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            In memory of our fathers

         

         
      
   
      
      
      
         
            Epigraph

         
         
            They went profoundly into the science of business, and indicated that the purpose of manufacturing a plow or a brick was so
               that it might be sold. To them, the Romantic Hero was no longer the knight, the wandering poet, the cowpuncher, the aviator,
               nor the brave young district attorney, but the great sales-manager . . . who devoted himself and all his young samurai to
               the cosmic purpose of Selling—not of selling anything in particular, for or to anybody in particular, but pure Selling.
            

            —Sinclair Lewis, Babbitt (1922)
            

            “I got to figure,” the tenant said. “We all got to figure. There’s some way to stop this. It’s not like lightning or earthquakes.
               We’ve got a bad thing made by men, and by God that’s something we can change.”
            

            —John Steinbeck, The Grapes of Wrath (1939)
            

         

         
      
   
      
         Contents

         
            	Cover

            	Title Page

            	Dedication

            	Epigraph

            	Contents

            	Saving Capitalism from Itself

            	1: Chalk One Up for the Good Guys

            	2: Making a Killing

            	3: Good News and Bad News

            	4: Fighting for Corporate Social Responsibility

            	5: Hear No Evil, See No Evil

            	6: We’re Going to Need a Bigger Boat

            	7: Divided Against Ourselves

            	8: The $23 Trillion Solution

            	9: Citizen Capitalism

            	A Capitalist Reformation

            	Acknowledgements

            	Notes

            	Index

            	About the Authors

            	Endorsements

            	Copyright

            	About the Publisher

         

      


	i

	v

	vi

	vii

	ix

	1

	2

	3

	4

	5

	6

	7

	8

	9

	10

	11

	12

	13

	14

	15

	16

	17

	18

	19

	20

	21

	22

	23

	24

	25

	26

	27

	28

	29

	30

	31

	32

	33

	34

	35

	36

	37

	38

	39

	40

	41

	42

	43

	44

	45

	46

	47

	48

	49

	50

	51

	52

	53

	54

	55

	56

	57

	58

	59

	60

	61

	62

	63

	64

	65

	66

	67

	68

	69

	70

	71

	72

	73

	74

	75

	76

	77

	78

	79

	80

	81

	82

	83

	84

	85

	86

	87

	88

	89

	90

	91

	92

	93

	94

	95

	96

	97

	98

	99

	100

	101

	102

	103

	104

	105

	106

	107

	108

	109

	110

	111

	112

	113

	114

	115

	116

	117

	118

	119

	120

	121

	122

	123

	124

	125

	126

	127

	128

	129

	130

	131

	132

	133

	134

	135

	136

	137

	138

	139

	140

	141

	142

	143

	144

	145

	146

	147

	148

	149

	150

	151

	152

	153

	154

	155

	156

	157

	158

	159

	160

	161

	162

	163

	164

	165

	166

	167

	168

	169

	170

	171

	172

	173

	174

	175

	176

	177

	178

	179

	180

	181

	182

	183

	184

	185

	186

	187

	188

	189

	190

	191

	192

	193

	194

	195

	196

	197

	198

	199

	200

	201

	202

	203

	204

	205

	206

	207

	208

	209

	210

	211

	212

	213

	214

	215

	216

	217

	218

	219

	220

	221

	222

	223

	224

	225

	226

	227

	228

	229

	230

	231

	232

	233

	234

	235

	236

	237

	238

	239

	240

	241

	242

	243

	244

	245

	246

	247

	248

	249

	250

	251

	252

	253

	254

	255

	256

	257

	258

	259

	261

	262

	263

	264

	265

	266

	267

	268

	269

	270

	271

	272

	273

	274

	275

	276

	277

	278

	279

	280

	281

	282

	283

	284

	285

	286

	287

	288

	289

	290

	291

	292

	293

	294

	295

	296

	297

	298

	299

	300

	301

	302

	303

	304

	305

	306

	307

	308

	309

	310

	311

	312

	313

	314

	315

	316

	317

	318

	319

	320

	321

	322

	323

	324

	325

	326

	327

	328

	329

	330

	331

	332

	333

	334

	260

	335

	336

	337

	338

	339

	340

	341

	342

	343

	344

	345

	346

	347

	348

	350

	351

	349

	352

	353

	a
 
	b

	iv
 



   
      
