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Summary of Results

ES funds in non-ES families strategically withheld support for ES proposals that
are contested

• Find a 9.4% lower support for ES proposals by ES-fund/Non-ES-family versus
counterfactual

• This voting pattern is driven primarily by active funds

• Additional robustness test to rule out alternative hypotheses
→ Consider alternative counterfactual

→

• *Full disclosure, related working paper

Interesting question – My comments are on the interpretation of the results
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Comment 1
Why do we observe this voting pattern against ES proposals?

What is driving this voting behavior by ES-funds/non-ES families around the
threshold? Key facts to account for:

1. Active funds – voting seems to be more for these funds

2. Low overall support – ES funds unconditionally support ES proposals 55% of the
time, and only 23% by non-ES funds

3. This is against a backdrop of firms actively catering to sustainable investors

Paper suggests that this is driven by family ideology a proxy for preferences



Comment 1 (cont...)
Why do we observe this voting pattern against ES proposals?

Let’s consider other possibilities

Alternative 1: Attention to Proposals that are Contested

1. The quality of proposals are poor, and if contested, funds evaluate and vote based on merit

2. For stewardship teams that are reviewing votes that matter, they would correctly updating
the votes that

Alternative 2: Private Engagements

1. Prior research suggests that engagements play an important role in governing firms

2. Anecdotal evidence from discussions with stewardship teams

3. Suggestive evidence from voting guidelines

Alternative 3: ...



Comment 2
Fiduciary responsibility

Are their potential breaches of fiduciary duties of managers of ES funds in families
that are relatively opposed to ES proposals (Lipton, 2017; Hirst, 2018)?

Fund prospectus suggests they are evaluating the proposals on their merit



Comment 2 (cont...)
Fiduciary responsibility



Comment 3
Implications of results

What are the portfolio firms?



Comment 3 (cont...)
Implications of results

• What are the portfolio firms?
→ Selection into ES portfolios, excludes firms in adult entertainment, alcohol, tobacco,

weapons, carbon related, and so forth...
Heath, Macciocci, Michaely, Ringgenberg (2021) suggest that SRI funds invest in a portfolio
consistent with the fund’s objective, but they do not significantly improve corporate conduct

• Shareholder proposals can be not clear or regressive (see comment 2)



Comment 3 (cont...)
Implications of results
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Interesting Question!

• Increasingly important to understand if and how investors are able to delegate
their pro-ES preferences onto firms

• The empirical analysis is convincing that the pattern exists

• Thinking through the channel why do we observe these patterns, and if its related
to their ideology?


