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Spotlight: Analyzing the “S” in ESG 
A conversation with Ravi Varghese, Director, Head of Sustainable Investing

QUESTION. Social considerations — the ‘S’ in ESG — seem to be 
garnering more attention lately but also appear harder to measure 
than the other two components. What do we look for in companies as 
it relates to the “S” component? 

ANSWER. It’s true that the “S” component is often the most nebulous and perhaps 
subjective of the three. There are various ways you can think about analyzing social 
considerations. Generally, when we talk about ESG, we focus on the concept of financial 
materiality, referring to the impact some ESG consideration has on the financial 

Quarterly Investment Update — The Big Rewind: 
Deglobalization and Friend-Shoring Supply Chains

William W. Priest, CFA — Executive Chairman, Co-CIO and Portfolio Manager 
Kevin Hebner, PhD — Managing Director, Global Investment Strategist 

“Our objective should be to achieve free but secure trade. … Favoring the 
“friend-shoring” of supply chains to a large number of trusted countries, 
so we can continue to securely extend market access, will lower the risks to 
our economy, as well as to our trusted trade partners.” — Janet Yellen, US 
Treasury Secretary, April 2022

The invasion of Ukraine represents yet another body blow to globalization and 
its complex supply chains, which are increasingly viewed as fragile, vulnerable and risky. 
Further, the newly imposed sanctions cover a broad range of Russia’s commodity exports 
and critical imports, as well as its financial sector, and are likely to remain in place for years 
to come, possibly decades. Moreover, the vast and growing schism between the West and 
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in the news
•   Shareholder Yield Portfolio Manager John 

Tobin was featured in a Barron’s article where 
he shared his thoughts on the overlooked 
investment metric — shareholder yield — 
which is comprised of cash dividends, share 
repurchases and debt reduction.  
— March 25, 2022

•  John Tobin was quoted in a recent article 
on livewire. He spoke about his thoughts on 
equity duration, interest rate hikes, and why 
value and quality investors may finally be 
rewarded. — February 17, 2022

•  In this year’s edition of the annual Barron’s 
Investment Roundtable, Executive Chairman 
and Co-CIO Bill Priest discussed his market 
outlook, inflation, interest rates and his 
investment ideas. — January 14, 2022
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ASSETS UNDER MANAGEMENT $32.1B

Global/Non-U.S. 
Shareholder 
Yield  
$9.4B

Global Choice/
Select
$3.4B

Global/Non-U.S. 
Quality Capital 
Reinvestment
$3.9B

Non-U.S. Large Cap
$0.6B

U.S. Large Cap
$2.9B

U.S. Small/SMID Cap
$0.9B

U.S. All Cap/
Choice
$1.1B

$17.5B

Total AUM includes approximately $1.8 billion in Non-U.S. Large Cap assets and $4.2 billion of U.S. Fixed Income assets of TDAM USA, 
which was merged into Epoch Investment Partners, Inc. on December 31, 2021. Client domicile and strategy breakdowns do not include 
this additional AUM. May not total due to rounding. As of March 31, 2022. 

U.S. Equity 
Shareholder Yield
$2.4B

GLOBAL STRATEGIES U.S. STRATEGIES

$8.3B

Totals may not add due to rounding.

U.S. Quality Capital 
Reinvestment
$1.0B

Emerging Markets 
$0.2B

RECENT INSIGHTS
EVENTS
•   Epoch’s Quarterly Capital Markets webcast was 

held on April 7, 2022. Bill Priest and Investment 
Strategist Kevin Hebner discussed: 

 - The outlook for inflation and Fed policy

 -  Medium-term implications of the invasion  
of Ukraine

 -  How likely is a recession and what it would 
mean for investors

 -  Why the transition to green energy will  
prove inflationary

Listen to the Replay

Greenflation: The Energy Transition Will Prove Inflationary
The transition to net-zero emissions (NZE) involves a fundamental change 
in the structure of the economy, and will likely be messy, implying periodic 
supply shortages and even more volatile energy prices. Further, inflation and 
nominal interest rates will probably be higher and more volatile, especially 
relative to the levels of the last two decades. This has not yet been priced into 
markets. Read More

linkedin.com/company/epochinvest @epochinvest
For our latest Insights, follow 
Epoch on social media

Inflation’s Micro Impacts: Different Vectors for Different Sectors
With inflation’s macro impacts already being well covered, we look instead at its micro impacts. Senior 
Research Analyst Nikolay Petrakov joins the podcast to discuss the implications for financial services 
companies, particularly banks and insurers. Also joining is Portfolio Manager and Senior Research 
Analyst Glen Petraglia who discusses the effects on consumer goods companies, which is where 
inflation is typically most visible. 