      
      
         
            Introduction
Saving Capitalism from Itself
Division, Despair, and Dividends in Corporate America

         

         
         If all else fails, Peter Thiel has an escape route.

         
         The billionaire cofounder of PayPal has hedged himself against the collapse of society. His answer? New Zealand. Thiel purchased
            a five-hundred-acre sheep farm in South Island, a comfortable seven thousand miles away from his home in California. There
            he’s protected from crisis, pandemic, and a population increasingly on the brink—of what? That’s the worry.
         

         
         He’s not alone. Drawn to the country’s six-to-one sheep-to-human ratio and neutral stance on just about everything, Thiel
            and his Silicon Valley cohort have contributed to a tenfold increase in applications for New Zealand’s “Investor Plus” visas—which
            require a three-year investment of over $6 million—from 2010 to 2018.1 LinkedIn’s cofounder Reid Hoffman estimates that half of his billionaire friends have apocalypse insurance. “Saying you’re ‘buying a house in New Zealand’ is kind of a wink, wink, say no more.”2

         
         For those hoping to stay closer to home, $4.5 million will buy a “Survival Condo Penthouse unit” in a converted missile silo
            in Kansas. The unit boasts nine-foot-thick walls and military-grade security. Residents can schedule airport pickup on the
            Pit-Bull VX armored truck. At the silo, they can stroll in the dog park, work up a sweat on the climbing wall, or watch the
            end of times from the comfort of their own movie theater. One customer wrote, “I feel better knowing that I have a luxury
            survival bunker for my family if anything happens.”3

         
         For today’s wealthy, the new must-have is a way out.

         
         It feels somehow appropriate that a corporation would aim to profit from the end of capitalism. Alexis de Tocqueville noted
            that Americans always “put something heroic into their way of trading.” He wrote, “I know of no country, indeed, where wealth
            has taken a stronger hold on the affections of men.”4

         
         Unique in world history, America is a nation founded by corporations—two corporations, in fact: the Massachusetts Bay Company
            and the Virginia Company, both for-profit ventures before becoming political colonies.5 Half the passengers on the Mayflower were not Pilgrim church members but were conscripted by investors.6

         
         Before thirteen colonies became one nation, seven hundred English shareholders became one company. A single share in the Virginia
            Company cost 12 pounds, 10 shillings—six months’ wages for an ordinary worker. For those willing to work seven years for the
            company in Virginia, the share was free.7

         
         As the historian Bhu Srinivasan writes, those early American settlements were funded through private investment, “with the
            risks borne by private interests and the lives of men.”8

         
         The lives of men indeed: After seventeen years and hundreds of supply ships, 85 percent of Virginia’s settlers had died.9 So King James I revoked the company’s charter in 1624, forcing Virginia to be ruled as a colony instead.
         

         
         Those were inauspicious beginnings for a country that would win the Cold War 365 years later in the name of capitalism. And
            though those corporate beginnings have transmogrified into Thanksgiving school plays, the United States has always struggled
            with the morality of its economy. This is a country built off tobacco and slaves, fossil fuels and global finance. Corporations
            had legal personhood before women did.
         

         
         Rutherford B. Hayes, president during the Gilded Age, wrote in his diary, “This is a government of the people, by the people,
            and for the people no longer. It is government by the corporations, of the corporations, and for the corporations.”10 The country’s history has always been an uncomfortable balance of private and public interests, of people and the corporations
            they create.
         

