October 5, 2020
Jeanne Klinefelter Wilson,
Acting Assistant Secretary
Employee Benefits Security Administration
Office of Regulations and Interpretations
U.S. Department of Labor
Attention: Proxy Voting and Shareholder Rights NPRM
Room N–5655,
200 Constitution Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20210
Re: Fiduciary Duties Regarding Proxy Voting and Shareholder Rights (RIN 1210–AB91)
Via Federal eRulemaking Portal (www.regulations.gov)
Dear Ms. Wilson:
I am pleased to provide these comments on the proposed rule “Fiduciary Duties Regarding Proxy
Voting and Shareholder Rights.”1 The Department is to be commended for proposing this rule.
The rule will protect investors from those seeking to pursue political or social objectives at the
expense of those investing for their retirement.
Fiduciaries are obligated to act in the interest of plan beneficiaries and are not be permitted to
take actions that reduce the return to beneficiaries to further a social or political objective of the
fiduciary. Specifically, the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 at 29 U.S. Code
§ 1104(a) requires that “a fiduciary shall discharge his duties with respect to a plan solely in the
interest of the participants and beneficiaries and (A) for the exclusive purpose of (i) providing
benefits to participants and their beneficiaries; and (ii) defraying reasonable expenses of
administering the plan.” The proposed rule furthers that objective by generally requiring, when
deciding how and whether to vote proxies, that fiduciaries “act solely in accordance with the
economic interest of the plan and its participants and beneficiaries considering only factors that
they prudently determine will affect the economic value of the plan’s investment.”2
The proposed rule does a good job of outlining the factors to be considered by fiduciaries when
assessing whether and how to vote proxies. It addresses a gap that exists in the otherwise
laudatory proposed rule “Financial Factors in Selecting Plan Investments Proposed Regulation.”3
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Fiduciaries should be in the business of providing economic value to beneficiaries and plan
participants not pursuing political or social objectives at the expense of beneficiaries and plan
participants. This proposed rule, in conjunction with proposed rule “Financial Factors in
Selecting Plan Investments Proposed Regulation,” ensures that fiduciaries will act in
beneficiaries’ and plan participants’ interest.
Environmental, Social and Corporate Governance (ESG)
This section provides a very brief critique of environmental, social and corporate governance
(ESG) criteria, corporate social responsibility (CSR) requirements, socially responsible
investment (SRI) requirements, sustainability requirements, diversity requirements or
stakeholder theory. Sometime rhetorical obfuscation notwithstanding, the goal of proponents of
ESG, CSR, SRI, sustainability requirements, diversity requirements or stakeholder theory is not
to increase corporate profits but to instead alter corporate behavior by legislative, regulatory or
other means in furtherance of some (or many) social or political objectives in a way that will
reduce shareholder returns. If ESG did not reduce returns, there would generally be no need to
require that ESG objectives be pursued. The normal pressures to earn a profit in a market
economy would push management to do so.
ESG, CSR and stakeholder theory proponents are trying to alter the very purpose of businesses.
Their aim is to pursue a plethora of social objectives rather than earning profits or meeting
consumer wants. This would reduce social welfare. It would make American businesses less
competitive and cost workers their jobs. It will reduce wages. It would make the American
economy less efficient and productive, raising prices to consumers. It would make businesses
become poor stewards of scarce resources. It would make management less accountable since the
metric of “success” will become extremely amorphous. It would reduce the returns to investors
and have an adverse impact on the pension plans and defined contribution retirement accounts of
well over a hundred million people. Perhaps most fundamentally for purposes of this comment, it
is unlawful under ERISA for fiduciaries to consider ESG objectives rather than simply
considering how to maximize the risk-adjusted return to plan beneficiaries.
The purpose of businesses is to deploy investors’ capital and employees’ labor in the service of
consumer needs and wants with the aim of making a profit. Businesses can and do engage in
philanthropy, help to improve communities and undertake other social engagement because it
promotes their businesses and in management’s judgment will increase profits. Shareholder can,
but very rarely do,4 vote to instruct management to pursue various social goals even if it reduces
profits.
Economic Analysis
The economic analysis of the reduction in administrative costs that the proposed rule would
generate is generally sound given the general lack of available data on such matters. The
economic analysis, however, does not address the broader social costs associated with ESG
requirements. This section provides an analytical framework that the Department may find useful
in analyzing the social welfare costs of ESG requirements.
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To the extent ESG objectives are not pursued by businesses for the purpose of making a profit, R
> RESG/CSR where R is the rate of return on investment in the absence of ESG, CSR, sustainability
requirements, diversity requirements or stakeholder theory implementation and RESG/CSR is the
rate of return after implementation of those requirements.5 The difference, R - RESG/CSR is
economically analogous to a tax. It is a reduction in return due to the pursuit of ESG objectives.
Thus, R - RESG/CSR = TaxESG/CSR. This means that various techniques used in public finance to
analyze the social welfare impact of taxes may be used to quantitatively analyze the social
welfare cost of these provisions (i.e. TaxESG/CSR). A tax has an excess burden or deadweight loss
that can be calculated.6 By introducing a wedge (TaxESG/CSR) between, in this case, the gross
return and the net return, ESG/CSR reduces the size the capital market and therefore output and
employment. In a well-functioning market, the price of a capital asset should be equal to the
present value of the expected future income stream generated by the asset net of taxes and
depreciation.7 Introducing a new tax (in this case TaxESG/CSR) will reduce the expected future
income stream and therefore the price of the asset. It will also cause investment to flow out of the
affected sector or jurisdiction.
Who bears the actual economic burden of the corporate income tax is an open question.8 The
analysis of who bears the burden of TaxESG/CSR would be the same. One thing is certain: It cannot
be corporations. A corporation is a legal fiction, and legal fictions do not pay taxes—people pay
taxes. The corporate tax could be borne by corporate shareholders in the form of lower returns;9
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owners of all capital (again in the form of lower returns);10 corporate customers in the form of
higher prices;11 or employees (in the form of lower wages).12 It is, almost certainly, some
combination of these.13 The economics profession has changed its thinking on this issue several
times over the past four decades, but the latest —and highly plausible —consensus is that
workers probably bear more than half of the burden of the corporate income tax because capital
is highly mobile.14 Labor’s share of the corporate tax burden is potentially as high as threequarters.15 Shareholders (investors) probably bear most of the remainder.16 Initially (i.e. in the
short run), the impact on shareholder returns will be greater. Adjustments take time. Thus, to the
extent that the rule reduces the ESG tax (TaxESG/CSR) which would have borne disproportionately
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by labor due to capital factor mobility, the rule can be expected to have a positive impact on
workers as well as shareholders.
Sincerely,

David R. Burton
Senior Fellow in Economic Policy
The Heritage Foundation

