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Putting aside the question of 
morality, we find evidence that 
diversity is ‘economically correct’ 
in that it is associated with 
positive economic outcomes for 
companies. As investors, our 
interest in diversity, governance, 
and ESG generally is grounded in 
the relationships we have found 
between ESG concepts and the 
fundamental drivers of risk and 
reward in the equity market. We 
are encouraged by the results of 
this study and believe them to be 
additive to the literature on the 

benefits of diversity in company 
leadership. Most importantly, for 
those of us committed to diversity 
in the workplace, these results 
support the idea that diversity is 
not just a ‘nice to have’; we believe 
it is instead a ‘must have’ in the face 
of intense market competition.

Foreword
In this study we continue our ESG-
focused, fundamental equity research. Of 
particular interest is how we might use 
governance data – in this instance board 
diversity information – to strengthen our 
appreciation of earnings quality. Earnings 
quality forms a core pillar of our investment 
approach. Finding companies that are high 
quality today is important, but the real 
challenge is finding high quality companies 
today that will remain high quality 
tomorrow. At the core of earnings quality 
is firm profitability, so we are specifically 
interested in finding companies that can 
sustain profitability over time. For the most 
profitable firms, this means defying the 
relentless competitive forces that work to 
pull firms’ return on equity (ROE) toward a 
market-wide mean. We argue that diversity 
itself is an advantage that translates 
into a ‘profitability moat’, helping keep 
competitive forces at bay.

“We’re told by senior leadership that what we’re doing is both the 
morally and economically correct thing to do, but without evidence 
this is just veiled left ideology that can irreparably harm Google.”
Quote from James Danmore’s viral ‘Google’s Ideological Echo Chamber’ memo, written in response to Google’s diversity initiatives. The document is widely 
known as the ‘Google Anti-Diversity Manifesto’. It was circulated inside Google then appeared on the multi-media platform Motherboard in August of 2017.

Srilatha Singh, Ph.D.
Director, Earnings Forecast Models,
Rosenberg Equities

Kathryn McDonald
Head of Sustainable Investing,
Rosenberg Equities

1 ‘Diversity Matters’, McKinsey & Company, 2015. Study concluded that there is a statistically significant connection between diversity and financial 
performance. 2 Catalyst, a U.S. nonprofit. In a 2011 study, Catalyst looked at American companies in the Fortune 500 and found that those in the top 
quartile in terms of female board representation—with women making up between nineteen and forty-four per cent of their boards—had a return on sales 
(that is, net income as a percentage of revenue) that was sixteen per cent higher than for companies with no women on their boards.

There is a considerable body of research 
that shows firms with more diverse 
management or boards have achieved 
better financial outcomes, as measured by 
any number of metrics including superior 
earnings1 and return on sales2. Given 
the results of these and other studies, 
we were not surprised to find that more 
diverse companies exhibit higher current 
(contemporaneous) return on equity.

This is intuitive when one considers the 
combined benefits of diversity on attracting 
and retaining talented employees, 
strengthening the focus on the customer, 
and improving group decision making. 
We extend this basic analysis to show 
that the most diverse firms not only have 
higher current ROE, but that their future 
profitability is also potentially superior to 
peers. Turning the analysis on its side, we 
then isolate the most profitable companies 
– those naturally experiencing the greatest 
downward pressure on profitability – and 
ask ourselves the following question: does 
partitioning profitable companies along a 
diversity dimension help identify companies 
that are better able to avert future mean-
reversion pressure? We indeed find this to 
be the case and offer an explanation as to 
why this might be, invoking Porter’s Five 
Forces of competition.
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Exhibit 1 – Profitability of higher/lower diversity companies,  
January 2005 – July 2017

Source: Rosenberg Equities. The ‘US Market’ is the largest 1,000 US stocks in the Rosenberg Equities 
universe over the period of analysis. Profitability is defined as return on equity net extraordinary 
items (ROEX). Diversity segment is determined by Asset4 Board Diversity metric. Stocks within 
diversity segment are weighted using square-root-market-cap (SRMC). Please note that higher ROEX 
does not necessarily translate to higher stock returns.