         
         Capitalism is once again on trial. Pernicious inequality and catastrophic climate change. Global instability and plateauing
            growth. Decaying institutions and receding opportunity.
         

         
         Inequality is at a postwar high. In Boston, the gap in life expectancy between those living in adjacent rich and poor neighborhoods
            is thirty-three years.11 Growth in urban and rural areas has diverged. Since 2010, the largest fifty-three metro areas have accounted for over 90
            percent of the nation’s population growth.12 Half of rural counties have lost population since 2000.13 Across the country, only one in three Americans believes their children will “be better off financially than their parents.”14 Meanwhile, according to one survey of professionals, half of Americans don’t feel a connection to their company’s mission
            or get a sense of meaning or significance from their work.15

         
         We often talk of stagnant wages but not what those wages can buy. Whereas the manufactured bread and circuses of fast food and flat-screen televisions have gotten cheaper, the things that give our lives dignity—education, fresh food, health care—have gotten much more expensive. If we were to adjust wage growth by a Consumer Dignity Index instead of the standard Consumer Price Index, we’d see that most people’s wages haven’t been stagnant; they’ve been in steep decline. 

         
         We’ve descended into a corporate-sponsored Brave New World, complete with a calcified caste system and the soma of cheap consumer goods and drugs—licit or illicit—to dull the pain. This is how the world ends: not with a bang but with
            a binge-worthy Netflix series.
         

         
         Based on one 2020 study, 56 percent of people worldwide believe that “capitalism as it exists today does more harm than good
            in the world.”16 Only half of American adults under forty view capitalism favorably—down from two-thirds in 2010.17 Four in ten Americans say they would prefer living in a socialist country over a capitalist one.18 It’s all enough to make us ask: Can we save capitalism from itself? Should we?
         

         
         The United States was born by the corporation, and it may die by it, too. Maybe Thiel isn’t crazy to want a way out.

         
         
            The Book in Summary

            Our most critical social and environmental challenges have been caused, in large part, by the explicit amorality of corporations.
               Our economy is dominated by the ideology that private vice makes for public virtue. And so our world is dominated by corporations
               that reflect no deeper purpose than profit. They embody no broader values than shareholder value. They are accountable to
               nothing but the bottom line.
            

            
            Transforming our corporations will be hard. And we can’t fix all that is wrong with capitalism without changing government
               and individual behavior as well. But neither can we make real progress without addressing the lack of purpose, values, and
               accountability within our corporations.
            

            
            Capitalists should want to fix corporations. Too often profit is confused with value, but they are not the same thing. Profit is what happens today. Value is the long-term prosperity driven by strong customer, employee, and supplier relationships; positive community involvement; sustainable production; and cooperation with government in problem solving. We will make our corporations more valuable when we focus them on these things. 

            
            Furthermore, capitalists should want to fix corporations because capitalists are citizens, too. Before the pandemic, corporate
               profits were higher than ever, but workers, society, and the planet still suffered.19 This can’t go on forever, and it won’t. Capitalists, in their capacity as citizens, have an interest not just in avoiding
               the guillotine but also in living in a more equal, healthy, and sustainable world. That requires asking fundamental questions
               about our corporations: What is their purpose? What are they capable of producing for society?
            

            
            “Hegel predicted that the basic unit of modern society would be the state . . . Lenin and Hitler that it would be the political
               party,” wrote John Micklethwait and Adrian Wooldridge in their book The Company: A Short History of a Revolutionary Idea. “Before that, a succession of saints and sages claimed the same for the parish church . . . they have all been proved wrong.
               The most important organization in the world is the company: the basis of the prosperity of the West and the best hope for
               the future of the rest of the world.”20

            
            Many critics of capitalism focus almost entirely on political philosophy and public policy. Thomas Piketty’s Capital in the Twenty-first Century has more index entries on the French Revolution than it does on corporations. We risk missing a fundamental fact: that capitalism
               today is made up of corporations. Big corporations.
            

