs can be optimized across asset classes based on set 
risk/return criteria.

Conclusion
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Appendix

Our approach to calculating AUM across all global 
financial markets

To estimate AUM across all global financial markets, as 
a basis, we follow a similar approach to Doeswijk et al in 
their 2014 paper ‘The Global Multi-Asset Market Portfolio’ 
and their 2019 paper that further updates the dataset in 
‘Historical Returns of the Market Portfolio’. They estimate 
the multi-asset market portfolio, computing market 
capitalizations across all major asset classes to 2017. 
This is done by analyzing the market capitalizations of 
major indices and excludes funds that are invested in 
said indices, in order to avoid double counting. However, 
there is limited focus on PMs within either paper. 
Following a similar framework, we update the data to the 
end of June 2020, substituting indices used where we 
have felt it is appropriate or where data is not available to 
us. Our estimate is intended to be used as a guide only to 
provide context around AUM in private markets relative 
to the broader size of all global markets.

For private markets, we use total AUM (NAV + unfunded 
commitments), which is the most comparable data 
point for market capitalization. We exclude secondaries 
investments and funds of funds, as their inclusion would 
inflate the PMs asset base through double counting.

Original data set produced by Doeswijk, R.Q., Lam, T., 
and Swinkels, L. (2019) "Historical returns on the market 
portfolio", Review of Asset Pricing Studies available at 
https://doi.org/10.25397/eur.9419585.

A full breakdown of our selection of indices and estimate 
of $148 trillion to 30 June 2020 is shown on the next 
page. For listed markets, we use Bloomberg’s CUR_MKT_
CAP measure, which is calculated using a bottom-up 
approach aggregating market capitalizations for all 
underlying index constituents.

Comparing our data set with that of Doeswijk et al. over 
the period 2010 to the point of their last update in 2017, 
the datasets are closely comparable. Annual differences 
are less than 2% in seven of the eight years, with 2010 
marginally higher with a difference of 4.3%.

Appendix

https://doi.org/10.25397/eur.9419585
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Pantheon 
definition

Index Market Capitalization 
(listed) or AuM (private) 

USD (m) to 30 June 2020

Description

Global equities MSCI ACWI All 
Cap Index

72,709,827 The MSCI ACWI All Cap Index captures large, mid, small and micro-cap representation across 23 Developed 
Markets (DM) countries and large, mid and small cap representation across 27 Emerging Markets (EM) countries. 
With 14,995 constituents, the index is comprehensive, covering approximately 99% of the global equity investment 
opportunity set. This is the broadest index we are aware of; however, we note that Chinese equities may be under-
represented, as the China country weighting in the index is 5%.

Global bonds Bloomberg Barclays 
Multiverse Index

63,928,567 The Multiverse Index provides a broad-based measure of the global fixed-income bond market. The index 
represents the union of the Global Aggregate Index (which covers treasury, government-related, corporate and 
securitized fixed-rate bonds across both developed and emerging markets), the Global High-Yield Index, the Euro 
Treasury High Yield Index, and captures EM Local Currency Debt not already included in the Global Aggregate 
Index. It does not cover inflation-linked securities.

 Bloomberg Barclays 
Global Aggregate 

Inflation-Linked Index

3,080,317 The Bloomberg Barclays Global Inflation Linked Index measures investment-grade, government inflation-linked 
debt from 12 different DM countries.

Commodities Pantheon 
analysis of Doeswijk et al 

(2019) dataset

2,593,930 An estimate of the size of the markets for gold, silver, platinum and palladium commodity index investments taken 
from Doeswijk et al (2019) as at the end of 2017 is $1.9tn. The authors note that gold 'has an average index weight 
of 88% over the period 1960–2017' in relation to their estimate of the size of the overall commodities market. Given 
gold's dominant weighting, we update the commodities estimate to June 2020 by adjusting for the increase in the 
price of gold (37% price increase from $1,306.22 per ounce as at 31 December 2017 to $1,783.68 as at 30 June 
2020). If we were to instead adjust by the price change of the S&P GSCI Total Return Index – widely recognized as 
the leading measure of general commodity price movements – the value would fall to $1.2tn given the -35% price 
movement. However, given the zero-sum nature of the futures contracts that dominate commodities markets, we 
feel that the most appropriate measure for the investable universe is to adjust by the price of gold.

Private Equity Preqin 4,734,500 Preqin dataset covering: Venture, Buyout, Growth, Early Stage, Early Stage: Seed, Expansion / Late Stage, Co-
Investment, Early Stage: Start-up, Balanced, Direct Secondaries, Turnaround, Co-Investment Multi-Manager

Private Debt Preqin 886,600 Preqin dataset covering: Direct Lending, Mezzanine, Special Situations, Distressed Debt, Venture debt

Infrastructure Preqin 653,100 Preqin dataset covering: Core, Core-Plus, Debt, Opportunistic, Value Added

Natural 
Resources

Preqin 211,100 Preqin dataset covering: Energy, Timberland, Agriculture/Farmland, Metals & Mining, Water, Diversified Natural 
Resources

Total 148,797,941
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Pantheon 
definition

Source Data sample Data accurate to Allocation
presented

Calculation 
methodology

UK LGPS The Pension Funds Performance 
Guide – LGPS Edition, 2019. 
Produced by DG Publishing, the 
publishers of LAPF Investments 
Magazine, a leading publication 
on UK local authority pensions 
schemes.