3 It should be noted that the results using ROE are nearly identical to what is presented here.
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Data and definitions
This study is based on data for the 1000 largest US companies over the period January 2005 
– July 2017. Our definition of ‘profitability’ throughout is return on equity net extraordinary 
items (ROEX)3. We use Asset4’s Board Diversity variable to gauge ‘diversity’ for individual 
companies. This variable assigns a percentage diversity score to companies based on 
gender diversity and/or evidence of foreign board members (i.e. those having a nationality 
different to the country of headquarters of the company). Here, companies are classified 
as ‘higher diversity’ if their Board Diversity score is greater than 20%, and ‘lower diversity’ 
if lower than 20%, per Asset4’s definition. In choosing the cut-offs we believed that it was 
important to avoid what is often referred to as ‘token diversity’ on boards in which critical 
mass is not achieved, and to keep the membership categories broad enough such to have 
sufficient company representation within each diversity bucket.

Diversity and profitability
On average, based on the historical data, diverse companies are simply more profitable 
than their less diverse peers. Importantly, the variability of the profitability is less for 
more diverse companies. This is illustrated in exhibit 1. The profitability advantage of 
more diverse firms is consistent over time, becoming especially pronounced during the 
period 2009 – 2011 when the US market’s aggregate profitability dramatically dipped.

On average, 
diverse companies

are simply more 
profitable than 

their less 
diverse peers
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While companies with diverse boards have a distinctive profitability advantage at any 
point in time, we wondered if the more diverse companies of today go on to enjoy a 
profitability advantage in the future. We tested this by looking at the relationship between 
a company’s diversity level at a point in time (‘today’) and profitability the subsequent 
year (‘tomorrow’) for our groups of more and less diverse companies. In exhibit 2, we 
observe that companies that are more diverse ‘today’ go on to have higher profitability 
‘tomorrow’, compared to their less diverse peers and the market generally. The future 
profitability is less variable for the higher diversity group compared to less diverse 
companies, but not lower than the market as a whole.

Exhibit 2 – Forward one year profitability of high/low diversity companies, 
January 2005 – July 2017

Source: Rosenberg Equities. The ‘US Market’ is the largest 1,000 US stocks in the Rosenberg Equities 
universe over period of analysis. Future Profitability is defined as one-year-forward return on equity 
net extraordinary items (ROEX). Diversity segment is determined by Asset4 Board Diversity metric. 
Stocks within diversity segment are weighted using square-root-market-cap (SRMC). Please note that 
higher forward ROEX does not necessarily translate to higher stock returns.

We can confidently 
say that, historically, 

higher diversity  
‘today’ has translated 
into higher return on 

equity ‘tomorrow’

When viewed through this lens, we can confidently say that, historically, higher diversity 
‘today’ has translated into higher return on equity ‘tomorrow’. Over the period 
analysed, the profitability advantage for more diverse companies was 3.5%, on average. 
As mentioned earlier, we are especially interested in higher diversity companies’ ability 
to preserve their ROE advantage over time because, like all high ROE companies, they 
face downward, mean-reversion pressures by virtue of the natural competitive forces in 
the market. This begs the question: Can diversity actually offer some protection against 
competitive forces among the most profitable stocks?

High profitability – does diversity provide a ‘moat’?
We now re-orient the analysis by isolating the 25% most profitable stocks first, then dividing 
that top quartile into higher/lower diversity buckets. While we have established that diversity 
results in higher future profitability generally, we are now interested in understanding whether 
higher diversity can act as a ‘moat’, making some of the most profitable companies more 
resistant to mean-reversion forces associated with competitive pressure.
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Exhibit 3 – Mean reversion pressures on profitability, January 2005 – July 2017

Source: Rosenberg Equities. Universe is the largest 1000 US stocks over the period of analysis. Profitability 
is defined as return on equity net extraordinary items (ROEX). ROEX quartiles represent 25% of market cap 
when ranked on profitability. Averages are calculated over period January 2005 – July 2017.

Exhibit 4 – Top ROEX quartile partitioned by diversity, January 2005 – July 2017

Source: Rosenberg Equities. Universe is the largest 1000 US stocks over the period of analysis. 
Profitability is defined as return on equity net extraordinary items (ROEX). The top quartile is defined 
by ranking on profitability then isolating top 25% of stocks, by market cap. Diversity segment is 
determined by Asset4 Board Diversity metric. Stocks within diversity segment are weighted using 
square-root-market-cap (SRMC). Averages are calculated over period January 2005 – July 2017. 