With Portfolio Manager Glen Petraglia and Senior Research Analyst Nikolay Petrakov

Actively Speaking is available on:
 Apple Podcast 
Click to Listen

 Google Play 
Click to Listen

Spotify 
Click to Listen 

  Epoch’s Website 
Click to Listen

On Epoch’s Actively Speaking podcast we discuss a broad range of investment-
related topics. The podcast is the latest step in our commitment to generating 
and sharing thought leadership with our clients and partners. Among the topics 
covered this quarter by host Steve Bleiberg and his guests:

ESG NOTES
•  Our UK Stewardship Code was accepted by the 

UK Financial Reporting Council. Our submission, 
provides a comprehensive overview of Epoch’s 
ESG and stewardship framework 

•  Epoch completed three engagements on 
corporate governance matters this quarter

•  Our investment team will be participating 
in a training on on assessing executive 
compensation programs. This session provide 
our team with additional tools in the upcoming 
proxy season

https://event.on24.com/wcc/r/3707672/03C08D3A943AF6B16E1CB9C54D239450
https://www.eipny.com/white-papers/greenflation-the-energy-transition-will-prove-inflationary/
http://www.linkedin.com/company/epochinvest
http://www.twitter.com/epochinvest
https://podcasts.apple.com/us/podcast/actively-speaking-podcast/id1469145945
https://podcasts.google.com/feed/aHR0cHM6Ly9mZWVkcy5idXp6c3Byb3V0LmNvbS8yMTk3NzMucnNz
https://open.spotify.com/show/5V3SYo6YMHUjMpbyUv8jaw
http://www.eipny.com/podcasts/


Spotlight: Analyzing the “S” in ESG (cont’d)

performance of a company. Those things can range from being 
very quantifiable to being extremely subjective. In the “S” group 
of factors, those can be a little bit more subjective.

Even within financial materiality, there are various time frames 
or different lenses you can use. You could use, for example, 
the very narrow lens of an investor assessing if some ESG 
factor has a material impact on the prospects of the company. 
Alternatively, you could take the approach of being a universal 
owner. Increasingly, we see large asset owners taking the position 
that, even if they don’t believe that something is material in a 
very narrow sense for a company, the company’s actions may be 
imposing externalities on the world at large, and therefore may 
be penalizing other companies or other sectors in which the asset 
owner has a stake.

Another lens that people sometimes use is a more top-down 
approach, starting with a specific group of “S” factors and 
trying to understand how each company they own scores on, or 
contributes to, those factors. This could be diversity and inclusion, 
human capital management or even macro considerations like 
wealth inequality. That’s not the approach we’ve taken at Epoch 
on “S” factors. We have relied more on the bottom-up approach, 
trying to understand what the important factors are at each 
specific company or industry.

QUESTION. You recently wrote a series of blog posts describing 
how the war in Ukraine has revealed some of the inconsistencies 
within the ESG industry. Can you say a bit more about it?

ANSWER. I think the war in Ukraine has really shone a light on 
some of the imprecise ways that the “S” factor is being talked 
about by investors and particularly the media. Energy, defense 
and Big Tech are excellent examples. Previously, there was the 
view in some quarters that these companies were engaged 
in socially harmful activities. Now there’s a view that they’re 
engaged in socially desirable activities. That’s obviously a pretty 
dramatic turnaround. Our view is that it was incorrect to label 
them as socially harmful in the first place. Let’s take energy, 
for example. It is obviously a sector that has challenges in the 
sense that traditional energy produces carbon emissions that 
are a source of climate change. But even fossil fuels, which 
are problematic from a climate change perspective, provide 
us all with things like heat, mobility and electricity — clearly 
very important things in our lives — as well as energy security. 
Similarly, defense companies are back in favor as the public starts 
to reassess the importance of a strong defense industry. And 
some of the critics of Big Tech are perhaps softening their stance 
as it becomes clear that, in many ways, a strong tech industry is 
an ally against foreign aggression.

Our view here is clear: We want to design an ESG framework 
that does not simply react to world events. It should be robust 
to different scenarios and grounded in rigorous analysis. Equally 
importantly, it should not be swayed by the price performance 
of different sectors. It makes no sense to be hard on energy and 
defense from an ESG perspective when their returns are poor 
only to reverse course when they start to outperform. The right 
framework should be consistent throughout the cycle. 

QUESTION. What are your thoughts on divestment from 
certain types of companies?

ANSWER. This is a tricky topic and I think it speaks to the 
different roles the ESG industry is being asked to play. The first 
one we’ve already discussed is a question of financial materiality 
and using the ESG lens as a complementary lens to traditional 
investing analysis. The second role is to think more about the 
ethical or reputational aspects of companies or investments. 
That’s a far more subjective role. Sometimes the two roles are 
in conflict. The divestment debate is an example where this can 
be true. 

While it may be appropriate for some investors to think about 
divestment to express their ethical or reputational concerns, it’s 
generally not our preferred strategy. There are a few of reasons 
we generally avoid divestment, except at a client’s specific request. 
I’ll define divestment as the wholesale exclusion of companies or 
industries for nonfinancial reasons. First, when you divest, you 
automatically shrink the investment universe, meaning there is 
a trade-off. As fiduciaries, I think we need to be very conscious 
and cautious of making that trade-off unless explicitly directed by 
a client. Second, when you sell the stock of a company, you lose 
your seat at the table, meaning you lose a lot of leverage to effect 
change at the company. Third, there’s a very important question 
when divesting about who the buyer of that security is. It doesn’t 
strike me as ideal if all the socially conscious investors sell their 
stakes and ownership of these potentially problematic companies 
ends up in the hands of people who aren’t concerned about ESG 
issues. Nor do we want to penalize public companies in markets 
with strong ESG disclosure at the expense of private companies or 
companies listed in jurisdictions with weak ESG oversight.