            
            Think of how you spent your morning. You may have woken up to a tune on your iPhone (Apple, the number 4 largest corporation in the United States), with cell service powered by AT&T (number 9). Your morning medicine may have come from CVS (number 7), distributed by McKesson (number 6), and paid for by UnitedHealthcare (number 5). You may have driven a GM (number 10) car to work—insured by Geico (owned by Berkshire Hathaway, number 3) and fueled at ExxonMobil (number 2). On the way, you may have passed a Walmart (number 1) and a Whole Foods (owned by Amazon, number 8). And that’s it, the top ten—even before you check Google in line at Starbucks while taking out your Bank of America credit card.21

            
            As the nineteenth-century historian and statesman George Bancroft put it, “Commerce defies every wind, outrides every tempest,
               and invades every zone.”22 What began as a formal way to organize people and capital around a common cause has become Wells Fargo and Facebook, the
               daily nine to five and the McDonald’s Dollar Menu. The marketplace—capitalism incarnate—is not some place we go. It’s the
               air we breathe.
            

            
            The first three chapters of this book are the story of fiduciary absolutism—a distorted and extreme version of fiduciary duty
               that binds corporate leaders to chasing short-term profit.
            

            
            Corporations are a great modern multiplier of human effort. As we’ll see in chapter 1, they have power for both good and ill.
               They can heal the sick, feed the hungry, and house the homeless. But they are also enmeshed in all our worst social and environmental
               problems. Inequality, disease, pollution—all inextricably bound up with our largest corporations. If there is something broken
               about capitalism today, there must be something broken at our largest corporations.
            

            
            Corporations are capable of achieving so much more than they do today. Many are failing their employees, customers, communities,
               and other stakeholders. They’re even failing their shareholders—who are better served when corporations focus on creating
               long-term value. As we’ll see in chapter 2, that requires commitment to improving the lives of your customers, building trust
               with your employees, sustaining your community, stewarding your environment, and working collaboratively with the government.
            

            
            Profits at our public companies may have set records, but society still suffered. This is usually blamed on shareholders.
               In chapter 3, we’ll see how most shareholders would benefit far more if all corporations were transformed into long-term, stakeholder-oriented companies driven
               by a deeper purpose.
            

            
            The next four chapters show reformers struggling against the conflicting demands of earning a profit for shareholders and
               doing good for society.
            

            
            Many of the current reforms risk becoming hollow victories. In chapter 4, we’ll see Goldman Sachs’ 10,000 Women initiative,
               Coca-Cola’s partnership with the Special Olympics, and Hyundai’s funding for cancer research. Nearly nine in ten corporations
               in the S&P 500 now issue sustainability reports, up from only 20 percent in 2011.23 These are all good efforts that promise progress. But are they enough?
            

            
            The New York City Pension Fund has divested itself from oil and gas companies, joining more than a thousand other institutions
               representing $11 trillion in assets.24 That feels like a victory, but in chapter 5 we’ll ask: Does it matter? Does divestment work?
            

            
            Impact investing has become a $500 billion industry—an industry we’ll examine in chapter 6.25 The United Nations announced that $80 trillion is now covered by its Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI).26 But at the same time, two-thirds of Americans don’t believe the financial system benefits the economy today.27 Our thousand largest corporations are owned 73 percent by institutional investors—mostly mutual funds concerned more with
               quarterly earnings than with long-term prosperity.28 As one political scientist summarized, “Our economy is dominated by property unowned by natural individuals.”29 Can our financial system be saved by socially responsible investors?
            

            
            And all the while, CEOs’ pay has increased by 940 percent since 197830 while S&P 500 companies spent the last decade buying back $4 trillion of their stock—$4 trillion that could have been invested in the workforce.31 In chapter 7 we’ll ask: Why can’t government just force our corporations to be good?
            