Higher diversity 
stocks appeared  

significantly more 
resilient in the  

face of competitive  
pressures 

To answer the question of ‘moat’ directly, we look at the impact of diversity on future 
profitability for the most profitable stocks at a point in time. In exhibit 3, we start by showing 
current and one-year-forward return on equity for the market as a whole and then by ROEX 
quartiles. The final set of bars illustrates the downward, mean-reversion pressure on the most 
profitable group of companies, the Top ROEX Quartile. These are the companies with the 
highest starting (current) profitability, by definition, but these companies went on to lose an 
average of about 5 percentage points of ROE in the subsequent year over our period of study. 
It is very difficult for companies in this category to maintain their ‘top’ position in the face of 
competitive pressures like competitors offering similar products, other companies hiring away 
their best people, and pricing competition. This known drop in future profitability among the 
companies in the Top ROEX Quartile is the reason we are interested in company features that 
might act as a ‘moat’ to protect against mean reversion.

We find evidence that diversity on the board can create such a ‘moat’. In exhibit, we 
partitioned the Top ROEX Quartile into higher and lower diversity groups. Within this most 
profitable part of the market, the higher diversity stocks appeared significantly more 
resilient in the face of competitive pressures. While their forward profitability is still lower, 
the more diverse companies simply lost less than their peers during the timeframe shown. 
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Invoking Porter…
In the preceding analysis, we demonstrate that higher diversity 
seems to act like a protective moat, enabling some high-profitability 
firms to withstand competitive market forces better than their 
peers. But which competitive forces, specifically, are higher diversity 
names better able to withstand? We invoke Porter’s Five Forces as a 
framework for identifying potential advantages had by more diverse 
firms in the face of competition4.

Exhibit 5 – Top quartile ROEX average 3-year forward sales 
volatility by diversity segment, January 2005 – July 2017

Source: Rosenberg Equities, Asset4. Universe is largest 1,000 US stocks over 
the period of analysis. Sales Volatility the coefficient of variation defined as 
the standard deviation of total sales divided by mean sales, over a forward 
36 month window. Diversity segment is determined by Asset4 Board 
Diversity metric. Averages are calculated over period January 2005 – July 
2017. Please note that lower sales volatility does not necessarily translate 
to higher stock returns.
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We believe that more diverse firms most likely have advantages 
when it comes to discouraging new entrants, discouraging brand/
product substitution, and innovation. Several studies5 have shown 
evidence of better problem solving (thanks to improved ‘collective 
intelligence’) among diverse teams – and problem solving is indeed 
at the core of the fight against the competition! Specifically, we 
think it logical to assume that firms with more diverse strategic 
leadership are better able to create goods and services that 
engender brand and product loyalty, which may act as a barrier to 
entry for competitors. Similarly, more diverse companies may be 
able to stave off the substitution effect via consumer’s perception of 
product differentiation which, in the extreme, would lead consumers 
to believe that ‘there are no substitutes’. Finally, within Porter’s 
‘industry rivalry’ concept, we note research by others pointing to 
superior innovation at more diverse companies6. A competitive 
advantage created by innovation can, in theory, work to make firms 
less subject to competitive forces.

Within the most profitable companies, the challenge to firms lies 
in maintaining or even growing customer and brand loyalty, or 
further diversifying product lines. It is our belief that, within the most 

profitable firms, there may be a strong temptation to not challenge 
the status quo (‘if it’s not broken, why fix it?’), thus leading successful 
companies to fall prey to competitive forces. It could be the case that 
the more diverse among the most profitable quartile are more willing 
or able to innovate, despite the firm’s success. A study by the Center 
for Talent Innovation showed superior growth in market share for 
more diverse firms – those results work to support this hypothesis7.

Another way we might observe the impact of better innovation, 
better brand loyalty, or lack of perceived substitutes is to look at the 
volatility of firm-wide sales for high and lower diversity firms, with in 
the highest profitability quartile. Our hypothesis is that more diverse 
firms would experience lower volatility of sales. What we see is that 
within the most profitable end of the equity spectrum, it is indeed 
the case that more diverse firms saw greater sales stability8, this 
is illustrated below when we observe the forward 3-year volatility 
of sales for more and less diverse firms within the top profitability 
quartile. We believe that this result is a tangible demonstration 
of how high profitability/higher diversity firms may better defy 
competitive forces, maintaining more of their profitability over time.