Engagement is really the strategy that we have opted for, which 
means retaining our ownership stake in these companies, while 
trying to think very carefully about how we would like them 
to act. Then we work with the companies to try and, first of 
all, understand their positions. These are incredibly complex 
companies, and sometimes we find out that they have a very 
complex set of stakeholders that we don’t quite understand as 
outside investors. We also work closely with them to share our 
viewpoint and, when necessary, nudge them toward a path that 
we think benefits us as long-term shareholders.

Incidentally, we think engagement is something we do well as active 
managers. Our ESG team works very closely with other members of 
the Investment team to understand the full context of a company’s 
circumstances and then consider the ideal approach. Of course, the 
ability to sell a security is a valuable tool to have at our disposal if 
we encounter companies that don’t take ESG issues seriously.

Ravi joined Epoch in 2019 as an ESG analyst, focusing on ESG research 
across the firm. Prior to joining Epoch, he completed an MSc in Climate 
Change and Finance from Imperial College London and worked at 
Ceres, a sustainability organization in Boston. He also has investment 
experience spanning multiple asset classes at HighVista Strategies, long/
short equities work at Arbiter Partners and global macro investing at 
Protégé Partners. Ravi earned a B.A. in Sociology with Economics from 
Yale University and a Masters in Finance from London Business School.
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THE EVOLVING NATURE OF TRADE: DIGITAL SERVICES
One plausible counter to our pessimistic take is that 
“globalization” isn’t dying, rather it’s evolving to reflect 
fundamental economic trends, particularly the shift from 
goods to services and from tangibles to intangibles, and the 
corresponding ascent of the digital economy. Although services 
represent 65% of global GDP, they punch well below their 
weight when it comes to international commerce. To illustrate, 
global trade in services is only 12% of GDP, although that 
percentage has doubled since 1975 and has room to double 
yet again. Among the largest categories of traded services 
are finance and insurance, intellectual property charges and 
telecoms/IT services, with the latter two exhibiting particularly 
strong growth.

Within services, almost all trade is rapidly becoming digital, 
occurring in the realm of bits rather than atoms. To illustrate, 
in 2020, 64% of traded services were delivered digitally, up 
from 45% in 2005. While such growth is impressive, we can be 
sure digital trade is conspicuously underestimated in official 
statistics.2 Regardless, the magnitude of trade in digital services 
remains insufficient to fully offset the deglobalization forces 
that have been set in motion.

“I really hope that we don’t end up with a bipolar system. … 
but clearly that’s a danger that we need to address.” — Janet 
Yellen, US Treasury Secretary, April 2022

WORST-CASE SCENARIO: WHAT WOULD BE THE IMPACT OF  
FULL DECOUPLING?

In a recent speech Treasury Secretary Yellen stated she hopes 
“we don’t end up with a bipolar system.” However, achieving 
“free but secure trade” requires deep economic integration 
with “countries we know we can count on.” With Beijing’s 
repudiation of the new sanctions regime, and with 75% of 
Chinese agreeing that supporting Russia is in China’s national 
interest, it is clear the risk of a full decoupling is rising.3

One recent study predicted a decoupling of the global trading 
system into two blocs — a US-centric and a China-centric bloc 
— would result in substantial welfare decreases. The analysis 
estimated the median welfare loss would be 4% in the Western 
bloc and 10.5% in the Eastern bloc. It predicted the largest hits, 
greater than 10%, would be to the low-income regions that have 
benefited the most from trade’s positive technology spillovers.4

“The world order is about to change. The broad, 
indiscriminate, anything goes globalization of the past forty 
years, its ship has sailed. China is a short. There will be a focus 
on trade with friendly countries that share similar values.” 
— Rick Bookstaber (author of “The End of Theory” and “A 
Demon of Our Own Design”), April 2022

autocracies such as Russia and China is as much a fight about the 
rules and norms that govern the global economy as it is about 
military alliances and sovereign integrity.

While Russia’s catastrophic invasion and China’s rejection of 
the sanctions are major setbacks, the multilateral rules-based 
system has been atrophying for well over a decade now. When 
history books are written, they will probably argue the peak of 
the liberal global order occurred in 2001, coinciding with China’s 
entry into the WTO. Although Beijing has benefited enormously 
from its “most favored nation” status, it has become increasingly 
mercantilist under President Xi.1 

Partially in response to China’s aggressive use of export subsidies 
and import substitution schemes, anti-trade populists have been 
elected in several countries in the West. Further, the stubbornly 
persistent pandemic has forced many companies to reassess their 
dependence on highly efficient but extremely fragile global supply 
chains. COVID initially presented challenges with APIs and PPE, but 
this morphed into more broad based supply chain constraints and 
vulnerabilities (most notably, with semiconductors).