            
            The final two chapters detail a different vision, one we’ll call citizen capitalism. Getting there will require one thing
               above all else: accountability. Accountability for the corporations we create; accountability to all the stakeholders they
               touch; accountability for the world we will leave our children and grandchildren; accountability, ultimately, to one another.
            

            
            In chapter 8 we’ll offer our own proposal: corporations built around a deeper social purpose, held accountable to that purpose,
               and rebuilt to align their purpose with their prosperity. In chapter 9, we’ll see how buyers, workers, savers, and voters
               are already influencing corporations to better reflect their values.
            

            
            Our book isn’t a naive plea for corporations to be more responsible; it’s an unsentimental blueprint for how to build an economy
               that generates prosperity without peril. The journey starts with corporations and, in the end, depends on all of us.
            

            
            We’re not academics or journalists critiquing capitalism from the sidelines. We’ve lived in its engine room, investing billions
               of dollars and working across six continents and a dozen industries. We earned our MBAs from schools where the virtues of
               capitalism are recited chapter and verse. But over the last half decade, we’ve worked at the forefront of reform, helping
               to launch a social impact investment fund that has invested hundreds of millions of dollars in purpose-driven companies focused
               on benefiting society. We can debunk the myths of capitalist reform from the inside.
            

            
            We’ve come to the conclusion that we need to ask more of capitalism. No one minds when great corporations serve their consumers
               well and keep some of the gains for their shareholders—that’s the American way. What people mind is the economics of extraction,
               the kind of capitalism in which corporations maximize their short-term profits at any cost.
            

            
         
         
            The Argument for the Defense

            Some people are ready to tear the whole of capitalism down. The Icelandic rock band Hatari (“Haters”) has been described variously
               as “IcePop,” “pseudo-fascist cyborgs,” and a “bondage techno performance art group.” It announced in 2018 that it was disbanding
               because it had failed to meet its stated goal of ending capitalism but came out of retirement in 2019 to enter the popular
               Eurovision music competition. It used its international recognition to challenge Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu
               to glima—described as “Icelandic trouser-grip wrestling.” If Hatari won, it would get “the first ever Hatari-sponsored liberal BDSM
               colony on the Mediterranean coast.” If it lost, the Israeli government would get “full political and economic control of South-Icelandic
               Island municipality Vestmannaeyjar.”32

            
            Hatari self-consciously represents the extremes of anticapitalism, but there are others with a more staid—though no less ambitious—approach.
               The activist and environmentalist Naomi Klein suggested that climate change provides a great opportunity to end capitalism:
            

            
            
               Our economic system and our planetary system are now at war. Or, more accurately, our economy is at war with many forms of
                  life on earth, including human life. What the climate needs to avoid collapse is a contraction in humanity’s use of resources;
                  what our economic model demands to avoid collapse is unfettered expansion. Only one of these sets of rules can be changed,
                  and it’s not the laws of nature.33

            

            Only one in four people trusts corporate CEOs to right society’s wrongs, and only one in five trusts them to be truth-tellers
               and overall ethical.34 Many businesspeople don’t even trust themselves. In one survey of business school students, only 60 percent trust corporations
               to do good things for people in the long run.
            

            
            It’s easy to forget why capitalism is worth saving. When colonists arrived in Massachusetts, they initially agreed to grow their food collectively. Unfortunately, that method of production didn’t work. It foreshadowed a common joke about socialism: “They pretend to pay us, and we pretend to work.”35 And so the colonists privatized. As the governor of Massachusetts explained, “This had very good success, for it made all
               hands very industrious. . . . The women now went willingly into the field, and took their little ones with them to set corn;
               which before would allege weakness and inability.”36

            
            Since then, capitalism’s 250-year report card reads surprisingly well.