4 ‘Porter’s Five Forces’, attributed to Michael Porter of Harvard University (1979) is traditionally used to evaluate competitiveness within industries. 
It points to more attractive industries as those with fewer pressures from the Forces, and less attractive industries as being those approaching ‘pure 
competition’ in which economic profits are driven from the system. Here, we use ‘Porter’s Five Forces’ to simply name competitive pressures as opposed 
to using it for industry evaluation.. 5 Woolley et al., ‘Evidence for a Collective Intelligence Factor in the Performance of Human Groups’, Science, October 
2010. David Rock and Heidi Grant, ‘Why Diverse Teams are Smarter’, Harvard Business Review, 2016. Alison Reynolds and David Lewis, ‘Teams Solve 
Problems Faster When They’re More Cognitively Diverse’, Harvard Business Review, 2017. 6 Cristian L. Dezsö and David Gaddis Ross, ‘Does Female 
Representation in Top Management Improve Firm Performance? A Panel Data Investigation,’ Strategic Management Journal, September 2012.  
7 ‘Innovation, Diversity, and Market Growth,’ Center for Talent Innovation, 2013. Note that this study and the study by Dezsö and Ross go beyond diversity 
at the board level by focusing on diversity within the company workforce. We believe that the core arguments in these studies are applicable to diversity 
more generally and hence we use them to motivate possible advantages of more diverse firms within the Porter framework. 8 To measure volatility of 
sales we use Coefficient of Variation of total company sales defined as follows: CV=     where σ is the standard deviation of the total company sales for the 
forward 36 months and μ is the mean of the series, requiring a minimum of 24 data points availability to make this computation. A lower Coefficient of 
Variation indicates greater stability of sales.

σ
μ
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Concluding remarks
We are interested in earnings quality and importantly, finding 
high quality stocks today that will continue to be high quality 
tomorrow. As profitability is a key component of earnings quality, 
our focus in this piece has been on profitability and its link to 
diversity. Based on analysis of historical data, we find that higher 
diversity firms are potentially associated with higher current 
profitability as well as higher future profitability. Among the most 
profitable firms, those with greater board diversity also showed 
a better ability to withstand competitive forces compared to 
their less diverse peers. When we isolate the highest profitability 
companies we find that there is a possible ‘profitability moat’ that 
is attributable to higher diversity and suggest that this moat is 
driven by greater resistance to three of the five ‘Porter Forces’. With 
the thesis that diverse companies may be better able to engender 
brand loyalty and encourage innovation, we show greater stability 
of sales as one type of tangible, economically-valuable outcome 
that may underlie the ‘profitability moat’ for more diverse firms.

Looking forward, we will continue to pursue research ideas that 
are at the intersection of governance and quality as we believe 
the former can strengthen our framework for the latter. We are 
encouraged by our findings and emphatically support the idea 
of diversity as an ‘economically correct’ pursuit on the part  
of companies.

Diverse companies 
may be better able 
to engender brand 

loyalty and encourage 
innovation
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Appendix 1 | Data coverage and sample size
The challenge of any quantitative exploration of ESG themes that the breadth and history of ESG data is simply not comparable to what 
we take for granted when working with traditional financial statement information. At Rosenberg Equities, our objective is to do as much 
quantitative analysis as the data will allow. We are mindful that smaller sample sizes and shorter histories may present problems with 
respect to the confidence we would place on the results. We believe that a ‘proceed with caution’ approach best serves us when doing this 
type of work. 

Appendix 2, which explores sector-level analysis, is an example of such ‘cautious’ work. Our starting universe is the top 1000 US companies 
(ranked by capitalization), observed over the period January 2005 – July 2017. As mentioned in the body of the paper, we use Asset4’s Board 
Diversity metric as our diversity measure. While the Asset4 coverage is strong for most periods, it is not perfect, meaning that the sample size of 
diversity-reported data is less than 1000 companies. Further, as we isolate the top quartile of stocks by profitability, then in Appendix 2, further 
subdivide by economic sector and diversity measure, the company counts in each category become understandably small. Again, we are of 
the belief that it is good to do the analysis, but that interpretation must be within the context of the small sample sizes. We ultimately decided 
to omit two economic sectors – Telecom and Utilities -- from the analysis in Appendix 2 based on the company count results below. In each 
instance, the sectors were so thinly represented in the top profitability quartile that keeping them was not justifiable.