“China’s failure to join the US and more than 30 other nations in 
sanctions on Russia was a pivot point for the global economy.” — 
Rana Foroohar, FT editor, April 2022 (paraphrasing Janet Yellen)

Does this mean we have entered a new era of “deglobalization,” 
with economies decoupling, factories reshoring, and everyone 
giving up on “free trade” and the law of comparative advantage? 
The medium-term trend is certainly not encouraging, as trade 
has been on a downward trajectory since the GFC of 2007-2009 
(Figure 1). Moreover, the WTO’s last attempt to lower trade 
barriers (the “Doha Round”) was a comprehensive failure. Doha 
was declared “dead” in 2015, and since then all trade discussions 
have been much less ambitious affairs, confined to regional or 
bilateral forums.

figure 1: global trade (% gdp) – peaked in 2008 and is 
no longer turbocharging growth

Source: World Bank

1 Please see our paper, “Cold War 2.0: The Platform, the Players, and the Stakes,” December 2019.
2 Trade statisticians are excellent at tracking goods (things you can drop on your toe), which is done through the Automated Export System. However, there is no comparable 
system for services, especially of the digital variety. Source: trade.gov/trade-services.
3 According to a survey by The U.S.-China Perception Monitor 
4 “The Impact of Geopolitical Conflicts on Trade, Growth and Innovation,” by E. Bekkers (WTO) & C. Goes (UCSD), VoxEU, March 2022.
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DEGLOBALIZATION AND REFLATION

Deglobalization will also negatively affect equity markets 
through its impact on inflation and nominal interest rates. For 
a while now we have been emphasizing the “3Ds” of reflation: 
deglobalization, decarbonization and demographics.7 All 
three forces have been gaining steam and together are now 
powerful enough to overcome the deflationary impact of digital 
technologies, which we believe remains firmly in place.

Consequently, we believe the downward trend in inflation 
experienced since Volcker helmed the Fed is now over. 
Similarly, the four-decade-long decline in nominal bond yields 
appears to be finished (Figure 3). This has several implications, 
including that sector leadership during the 2020s is likely to 
look quite different than it did in the last decade. For example, 
while tech should still perform well, with innovation remaining 
the key market driver, higher interest rates will favor shorter 
duration, higher-quality tech companies.

figure 3: the four-decade downward trend in bond 
yields – now breaking out to the upside?

Source: Bloomberg, NBER, FRB, Epoch Investment Partners

Over the medium-term we expect a continued and possibly 
accelerated unwinding of globalization and the “law of 
comparative advantage.” This is unfortunate, as surging trade 
has turbocharged economic growth and corporate margins over 
the last three decades. Although technology will continue to 
boost productivity, we believe the “big rewind” will constitute an 
important headwind for markets during the 2020s. This makes it 
even more important to focus on companies with a demonstrated 
ability to deliver a ROIC above their WACC, as well as those with 
a record of generating FCF on a sustainable basis.

UNWINDING THE LAW OF COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE: 
CHINA WILL BE DEGLOBALIZATION’S BIG LOSER 

China already faces two secular headwinds (the real estate 
sector’s extended period of deleveraging and the elevated 
level of regulatory uncertainty), with the prospect of 
decoupling conferring a third reason to underweight Chinese 
equities. Regarding deglobalization, we believe it will 
damage China’s prospects in three ways, the first of which 
is the most obvious: dwindling export opportunities. China 
will also face waning access to advanced technologies, such 
as next-gen semiconductors, which are pivotal for today’s 
knowledge economy.

Claremont McKenna’s Minxin Pei emphasizes a third cost of 
deglobalization, which is harder to measure but may well 
turn out to be the most critical: the loss of efficiency gains 
from dynamic competition. That is, suppressing “creative 
destruction” inevitably restrains innovation and lowers 
living standards. Since China entered the WTO, the quality 
and variety of goods available to domestic consumers has 
increased dramatically. Decoupling would insulate Chinese 
companies, reducing competitive pressures and resulting in 
less innovation. This would constitute a huge negative for both 
consumers and Chinese equity markets.5

GLOBALIZATION HAS TURBOCHARGED MARGINS

Turning to the implications for markets, Empirical Research 
Partners emphasize that US tech titans and manufacturers 
have been among the biggest beneficiaries of globalization. 
This is best illustrated by their margins, which have more than 
doubled since China became a major force in export markets 
(Figure 2).6 However, with globalization in retreat, it seems 
likely the upward trajectory in margins has run out of steam 
and may soon shift into reverse.

figure 2: s&p 500 margins (%) – soaring for tech and 
manufacturers, stagnant for everyone else

Source: Empirical Research Partners, NBER

5 “China Will Be Deglobalization’s Big Loser,” by Minxin Pei, Claremont McKenna College, Project Syndicate, April 2022.
6 In addition to trade, the rise in margins has been driven by the downward trend in both interest rates and corporate taxes.
7 Please see our recent paper, “Greenflation: The Energy Transition Will Prove Inflationary,” March 2022
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U.S. VALUE
Inception date: 7/31/2001

Epoch Gross Return -3.4 -3.4 10.9 17.6 13.8 12.8 9.6 20.13% 0.84

Epoch Net Return -3.5 -3.5 10.6 17.3 13.5 12.4 9.1

Russell 1000 -5.1 -5.1 13.3 18.7 15.8 14.5 8.9 18.03% 1.00 -0.17 -1.68 1.07 0.91

Russell 1000 Value -0.7 -0.7 11.7 13.0 10.3 11.7 7.8 18.85% 0.65 0.96 3.87 1.04 0.95

