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In this appendix, we present some additional tables to support the baseline results we present in the paper.
In Table IA.1, we repeat Table 8 of the paper, but instead of estimating the model separately for funds
targeted to institutional investors and those targeted to retail investors, we use observations for both types of
funds and include in the model terms that interact each ESG measure with a dummy indicating institutionaltargeted funds. We see that the interaction terms are not statistically significant, indicating that the effect
on flows is not statistically significantly different across the two types of funds.
In Table IA.2, we repeat Table 9 of the paper, but show explicitly the estimated coefficients for the
effects on fund flows of the various text characteristics of the entire PIS text block of a fund’s prospectus;
in the paper, we omit these coefficients to conserve space.
In Tables IA.3 and IA.4, we present additional specifications showing how fund flows respond to greenwashing versus non-greenwashing funds that include ESG keywords in the PIS text block of their prospectus.
Specifically, the analysis presented in Table IA.3 is similar to that presented in Table 10 of the paper, with
the difference that here we exclude from the analysis fund-months for which the most recent date on which
the fund reported its holdings (and so, the date on which the fund’s holdings-based ESG score is based) is
not at least a quarter after the date on which the fund introduced an ESG keyword to its PIS. The analysis
presented in Table IA.4 is also similar to that presented in Table 10 of the paper, with the difference that
here we exclude from the analysis fund-months for which the portfolio coverage of the stock-level ESG
scores that we use to construct our fund-level holdings-based ESG measure is below 50%.
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Table IA.1: Fund flows and ESG keywords in the PIS – with institutional-fund interactions
This table shows how fund flows respond to text- and fundamentals-based ESG scores, but estimates a different
effect for funds targeted to institutional investors and to retail investors by including terms that interact each
ESG measure with a dummy indicating institutional-targeted funds. A fund’s text-based ESG score is: the
ESG-keyword frequency in its prospectus’s PIS text block, in columns 1–2; a dummy indicating if the PIS
contains ESG keywords, in column 3; a dummy indicating if the ESG-keyword frequency in the PIS exceeds
the median conditional on containing ESG keywords, in column 4. A fund’s fundamentals-based ESG score
is: the value-weighted mean of its investments’ ESG scores, in column 1; this score’s ranking within the fund’s
investment category-by-month, in column 2; a dummy indicating if this score is in the top 90% within the
investment category-by-month, in columns 3–4. All specifications include investment category-by-month fixed
effects and fund controls for age, size, expense ratio, 12b-1 fees, prior 1-month raw return and 12-month return
ranked within investment category-by-month, dummies indicating if prior 12-month α is in the bottom or top
10% for the investment category-by-month, and the PIS total word count. In all specifications, the dependent
variable is fund flows, expressed as a ratio over a fund’s total net asset value and taking values between −1
and 1. t-statistics from standard errors clustered two-ways at the fund and year-by-month levels are reported.
∗ ∗∗ ∗∗∗
/ / indicate significance at the 10%/5%/1% levels.
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Table IA.2: Fund flows and the characteristics of the PIS text block of the prospectus
This table shows how fund flows respond to text characteristics of the PIS text block of a fund’s prospectus. The
characteristics of the ESG-related text are separately analyzed from those of the entire PIS or the non-ESG-related
text. The following ESG-related text characteristics are analyzed: readability in columns 1–2; uncertainty in
column 3; uniqueness in column 4; and positioning in columns 5–6. Furthermore, the following characteristics
of the entire PIS (or of the non-ESG-related text) are analyzed: readability, uniqueness, uncertainty, and positive/negative tonality. ESG in PIS indicates if the PIS contains any ESG keywords. Distance to ESG text is the
proportion of the text from the beginning of the PIS to the first ESG sentence. ESG in first sentence indicates if an
ESG keyword appears in the PIS’s first sentence. Readability is measured using the Flesch Reading Ease and the
(sign-flipped) Gunning Fog Index measures. Uniqueness captures the uniqueness of a fund’s text relative to that of
other funds that submitted prospectuses in the same calendar year. Uncertain, positive, and negative words are as
defined in the Loughran-McDonald sentiment word list. All specifications include investment category-by-month
fixed effects and fund controls for a fund’s fundamentals-based ESG score, age, size, expense ratio, 12b-1 fees,
prior 1-month raw return and 12-month return ranked within investment category-by-month, dummies indicating
if prior 12-month α is in the bottom or top 10% for the investment category-by-month, a dummy indicating funds
targeted to institutional investors, and the PIS total word count. t-statistics from standard errors clustered twoways at the fund and year-by-month levels are reported. ∗ /∗∗ /∗∗∗ indicate significance at the 10%/5%/1% levels.
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Table IA.3: Fund flows and ESG keywords in the PIS – greenwashing vs. non-greenwashing, robustness I
This table presents additional specifications showing how fund flows respond to greenwashing versus
non-greenwashing funds that include ESG keywords in the PIS text block of their prospectus. The analysis
presented in this table is almost identical to that presented in Table 10 of the paper, with the difference that
here we exclude from the analysis fund-months for which the most recent date on which the fund reported its
holdings (and so, the date on which the fund’s holdings-based ESG score is based) is not at least a quarter after
the date on which the fund introduced an ESG keyword to its PIS. The specifications differ in the definition of
the greenwashing (GW) and non-greenwashing (non-GW) dummy; for details on its definition, see the legend
of Table 10. ESG-keyword frequency is the frequency of ESG keywords in the PIS text block. All specifications
control for a fund’s fundamentals-based ESG score, measured as the value-weighted mean of its investments’
ESG scores. All specifications also include investment category-by-month fixed effects and fund controls for
age, size, expense ratio, 12b-1 fees, prior 1-month raw return and 12-month return ranked within investment
category-by-month, dummies indicating if prior 12-month α is in the bottom or top 10% for the investment
category-by-month, a dummy indicating funds targeted to institutional investors, and the PIS total word count.
t-statistics from standard errors clustered two-ways at the fund and year-by-month levels are reported. ∗ /∗∗ /∗∗∗
indicate significance at the 10%/5%/1% levels.
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Table IA.4: Fund flows and ESG keywords in the PIS – greenwashing vs. non-greenwashing, robustness II
This table presents additional specifications showing how fund flows respond to greenwashing versus
non-greenwashing funds that include ESG keywords in the PIS text block of their prospectus. The analysis
presented in this table is almost identical to that presented in Table 10 of the paper, with the difference that
here we exclude from the analysis fund-months for which the portfolio coverage of the stock-level ESG scores
that we use to construct our fund-level holdings-based ESG measure is below 50%. The specifications differ in
the definition of the greenwashing (GW) and non-greenwashing (non-GW) dummy; for details on its definition,
see the legend of Table 10. ESG-keyword frequency is the frequency of ESG keywords in the PIS text block.
All specifications control for a fund’s fundamentals-based ESG score, measured as the value-weighted mean
of its investments’ ESG scores. All specifications also include investment category-by-month fixed effects
and fund controls for age, size, expense ratio, 12b-1 fees, prior 1-month raw return and 12-month return ranked
within investment category-by-month, dummies indicating if prior 12-month α is in the bottom or top 10%
for the investment category-by-month, a dummy indicating funds targeted to institutional investors, and the
PIS total word count. t-statistics from standard errors clustered two-ways at the fund and year-by-month levels
are reported. ∗ /∗∗ /∗∗∗ indicate significance at the 10%/5%/1% levels.
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