What follows are the company counts by economic sector for companies that appear within the top quartile of profitability. We present 
the count for the sector as a whole then also report the count by higher/lower diversity. Note that the sum of the higher/lower diversity 
count does not necessarily equal the total for the sector as a whole. This is because there are companies that are within the top profitability 
segment for which diversity data is missing. 
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Averages are calculated over period January 2005 – July 2017.
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Appendix 2 | Sector-level analysis using profitability moat ratio and sales volatility
In the main body of this piece, we establish a positive relationship between higher diversity and greater ‘profitability moat’. Do these 
relationships hold within economic sector, or is our ‘profitability moat’ just capturing a sector effect? To answer this question we segment 
the top profitability quartile (Top ROEX Quartile) by sector then look to see whether diversity makes a difference with respect to an ability to 
achieve a higher moat ratio9. 

9 Utilities and Telecom were omitted from the final results of this analysis because of their near-absence in the top profitability quartile stemming 
from their regulated or quasi-regulated features. 10 Real Estate is also omitted from the analysis While there were a small handful of Real Estate stocks 
within the top quartile of overall profitability we purposely exclude them as ROEX is not an effective lens through which to evaluate REITS and property 
developers. The more appropriate measure would be payout ratio.

To facilitate comparisons, we introduce the idea of a 
‘profitability moat ratio’:

This ratio effectively captures the extent to which a basket of 
stocks is subject to competitive forces. Higher ratios indicate that 
less future profit is given up for a stock relative to its profitability 
today; lower ratios indicate the opposite.

Before reintroducing diversity we should make the simple observation that, while the most profitable quartile of the market as a whole 
experiences a decline in future profits of approximately 5%, some sectors are much more affected by competitive forces than others. 
Below we show the moat ratios by economic sector for the highest profitability stocks10. The sectors are ranked from lowest moat ratio 
(most subject to mean reversion forces) to highest moat ratio (least subject to mean reversion forces).

Source: Rosenberg Equities. Rosenberg proprietary economic definitions are used. Profitability Moat Ratio is defined as year-ahead ROE divided by 
current ROEX by sector based on an aggregation of stocks within sector. Stocks within economic sector are weighted using square-root-market-cap 
(SRMC). Averages are calculated over period January 2005 – July 2016. 

When viewed this way it is clear that Energy and Finance stocks within the highest profitability quartile suffer the most extreme drops 
in one-year-forward profitability, on average. Business Services, Technology and Consumer Staples, as categories, experience the least 
mean reversion pressures, achieving moat ratios of close to one. 
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Below, when we further parse these sector buckets on diversity, we see that the ‘higher diversity, higher moat ratio’ rule generally held. 
The three exceptions to the rule are Finance, Healthcare, and Industry, though the first two appear almost equal. In all other sectors, 
higher diversity names appeared less subject to reversion-to-the-mean pressures (i.e. they have higher moat ratios) than lower diversity 
companies. Interestingly, for most profitable Transport, Consumer Discretionary, and Technology stocks, higher diversity led to a moat 
ratio of greater than one, indicating that future profitability is actually higher than [already high] current profitability.

Source: Rosenberg Equities, Asset4. Rosenberg proprietary economic definitions are used. Profitability Moat Ratio is defined as year-ahead
ROEX divided by current ROEX by sector based on an aggregation of stocks within sector. Stocks within economic sector are weighted using
square-root-market-cap (SRMC). Diversity segment is determined by Asset4 Board Diversity metric. Averages are calculated over period 
January 2005 – July 2016. Please note that higher profitability moat ratio does not necessarily translate to higher stock returns.

In the body of the paper we argue that the profitability moat of more diverse companies is driven by greater resilience in the face of 
three of the five Porter forces. As evidence of this resiliency, we show that sales volatility was lower among more diverse firms within 
the highest profitability quartile. Viewing those results along sector dimensions, below, we see a consistent advantage – that is, lower 
volatility of sales – within the more diverse portion of the sector. We believe that this is evidence of how the most profitable diverse firms 
maintain more of their profitability over time.