S&P 500 -4.6 -4.6 15.6 18.9 16.0 14.6 8.7 17.51% 1.04 -0.19 -2.25 1.09 0.90

U.S. ALL CAP VALUE 
Inception date: 7/31/1994

Epoch Gross Return -4.3 -4.3 11.8 17.8 14.1 13.4 12.3 20.44% 0.83

Epoch Net Return -4.5 -4.5 10.9 17.1 13.4 12.8 11.5

Russell 3000 -5.3 -5.3 11.9 18.2 15.4 14.3 10.7 18.22% 0.96 -0.07 -1.13 1.07 0.91

Russell 3000 Value -0.8 -0.8 11.1 13.0 10.2 11.6 9.9 19.12% 0.64 0.92 4.11 1.03 0.94

U.S. SMALL CAP 
QUALITY VALUE
Inception date: 12/31/2002

Epoch Gross Return -5.3 -5.3 4.5 17.8 11.9 11.9 11.2 24.11% 0.71

Epoch Net Return -5.4 -5.4 4.3 17.5 11.6 11.5 10.7

Russell 2000 Value -2.4 -2.4 3.3 12.7 8.6 10.5 10.1 24.59% 0.49 0.72 5.33 0.94 0.92

U.S. SMID CAP  
QUALITY VALUE
Inception date: 8/31/2006

Epoch Gross Return -5.8 -5.8 7.2 17.2 11.4 12.0 9.9 23.18% 0.71

Epoch Net Return -5.8 -5.8 6.8 16.9 11.0 11.6 9.4

Russell 2500 Value -1.5 -1.5 7.7 13.0 9.2 11.0 8.2 23.72% 0.51 0.81 4.33 0.95 0.95

U.S. CHOICE
Inception date: 4/30/2005

Epoch Gross Return -4.7 -4.7 15.1 18.5 14.0 12.9 10.8 20.43% 0.87

Epoch Net Return -4.8 -4.8 14.8 18.3 13.7 12.5 10.3

Russell 3000 -5.3 -5.3 11.9 18.2 15.4 14.3 10.6 18.22% 0.96 0.05 -0.91 1.09 0.94

U.S. EQUITY  
SHAREHOLDER YIELD
Inception date: 6/30/2012

Epoch Gross Return 0.0 0.0 14.1 11.9 10.7 - 12.5 16.60% 0.67

Epoch Net Return -0.1 -0.1 13.7 11.5 10.3 - 12.2

Russell 1000 Value -0.7 -0.7 11.7 13.0 10.3 - 12.3 18.85% 0.65 -0.27 0.50 0.86 0.96

U.S. QUALITY CAPITAL 
REINVESTMENT
Inception date: 12/31/2017

Epoch Gross Return -12.2 -12.2 7.9 20.6 - - 16.5 19.08% 1.04

Epoch Net Return -12.3 -12.3 7.4 20.0 - - 16.0

Russell 3000 -5.3 -5.3 11.9 18.2 - - 14.6 18.22% 0.96 0.44 1.99 1.01 0.93

U.S. STRATEGIES
IN USD

Annualized Returns Statistics — Three Year

QTR YTD
1 

Year
3  

Years
5  

Years
10  

Years
Since  

Incept.
Std 
Dev.

Sharpe 
Ratio

Inform. 
Ratio Alpha Beta R2

Strategy Performance as of March 31, 2022
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GLOBAL EQUITY 
SHAREHOLDER YIELD
Inception date: 12/31/2005

Epoch Gross Return 0.4 0.4 10.9 9.4 8.0 8.7 8.0 16.60% 0.52

Epoch Net Return 0.3 0.3 10.4 8.9 7.6 8.2 7.6

MSCI World (Net) -5.2 -5.2 10.1 15.0 12.4 10.9 7.7 17.28% 0.82 -0.95 -3.61 0.90 0.89

GLOBAL CHOICE
Inception date: 9/30/2005

Epoch Gross Return -7.2 -7.2 6.7 11.5 11.3 10.0 9.5 18.17% 0.59

Epoch Net Return -7.3 -7.3 6.0 10.8 10.6 9.4 8.8

MSCI World (Net) -5.2 -5.2 10.1 15.0 12.4 10.9 7.8 17.28% 0.82 -0.84 -3.28 1.02 0.95

GLOBAL SELECT
Inception date: 4/30/2012

Epoch Gross Return -7.3 -7.3 -0.2 13.0 14.0 - 9.7 15.16% 0.81

Epoch Net Return -7.3 -7.3 -0.5 12.4 13.6 - 9.3

MSCI ACWI (Net) -5.4 -5.4 7.3 13.8 11.6 - 10.2 16.98% 0.76 -0.12 1.45 0.83 0.87

GLOBAL QUALITY 
CAPITAL  
REINVESTMENT
Inception date: 6/30/2013

Epoch Gross Return -11.6 -11.6 6.8 18.5 15.6 - 13.1 16.82% 1.05

Epoch Net Return -11.7 -11.7 6.4 18.0 15.1 - 12.5

MSCI World (Net) -5.2 -5.2 10.1 15.0 12.4 - 11.0 17.28% 0.82 0.61 4.26 0.92 0.89

GLOBAL ABSOLUTE 
RETURN
Inception date: 12/31/2001

Epoch Gross Return -5.5 -5.5 6.6 10.7 11.3 9.2 10.0 11.58% 0.85

Epoch Net Return -5.7 -5.7 5.4 9.5 10.2 7.9 8.6

MSCI World (Net) -5.2 -5.2 10.1 15.0 12.4 10.9 7.7 17.28% 0.82 -0.56 1.09 0.63 0.88