            
            During the three millennia preceding 1750, economic growth per person averaged around 0.01 percent per year.37 Forget doing better than your parents; for most of human history, you couldn’t do better than your ancestors. Since 1750,
               however, the world’s economic output per person has skyrocketed by more than thirty-seven times.38 Just since 1990, we have lifted a billion people from poverty.39 That didn’t happen by accident; it happened by capitalism.
            

            
            “I weigh my words,” said Nicholas Murray Butler, the president of Columbia University for most of the first half of the twentieth
               century, “when I say that in my judgment the limited liability corporation is the greatest single discovery of modern times,
               whether you judge it by its social, by its ethical, by its industrial or, in the long run . . . by its political, effects.
               Even steam and electricity are far less important than the limited liability corporation and would have been reduced to comparative
               impotence without it.”40

            
            Capitalism has created spectacular economic growth, eradicating disease and giving billions of people a chance to live a life
               beyond meager subsistence in the process. For all its harms, we must never forget that our economic system has also created
               tremendous prosperity. In 2019, Darren Walker, the head of the Ford Foundation, took a balanced view in a letter entitled
               “In Defense of Nuance.”41 “We can see how our capitalist systems have broken down, while also appreciating that markets have helped reduce the number of people around the globe who live in poverty,” he wrote. “. . . Within this kind of rationality—within this kind of complexity—I believe we can find reason for hope.” 

            
            A world without corporations, free markets, and private ownership wouldn’t restore balance to our economy; it would destroy
               the tools of progress. Capitalism has changed over time, but it is always marked by private ownership of most assets, competition
               among companies, and prices adjusted to allocate scarce resources. Where prosperity exists in our world today, it can be traced
               back to this potent combination. Even the relatively socialist countries of northern Europe are still clearly capitalist by
               this standard.
            

            
            Nonetheless, the test of capitalism is not its past track record but its ability to meet our new and pressing social and environmental
               challenges. Many corporations today are too obsessed with creating short-term profit for shareholders to deliver the changes
               society is demanding. Fortunately, we don’t need to change every one of America’s 6 million companies. But we do need to change
               the Fortune 500. According to Fortune.com, these companies represent two-thirds of US GDP, $1.1 trillion in profits, $13.7
               trillion in revenues, $22.6 trillion in market value, and employment for nearly 30 million people around the world.42 If we are going to change the course of our economy, it is these very corporations that we must change. In the fight to save
               capitalism, this will be the battlefield.
            

            
         
         
            Playing a New Game

            Monopoly’s inventor, Elizabeth Magie, had a point to make. She wanted to illustrate the dangers of unfettered capitalism at
               a time when Gilded Age inequality roughly matched today’s.43 Unlike the version we use today, Magie’s original game in 1903 had two sets of rules. The first is the one we know: winning requires amassing a fortune by forcing others into bankruptcy. But in Magie’s second iteration, the goal was different: instead of players bankrupting one another for individual benefit, they worked together to increase all of their wealth. The goal was to collaborate. Magie suggested playing the two versions in succession. That way, players would see the virtues of collective effort and the dangers of the alternative. 

            
            Ultimately, her hopes were dashed. After Parker Brothers bought the game in 1934, it marketed only the bankruptcy version.
               Parker Brothers thought it would sell better.44

            
            That’s capitalism in the United States today—except with real money and real consequences. It’s like the joke about the Planters
               mascot, Mr. Peanut: Is there anything more capitalist than a peanut with a top hat, cane, and monocle selling you other peanuts
               to eat?45 Corporations today act as if their sole and only purpose is to maximize short-term profits. The global pandemic revealed
               just how fragile our economy is. Never has it been more important to reimagine the corporation’s role in society.
            

            
            Through the United States’ industrial period, paintings often depicted “Progress” as “a steam-powered locomotive, chugging
               across the continent, unstoppable.”46 Today, we fear, capitalists are asleep at the switch, with dire consequences. When Benjamin Franklin sat at the Constitutional
               Convention, he often stared at the sun carved into the back of George Washington’s chair. He would wonder to himself whether
               it depicted dawn or dusk. We might be forgiven for wondering the same thing about capitalism today. At the end of the successful
               convention, Franklin said, “Now at length, I have the happiness to know that it is a rising and not a setting sun.”47 We hope the same for capitalism.
            