Source: Rosenberg Equities, Asset4. Rosenberg proprietary economic definitions are used. Sales Volatility the coefficient of variation
defined as the standard deviation of total sales divided by mean sales, over a forward 36 month window. Stocks within economic sector are weighted 
using square-root-market-cap (SRMC). Diversity segment is determined by Asset4 Board Diversity metric. Averages are calculated over the period January 
2005 – July 2017. Please note that lower sales volatility does not necessarily translate to higher stock returns.
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Important Information 
This communication is for professional/institutional investors only and must not be relied upon by retail investors. Any reproduction/redistribution 
of this information is prohibited. 
This material is published for informational purposes only and is neither an offer to enter into, or a term or condition of any business or agreement with the 
recipient or any other party, nor is it a solicitation for any services, securities, or funds herein, nor is it intended to provide investment, tax, or legal advice. If 
this material refers to funds, investments made therein are subject to the relevant fund documents. This material is not intended for distribution to persons 
or in jurisdictions where prohibited. No representation is made that any of the services, securities, or funds herein are suitable for any particular investor, and 
therefore, any prospective investor should consult their financial or other advisors about the appropriateness thereof. No representation or warranty is given as 
to the accuracy or completeness of this material. Investments may decrease in value and that past or back tested performance is no guide to future performance. 
Forward-looking or simulated data or information herein are subject to inherent limitations and are based upon assumptions that may not materialize, and 
may vary significantly from actual results. Investment models, research, and risk controls described herein do not guarantee against loss of principal, nor that 
any investment objectives shown herein will be achieved. The data, projections, forecasts, anticipations, hypotheses and/or opinions herein are subjective, and 
are not necessarily used or followed by the firm or its affiliates who may act based on their own opinions and as independent departments or entities within the 
organization. This information is always subject to change and all rights are reserved thereof. Performance shown, unless otherwise stated, is gross of management 
fees. An investor’s actual return will be reduced by management fees and other expenses the investor may incur. 

The firm seeks to achieve its clients’ investment objectives primarily through reliance on the modelling of proprietary and 3rd party financial and non-financial 
data, information, and considerations, the sources and weights of which may be subject to change. Although many of its investment approaches are driven by 
bottom-up stock selection akin to that of a traditional fundamental investor, the firm seeks to achieve its clients’ investment objectives primarily in reliance on 
analytical models. The goal of the firm’s systematic approach is not to replicate a perfect “model” portfolio; instead, like other long-term, fundamentally oriented 
investors, it seeks to create portfolios possessing ex ante those fundamental and statistically important characteristics reflecting our investment beliefs. The firm’s 
ability to implement its investment objectives depends on various considerations such as the models’ economic, analytical and mathematical underpinnings, the 
accurate encapsulation of those principles in a complex computational (including software code) environment, the quality of the models’ data inputs, changes in 
market conditions, and the successful expression of the models’ views into the investment portfolio construction process. Many of these have subjective elements 
that present the possibility of human error. While the investment process principally relies on models, the firm’s process also incorporates the investment judgment 
of its portfolio managers who may exercise discretion in attempting to capture the intent of the models, particularly in changing market conditions. The firm’s 
success in implementing its investment objectives may depend on the ability of portfolio managers and others to interpret and implement the signals generated 
by the models. The firm has established certain systematic rules and processes for monitoring client portfolios to ensure that they are managed in accordance with 
their investment objectives, but there is no guarantee that these rules or processes will effectively manage the risks associated with its investment process under 
all market conditions. While the firm employs controls designed to assure that our models are sound in their development and appropriately adapted, calibrated 
and configured, analytical error, software development errors, and implementation errors are an inherent risk of complex analytical models and quantitative 
investment management processes. These errors may be extremely hard to detect, and some may go undetected for long periods of time or indefinitely. The firm’s 
controls, including our escalation policies, are designed to ensure that certain types of errors are subject to review once discovered. However, the effect of errors 
on our investment process and, where relevant, performance (which can be either positive or negative) may not be fully apparent even when discovered. When 
the firm discovers an investment process error in one of its models, it may in good faith and in accordance with its obligations, decide not to correct the error, 
to delay correction of an error, or develop other methodology to address the error, if not inconsistent with the client’s interests. Also, the firm generally will not 
disclose to affected clients investment process errors that are not the result of a contractual or regulatory breach, or that are non-compensable, unless it otherwise 
determines that information regarding the error is material to its clients.