103 entities covering £307bn in AUM. 31/03/2019 PM AUM as a % of 
total industry AUM

AUM invested in an asset class 
by all institutions / total industry 
AUM.
Example:
PE AUM of £17.3bn / total indus-
try AUM of £346.9bn = 5% PE 
allocation

Australian 
public 
superannuation 
schemes

Australian Prudential Regulation 
Authority: https://www.apra.gov.
au/sites/default/files/2020-08/
Quarterly%20superannuation%20
performance%20statistics%20
-%20June%202020.xlsx

37 entities covering AU$455bn in AUM: 30/06/2020 PM AUM as a % of 
total industry AUM

Reported by the APRA as AUM 
invested in an asset class / total 
industry AUM.

U.S. public 
pensions

Pantheon analysis of Preqin data To analyze as complete a dataset as possible, 
we followed the below process:
1. data for all available institutions downloaded 

from Preqin

2. institutions with any blank allocations were 
excluded, other than for Natural Resources - 
given the small size of the asset class (3% of 
PMs' AUM) and limited coverage, blanks have 
been treated as zero allocations.

Resulting dataset covers 102 of 474 entities 
and 59% of industry AUM tracked by Preqin 
(USD2.9tn of USD5.0tn)

Preqin update data con-
tinuously, so is essentially 
'live' until downloaded. Data 
downloaded January 2021. 

PM AUM as a % of 
total industry AUM

AUM invested in an asset class by 
all institutions in the sample / total 
industry AUM of the sample.

Our approach to calculating allocation data

We use allocation data from official industry bodies where possible and supplement 
with investor data from Preqin where PM asset class level data is not available from 
said industry bodies. Preqin collects PM asset class level data across thousands of 

institutions through data mining of publicly available sources such as annual reports 
and their network of institutional relationships. A full outline of our methodology and 
data sources used is presented below.
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Pantheon 
definition

Source Data sample Data accurate to Allocation
presented

Calculation 
methodology

Canadian 
public 
pensions

Pantheon analysis of Preqin data To analyze as complete a dataset as possible, we 
followed the below process:
1. Data for all available institutions downloaded from 

Preqin

2. Institutions with any blank allocations were 
excluded, other than for Natural Resources - given 
the small size of the asset class (3% of PMs' AuM) 
and limited coverage, blanks have been treated as 
zero allocations.

Resulting dataset covers 24 of 52 entities and 51% 
of industry AuM tracked by Preqin (USD867bn of 
USD1.7tn)

Preqin update data 
continuously, so is 
essentially 'live' until 
downloaded. Data 
downloaded January 
2021. 

PM AuM as a % of 
total industry AuM

AuM invested in an asset class 
by all institutions in the sample / 
total industry AuM of the sample.

U.S. 
endowments

2019 NACUBO-TIAA Study of 
Endowments https://www.nacubo.
org/Research/2020/Public-NTSE-
Tables

774 entities covering USD630bn in AuM 30/06/2019 Dollar-weighted 
average

NACUBO-calculated: dollar-
weighted average giving more 
weight to institutions with greater 
AUM. 

Sovereign 
wealth funds

State Street Global Macro Policy 
Research, based on 35 largest 
SWFs

35 largest SWFs (as at 2018) across 26 jurisdictions 
covering USD6.8tn in AuM.

31/12/2018 PM AuM as a % of 
total industry AuM

State Street-calculated: AuM 
invested in an asset class by all 
institutions in the sample / total 
industry AuM of the sample.

https://www.nacubo.org/Research/2020/Public-NTSE-Tables
https://www.nacubo.org/Research/2020/Public-NTSE-Tables
https://www.nacubo.org/Research/2020/Public-NTSE-Tables


14

Asset allocation: Private markets in global multi-asset portfolios

Preqin forecasts methodology

Full forecast data available at: https://www.preqin.com/Portals/0/Documents/Insights/Reports/Preqin-Future-of-
Alternatives-2025-Asset-Classes-Data-Pack.xlsx?ver=2020-12-10-112152-917

Preqin states that:

i. 2020 figure is annualized based on data to October. 2021-2025 are Preqin's forecasted figures.

ii. Their AUM forecasts are the results of internal collaboration between their dedicated Data Science and Research 
Insights teams.

iii. Their AUM forecasts include historical AUM across asset classes and geographies, as well as fundraising and 
deals, overlaid with historical time series for a range of macroeconomic data, such as GDP, inflation, and central 
bank policy rates across major global economies including the US, UK, the eurozone, China, and Japan.

iv. Various modeling techniques were explored in order to select the methodology most appropriate to the dataset, 
with an ensemble of linear models selected (with adjustments made based upon experience within their Data 
Science and Research Insights teams). Adjustments were made to account for conservative estimates of the 
model, compared to challenger models.
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