            
            The legal scholar Lynn A. Stout once wrote, “We have been dosing our public corporations with the medicine of shareholder
               value thinking for at least two decades now. The patient seems, if anything, to be getting worse.”48 We’ve played the first version of Monopoly long enough. It’s time we tried the second.
            

            
         
         
      
   
      
      
      
         
            1
Chalk One Up for the Good Guys
Two Conflicting Visions for Our Economy

         
         Guy Dixon’s cousins never worked a day at the Kyanite Mining Corporation, but they owned a third of it. When they sued him
            over the generations-old family business, they did so as outsiders. The suit threatened to dissolve the company.
         

         
         When people think of a socially responsible business, they don’t usually think of a mine. But that’s just what Dixon was trying
            to build: a mine that was both socially responsible and environmentally sustainable, though he doesn’t use those words. For
            him, the company is rooted in an intergenerational mindset. He’s committed to his workers. He’s committed to his community.
         

         
         “I’m doing what I’m doing for my kids,”1 Dixon said late one fall afternoon, looking over the Virginia mine founded by his great-grandfather and then handed down
            to his grandfather, his father, and now him. The sun was starting to set behind the Blue Ridge Mountains off in the distance.
            “One day, hopefully, one of my kids will be doing what I’m doing.” In the rest of the country, the average holding period
            of a stock is under a year.2

         
         A Dartmouth graduate and an alumnus of a white-shoe consulting firm, Dixon always knew he’d come back to his family’s company, which mines the eponymous mineral kyanite in rural Virginia. Kyanite is used deep in the industrial economy, in things such as the lining of steel furnaces. 

         
         Dixon grew up working in the business. “You meet the people who are doing the real work,” he said of his childhood. “You come
            to respect how hard, grimy, and dangerous their jobs are.” He earned his right to run the company. He pulled up a video on
            his phone of his teenage daughter working a blowtorch to fix a bull gear. He scrolled through his photos until he found one
            of his son under a service truck changing a brake line.
         

         
         Most companies rely on headhunters and external hires to fill the management ranks. A third of new CEOs are brought in from
            outside the company.3 But whereas the median job tenure in the United States is just over four years, at Kyanite it’s close to twenty.4 All of Dixon’s managers are homegrown. At Kyanite, it’s not unusual for someone to retire at sixty-five—not sixty-five years
            of age but sixty-five years of employment. Dixon guessed that a third of the 160 employees had a parent or sibling who had
            worked there first.
         

         
         The trust between the company and its workers has been built up over generations. As far back as Dixon can remember, the company
            has never fired anyone for financial reasons. When demand fell during the Great Recession and the economy was firing 700,000
            workers a month,5 Dixon retrained miners to do other jobs rather than lay them off. “We couldn’t just say, ‘Okay, fellas, there’s no work for
            you here.’” Instead, he found ways to keep his commitment.
         

         
         What about the environment? Kyanite is a surface mine, which means that “liberating” the material—that’s official terminology—requires removing all the soil and rock around it. Hanging in Dixon’s office is a small black-and-white photo of a mountainside. Outside the window you can see the same mountain—except that half of it is now missing, blasted away with liquid dynamite, the kyanite itself crushed, purified, and transported to buyers worldwide. “Mining is a dirty business,” Dixon admitted. “You make messes.” 