BarCap U.S. Aggregate -5.9 -5.9 -4.2 1.7 2.1 2.2 4.0 3.98% 0.23 0.79 9.95 0.75 0.07

EMERGING MARKETS 
EQUITY
Inception date: 12/31/2017

Epoch Gross Return -6.5 -6.5 -12.3 5.1 - - 2.6 16.69% 0.26

Epoch Net Return -6.6 -6.6 -12.7 4.6 - - 2.2

MSCI EM Index (Net) -7.0 -7.0 -11.4 4.9 - - 1.9 18.03% 0.23 0.03 0.48 0.91 0.96

NON-U.S. EQUITY 
CHOICE
Inception date: 9/30/2015

Epoch Gross Return -10.0 -10.0 -6.3 6.0 5.8 - 6.3 16.90% 0.31

Epoch Net Return -10.1 -10.1 -6.7 5.6 5.3 - 5.8

MSCI EAFE (Net) -5.9 -5.9 1.2 7.8 6.7 - 7.2 16.99% 0.41 -0.44 -1.39 0.97 0.94

NON-U.S. QUALITY 
CAPITAL REINVESTMENT
Inception date: 12/31/2019

Epoch Gross Return -10.1 -10.1 -1.7 - - - 12.3 - -

Epoch Net Return -10.2 -10.2 -2.1 - - - 11.8

MSCI ACWI ex-USA (Net) -5.4 -5.4 -1.5 - - - 5.5 16.64% 0.41 - - - -

GLOBAL & INTERNATIONAL 
STRATEGIES IN USD

Annualized Returns Statistics — Three Year
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DISCLOSURES
1. Presentation of the Firm — Epoch Investment Partners, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of The Toronto Dominion Bank. Epoch Investment Partners, Inc. (“Epoch”) became a registered investment 
adviser under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 in June 2004. Performance from April 2001 through May 2004 is for Epoch’s investment team and accounts while at a prior firm. Performance 
from July 1994 through March 2001 is for Bill Priest and the accounts while at a different prior firm. For both time periods, Bill or the investment team were the only individuals responsible for select-
ing the securities to buy and sell. Epoch has the books and records supporting the performance of this track record and will provide these records upon request. Epoch Investment Partners, Inc. claims 
compliance with the Global Investment Performance Standards (GIPS®). 
2. Composite Structure — Epoch’s composites include all tax-exempt and taxable portfolios above $500,000 in size and are generally managed relative to an applicable market index. Results are 
based on fully discretionary accounts under management, including those accounts no longer with the firm.  Where indicated, the changes to benchmarks or composites, noted below, were made 
to present a more representative and insightful comparison to the investment strategies. A complete list of composite descriptions, broad distribution pooled funds and limited distribution pooled 
funds are available upon request.

COMPOSITE
CREATION 
DATE

CURRENT 
BENCHMARK COMPOSITE DESCRIPTION

U.S. Value June 2004 Russell 1000; 
Russell 1000 
Value; S&P 500

U.S. Value pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in 40-60 large capitalization U.S. companies.  As fundamental investors with a long-term orientation, we select companies based on their ability to 
generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently for the benefit of shareholders. Our bottom-up security selection process is balanced with diversification and risk control measures that should result in below-
average portfolio volatility.

U.S. All Cap 
Value

June 2004 Russell 3000; 
Russell 3000 
Value

U.S. All Cap Value pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a portfolio of 50-60 stocks across a broad range of market capitalizations. As fundamental investors with a long-term orientation, we 
select companies based on their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently for the benefit of shareholders. Our bottom-up security selection process is balanced with diversification and risk control 
measures that should result in below-average portfolio volatility. Effective 7/1/06, the U.S. All Cap Value Composite has been redefined to reflect only those discretionary accounts managed by the All Cap Value 
Team and following the respective All Cap Value model. As a result, all accounts which are not managed by the All Cap Value Team and have specified client risk preferences have been removed.

U.S. Small Cap 
Quality Value

June 2004 Russell 2000 
Value

U.S. Small Cap Value pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a portfolio of approximately 60-90 small capitalization U.S. companies. As fundamental investors with a long-term orientation, we 
select companies based on their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently for the benefit of shareholders. Our bottom-up security selection process is balanced with diversification and risk control 
measures designed to achieve below-average portfolio volatility.

U.S. SMID Cap 
Quality Value

September 
2006

Russell 2500 
Value

U.S. SMID Cap Value pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a portfolio of approximately 60-90 small- and mid-capitalization U.S. companies. As fundamental investors with a long-term 
orientation, we select companies based on their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently for the benefit of shareholders. Our bottom-up security selection process is balanced with diversification 
and risk control measures designed to achieve below-average portfolio volatility. 