If MSCI information appears herein, it may only be used for your internal use, it may not be reproduced or re-disseminated in any form, and it may not be used 
as a basis for, or a component of, any financial instruments or products or indices. None of the MSCI information is intended to constitute investment advice or a 
recommendation to make (or refrain from making) any kind of investment decision and may not be relied on as such. Historical data and analysis should not be 
taken as an indication or guarantee of any future performance analysis, forecast or prediction. The MSCI information is provided on an “as is” basis and the user of 
this information assumes the entire risk of any use made of this information. MSCI, each of its affiliates and each other person involved in or related to compiling, 
computing or creating any MSCI information (collectively, the “MSCI Parties”) expressly disclaims all warranties (including, without limitation, any warranties of 
originality, accuracy, completeness, timeliness, non-infringement, merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose) with respect to this information. Without 
limiting any of the foregoing, in no event shall any MSCI Party have any liability for any direct, indirect, special, incidental, punitive, consequential (including, 
without limitation, lost profits) or any other damages. (www.mscibarra.com).

©2018 AXA Investment Managers. All rights reserved.

Building an inclusive and equitable workplace for both men and women is a key focus of AXA IM’s Diversity 
and Inclusion action plan. We are therefore proud to have been certified for our gender equality practices by 
EDGE (Economic Dividends for Gender Equality). 

Aniela Unguresan, Co-founder EDGE Certified Foundation:
 “AXA Investment Managers have made a global commitment to gender equality in the workplace putting them 
at the forefront of financial institutions; a growing number of whom are committing to closing the workplace 
gender gap through EDGE Certification. The results demonstrated a superior gender balance compared with 
the industry and there was consistency across its locations. This provides a good foundation from which to 
build sustainable progress in the future.”

Learn more about diversity and inclusion at AXA IM on our website:  www.axa-im.com/en/diversity-inclusion.
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Please note that references to “Rosenberg Equities” herein refer solely to an expertise of AXA Investment Managers and not a specific legal entity. These materials 
are issued by the relevant AXA Investment Managers legal entity located in the recipient’s respective jurisdiction or region. Depending on the relevant issuing entity, 
the following additional disclosures may apply:

For Australian investors: AXA Investment Managers Asia (Singapore) Ltd (ARBN 115203622) is exempt from the requirement to hold an Australian Financial 
Services License and is regulated by the Monetary Authority of Singapore under Singaporean laws, which differ from Australian laws. AXA IM offers financial services 
in Australia only to residents who are “wholesale clients» within the meaning of Corporations Act 2001 (Cth). 

For European investors: AXA Investment Managers UK Ltd is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority in the United Kingdom. Registered 
in England and Wales No. 01431068. Registered Office: 7 Newgate Street, London EC1A 7NX. This material is intended for the use of persons meeting the MiFID 
client classification of Professional Clients or Eligible Counterparties and is not approved for communication to retail customers in any territory. The financial 
instruments used carry inherent risks which are unavoidable such as Market Risk, Credit Risk, Liquidity Risk and other risks. These risks are described in detail in our 
Risk Warnings document which is available upon request. 

For Hong Kong investors: In Hong Kong, this document is issued by AXA Investment Managers Asia Limited (SFC License No. AAP809), which is authorized 
and regulated by Securities and Futures Commission. This document is to be used only by persons defined as “professional investor” under Part 1 of Schedule 
1 to the Securities and Futures Ordinance (SFO) and other regulations, rules, guidelines or circulars which reference “professional investor” as defined under 
Part 1 of Schedule 1 to the SFO. This document must not be relied upon by retail investors. Circulation must be restricted accordingly. The authorisation of any 
fund by the Securities and Futures Commission in Hong Kong (“SFC”) does not imply official approval or recommendation. SFC authorization of a fund is not a 
recommendation or endorsement of a fund nor does it guarantee the commercial merits of a fund or its performance. It does not mean the fund is suitable for 
all investors nor is it an endorsement of its suitability for any particular investor or class of investors. Where any of the Funds is not authorized by the SFC, the 
information contained herein in connection with such unauthorized Fund is solely for the use of professional investors in Hong Kong. Materials exempted from 
authorization by the SFC have not been reviewed by the SFC.