U.S. Choice May 2005 Russell 3000 U.S. Choice pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a concentrated portfolio of leading U.S. companies we believe have superior risk-reward profiles. Our bottom-up security selection and risk 
management process leads to a portfolio of 20-35 stocks. The portfolio reflects the highest-conviction ideas of our investment team as appropriate for a concentrated portfolio. Companies are selected based on 
their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently to benefit shareholders.

U.S. Equity 
Shareholder 
Yield

July 2012 Russell 1000 
Value

U.S. Equity Shareholder Yield pursues attractive total returns with an above-average level of income by investing in a diversified portfolio of U.S. companies with strong and growing free cash flow. Companies in the 
portfolio possess managements that focus on creating value for shareholders through consistent and rational capital allocation policies with an emphasis on cash dividends, share repurchases and debt reduction — 
the key components of shareholder yield. The portfolio generally holds between 75 and 120 stocks, with risk controls to diversify the sources of shareholder yield and minimize volatility. 

U.S. Quality 
Capital 
Reinvestment

December 
2017

Russell 3000 U.S. Quality Capital Reinvestment seeks to provide an attractive total return with market-like volatility by investing in U.S. companies with strong free cash flow and which provide long-term capital appreciation. 
The strategy will invest primarily in equity and equity-related instruments of companies. The portfolio will invest in companies that generate growing free cash flow and possess management with consistent and 
successful capital allocation policies with a focus on generating returns for shareholders. The portfolio generally will hold the securities of approximately 75 – 100 U.S. domiciled issuers.

Global Select March 
2012

MSCI All 
Country World 
(Net)

Global Select Composite is a concentrated global strategy of companies selected based on their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently to create shareholder value. Our portfolio construction 
framework and stock selection process incorporates a blend of bottom-up opportunities with top-down macroeconomic insights, leading to a portfolio of up to 15 high-conviction holdings while minimizing 
unintended risk and reducing volatility.

Global Equity 
Capital 
Reinvestment

June 2013 MSCI World 
Index (Net)

Global Equity Capital Reinvestment focuses on companies that reinvest in their businesses to grow free cash flow. We seek companies that are good capital allocators, and that use capital effectively to fund 
internal projects or to make acquisitions. Our research indicates that companies that make investments, internally or externally, that generate a marginal return on invested capital that exceeds their marginal cost 
of capital will increase in value. Global Equity Capital Reinvestment pursues attractive total returns by investing in a diversified portfolio of these companies with persistent, high return on invested capital (ROIC) 
which is achieved through their allocation to the growth-oriented uses of free cash flow, namely investment in internal projects and acquisitions. The portfolio generally holds between 90 and 130 stocks from 
equity markets worldwide, with risk controls to diversify the sources of growth and reduce volatility.

Emerging 
Markets 
Equity

December 
2017

MSCI 
Emerging 
Markets (Net)

Emerging Markets Equity pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a portfolio of 60-80 securities of companies located in emerging and frontier markets.  Our strategy offers investors access to 
companies with high return potential in the world’s fastest growing markets.  We select companies based on their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently for the benefit of shareholders.  Our 
security selection process is balanced with diversification and risk control measures that should result in below-average portfolio volatility.

Non-U.S. 
Equity Choice

January 
2017

MSCI EAFE 
Index (Net)

Non-U.S. Equity Choice pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a concentrated portfolio of 30-50 stocks outside the U.S. that possess superior risk-return profiles.  Companies are selected for their 
ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently to benefit shareholders. The strategy employs a portfolio construction process designed to reduce the volatility of returns. The portfolio management 
team has latitude to invest across geographies and market capitalizations regardless of the composition of its benchmark, the MSCI EAFE Index.  

Non-U.S. 
Quality 
Capital 
Reinvestment

December 
2019

MSCI All 
Country World 
(ex-USA) (Net)

Non-U.S. Quality Capital Reinvestment pursues attractive total returns by investing in a diversified portfolio of companies that reinvest to drive future growth and have a high return on invested capital (ROIC). 
Companies in the portfolio are those that the investment team believes will have high and persistent ROIC, driven by sustainable competitive advantages or effective barriers to entry. The portfolio generally holds 
between 75 and 100 stocks from equity markets outside the U.S., with risk controls to diversify the sources of growth and reduce volatility.  

Global Equity  
Shareholder 
Yield

January 
2006

MSCI World 
(Net) 

Global Equity Shareholder Yield pursues attractive total returns with an above-average level of income by investing in a diversified portfolio of global companies with strong and growing free cash flow. Companies 
in the portfolio possess managements that focus on creating value for shareholders through consistent and rational capital allocation policies with an emphasis on cash dividends, share repurchases and debt 
reduction — the key components of shareholder yield. The portfolio generally holds between 90 and 120 stocks from equity markets worldwide, with risk controls to diversify the sources of shareholder yield and 
minimize volatility.

Global Choice October 
2005

MSCI World 
(Net)

Global Choice pursues long-term capital appreciation by investing in a concentrated portfolio of global businesses we believe have superior risk-reward profiles. Our bottom-up security selection and risk 
management process leads to a portfolio of 25-35 stocks. The portfolio reflects the highest-conviction ideas of our investment team as appropriate for a concentrated portfolio. Companies are selected based on 
their ability to generate free cash flow and allocate it intelligently to benefit shareholders.  