For Japanese investors: AXA Investment Managers Japan Ltd., whose registered office and principal place of business is at NBF Platinum Tower 14F 1-17-3 
Shirokane, Minato-ku, Tokyo 108-0072, Japan, which is registered with the Financial Services Agency of Japan under the number KANTOZAIMUKYOKUCHO 
(KINSHO) 16, and is a member of Japan Securities Dealers Association, Type II Financial Instrument Firms Association, Investment Trust Association of Japan and 
Japan Investment Advisors Association to carry out the regulated activity of Financial Instrument Business under the Financial Instrument Exchange Law of Japan. 
In Japan, none of the funds mentioned in this document are registered under the Financial Instrument Exchange Law of Japan or Act on Investment Trusts and 
Investment Corporations. This document is purely for the information purpose for use by Qualified Institutional Investors defined by the Financial Instrument 
Exchange Law of Japan.

For Korean investors: In Korea, AXA Investment Managers Asia (Singapore) Ltd is a registered Cross Border Investment Advisor/Discretionary Investment 
Management Company under the Financial Investment Services and Capital Markets Act (the “Act”). The activities referenced under the Act are 5-2-2 Investment 
Advisory Business and 6-2-2 Discretionary Investment Management Business, respectively. Its financial services are available in Korea only to Professional Investors 
within the meaning of Article 10 of Enforcement Decree of the Financial Investment Services and Capital Markets Act. The relevant offering documents contain 
important information on selling restrictions and risk factors. You should read them carefully before entering into any transaction. It is your responsibility to be 
aware of and to observe all applicable laws and regulations of any relevant jurisdiction.

To the extent that any fund is mentioned in this document, neither the fund nor AXA IM Asia is making any representation with respect to the eligibility of any 
recipients of this document to acquire the units/shares in the fund under the laws of Korea, including but without limitation the Foreign Exchange Transaction Act 
and Regulations thereunder. The units/shares have not been registered under the Financial Investment Services and Capital Markets Act of Korea, and none of the 
units/shares may be offered, sold or delivered, or offered or sold to any person for re-offering or resale, directly or indirectly, in Korea or to any resident of Korea 
except pursuant to applicable laws and regulations of Korea.

For Singapore investors: In Singapore, this document is issued by AXA Investment Managers Asia (Singapore) Ltd. (Registration No. 199001714W). This document 
is for use only by Institutional Investors as defined in Section 4A of the Securities and Futures Act (Cap. 289) and must not be relied upon by retail clients or 
investors. Circulation must be restricted accordingly.

For Swiss Investors: For Switzerland this information is intended exclusively for Qualified Investors according to Swiss law. Circulation must be restricted 
accordingly. The Swiss representative for the Irish-domiciled open-ended Unit Trust AXA Rosenberg Equity Alpha Trust, is First Independent Fund Services Ltd, 
Klausstrasse 33, CH-8008 Zurich. The Swiss paying agent is Credit Suisse, Paradeplatz 8, CH-8001 Zurich. The current prospectus, the Key Investor Information 
Document (the ‘KIID’) as well as the annual and semi-annual reports can be obtained free of charge from the Swiss representative. In respect of the units 
distributed in and from Switzerland, the place of jurisdiction is Zurich, Switzerland.

For US investors: Further information on AXA Rosenberg Investment Management LLC’s fees may be found in its Form ADV Part 2 or provided upon request. The 
collection of management fees produces a compounding effect on the total rate of return net of management fees. As an example, the effect of management fees 
on the total value of an investor’s portfolio assuming a) quarterly fee assessment, b) $1,000,000 investment, c) portfolio return of 8% a year, and d) 1.00% annual 
investment management fee would be $10,416 in the first year, and cumulatively $59,816 over five years and $143,430 over ten years.

Design & Production: Internal Design Agency (IDA) | 18-UK-010107 2018 | Produced using stock that is FSC certified. 

AXA INVESTMENT MANAGERS 
Issued in the UK by AXA Investment Managers UK Limited, which is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority in the UK. Registered in England 
and Wales No: 01431068. Registered Office: 7 Newgate Street, London EC1A 7NX.In other jurisdictions, this document is issued by AXA Investment Managers SA’s 
affiliates in those countries.
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