Global  
Absolute 
Return

June 2004 Barclays 
Capital U.S. 
Aggregrate 
and MSCI 
World (Net) 

Global Absolute Return targets attractive returns over time without assuming a high degree of capital risk by constructing a concentrated portfolio of global businesses we believe have superior risk-reward profiles. 
The portfolio consists of 25-35 securities reflecting the highest-conviction ideas of our investment team as appropriate for a concentrated portfolio. Companies are selected based on their ability to generate free 
cash flow and allocate it intelligently to benefit shareholders. Portfolio risk exposure is managed through the ability to allocate to cash using quantitative and qualitative asset allocation inputs to lessen the 
likelihood of loss of capital. 

3. Risk Statistics Source — Composite-level risk statistics are calculated using monthly rates-of-return. Statistics calculated using a sample of less than 36 months can be considered a less reliable 
estimate of the characteristic’s true value. Standard Deviation is a statistical measure of the degree to which an individual value in a probability distribution tends to vary from the mean of the distribu-
tion. The greater degree of dispersion, the greater degree of risk. Sharpe Ratio is risk-adjusted measure that measures reward per unit of risk. The higher the Sharpe Ratio, the better. The numerator is 
the difference between the portfolio’s annualized return and the annualized return of a risk-free instrument. The denominator is the portfolio’s annualized standard deviation (population). Information 
Ratio is a measure of consistency in excess return. The annualized excess return over a benchmark divided by the annualized standard deviation (population) of excess return. Alpha is a risk (beta-
adjusted) return measurement. It measures the fund’s value added relative to a benchmark. It is the Y intercept of the regression line. Beta is the systematic risk of a portfolio. The beta of a portfolio is 
its sensitivity to a benchmark. The linear relationship between two return series. R-squared is the correlation squared. Correlation shows the strength of the relationship between two return series. The 
higher the correlation, the more similar the returns..
4. Benchmark Source — Russell Investments; MSCI Inc.; Standard & Poor’s; and Barclays Capital are the source and owners of the index data contained herein (and all trademarks related thereto), which 
may not be redistributed.  Reference to an index does not imply that the portfolio will achieve returns, volatility or other results similar to the index.  The composition of the indices are provided for your 
information only and may not reflect the manner in which a portfolio is constructed in relation to expected or achieved returns, portfolio guidelines, restrictions, sectors, correlations, concentrations, 
volatility or tracking error targets, all of which are subject to change over time.  Indices are unmanaged.  The figures for each index reflects the reinvestment of dividends but do not reflect the deduction 
of any fees or expenses which would reduce returns except for the MSCI (Net) indices where net total return indices reinvest dividends after the deduction of withholding taxes, using (for international 
indices) a tax rate applicable to non-resident institutional investors who do not benefit from double taxation treaties.  Investors cannot invest directly in indices. 
5. Total Return Methodology— Valuations are computed and performance is reported in U.S. dollars.  Composite returns are presented gross and net of management fees and include the reinvestment 
of all income. Gross-of-fees returns are presented before management fees but after all trading expenses. Net performance reflects the gross-of-fees return reduced by the investment management 
fee and performance-based fee (where applicable) incurred.  Effective 1/2008, net performance is calculated by deducting the actual investment management fee incurred by each portfolio in the 
composite.  Prior to 1/2008, net-of-fee returns reflect the deduction of the highest annual management fee, applied on a monthly basis.   Returns include the effect of foreign currency exchange rates. 
Composite and benchmark (international indices) returns are presented net of non-reclaimable withholding taxes. Periods over one year are annualized. Internal dispersion is calculated using an asset-
weighted standard deviation of annual gross returns of those accounts that were included in the composite for the entire year.  Internal dispersion figures that are not meaningful due to the limited 
number of accounts in the composite are annotated by N/A. The three-year annualized standard deviation measures the variability of the composite gross returns and the benchmark returns over the 
preceding 36-month period. Policies for valuing investments, calculating performance, and preparing GIPS Reports are available upon request. Past performance is not indicative of future results. An 
account could incur losses as well as gains.  
6. Significant Cash Flow Policy — Effective January 1, 2008, Epoch does not apply a significant cash flow policy as all accounts are valued daily.  From January 1, 2006 to December 31, 2007, Epoch 
defined a significant cash flow as one in excess of 25% of the portfolio market value.  Prior to January 1, 2006 Epoch’s policy required the temporary removal of any portfolio incurring a client initiated 
significant cash flow of 10% or greater of portfolio market value.  Additional information regarding the Epoch’s historical treatment of significant cash flows is available upon request.
7. To receive a complete list and description of Epoch’s composites, GIPS® firm-wide verification or composite examination reports by ACA Compliance Group from June 21, 2004 through December 31, 
2021 and/or other presentations that adhere to the GIPS® standards, contact us at 212-303-7200, write to Epoch Investment Partners Inc., 399 Park Avenue, New York, NY 10022, or send an email to 
info@eipny.com.
8. GIPS® is a registered trademark of CFA Institute. CFA Institute does not endorse or promote this organization, nor does it warrant the accuracy or quality of the content contained herein.