         
         But unlike many mining companies, which are controlled by distant, anonymous shareholders, Dixon and his team are deeply ingrained
            in their community. “Our employees view the company as part of their family and their reputation,” he said. And so when Kyanite
            shuttered its first mine, the company made a commitment to reclaiming the land back to a natural state. It won national awards
            for its environmental stewardship, beating global behemoths orders of magnitude larger. “We’re this teeny, teeny Podunk business,”
            said Dixon, “but all of us live around here—we use these woods and streams, we see and interact with our neighbors in the
            community all the time. That kind of drives us to do the right thing.”
         

         
         In their lawsuit, Dixon’s cousins alleged that he and his father were running the company for their own benefit, cutting dividends
            and failing to maximize shareholder value, among other things.6 The case wound its way through the Virginia courts in the early 2000s. Fearing what might happen to the company if the Supreme
            Court of Virginia ruled against him, in 2013 Dixon settled with his cousins by buying them out.
         

         
         Guy Dixon runs a surface mine. But he runs it in a way he is proud of. Whether that’s enough depends, in part, on whether
            you think there can ever be such a thing as a socially responsible surface mine.
         

         
         There are two conflicting visions in our economy today. One says that companies exist to make a profit and that managers should
            focus primarily on serving shareholders. The other says that companies should only earn a profit in pursuit of serving stakeholders—employees, customers, communities, and all those whom companies touch. We can see these conflicting visions in the Kraft Heinz Company’s attempted takeover of Unilever in 2017. At Unilever, Paul Polman’s leadership was based on a long-term stakeholder focus. At Kraft Heinz, Warren Buffett and the Brazilian private equity firm 3G Capital had an explicit focus on shareholders. The takeover fight was—as one Harvard Business School case study framed it—a “battle for the soul of capitalism.”7

         
         Though some business leaders like Polman endeavor to build prosperous companies that also serve some deeper purpose, most
            remain under the ongoing influence of Andrew Carnegie’s “The Gospel of Wealth.” Carnegie’s book has us dividing our lives
            into two halves: economic in how we make our money, moral in how we then give it away.8 As corporations are increasingly pressured to appease both shareholders demanding profits and stakeholders demanding social
            responsibility, they are resorting to a rational hypocrisy: changing their marketing, not their mission.
         

         
         In the end, corporations run for more than short-term profit can end up creating more long-term value for all stakeholders—shareholders
            included. But it’s a hard road to get there. The same was true for Guy Dixon.
         

         
         To keep Kyanite Mining Corporation operating after the settlement, Dixon sold off some assets and took on as much debt as
            the company could bear. That gave him cash to buy out his cousins’ shares. When asked why he had cut the company’s dividend—part
            of what had led to the lawsuit in the first place—he pointed to investments that have now, nearly fifteen years later, doubled
            the company’s revenue. He tried to run his company with a long-term stakeholder focus because he was a long-term stakeholder—not just a shareholder.
         

         
         Thinking about how it’s all played out with his cousins, Dixon said, “I’d rather be in our shoes than theirs.”

         
         
            The Battle for the Soul of Capitalism

            Paul Polman sat across the couch from his youngest son, Sebastian, for a taped interview.9 He crossed his leg casually over his knee. Between them were two mugs of tea—and a production worker holding a boom mic. It was part of #TalkToMe, a series of conversations between parents and children launched by the Huffington Post in 2016.
            

            
            They talked about climate change, how society’s expectations for businesses have changed over time, and how business can be
               a force for good. A few minutes in, they started to talk about what Paul Polman would do if he were no longer CEO. “You can
               always go back to your very first job ever, right?” Sebastian smiled.
            

            
            “I could go back to my first job ever: a milkman in the Netherlands.” They both laughed.

            
            Just months later, Paul Polman—the stakeholder-focused, sustainability-proselytizing CEO of Unilever—took a meeting that he
               described as a “near-death” experience, when not only his career but all of Unilever would also be put at risk.10

            
            During the interview, though, he was at ease. He told his son about the important role milkmen play in society. When you’re
               a milkman, a lot of people depend on you.
            

            
            “Do milkmen still exist?” asked Sebastian.

            
            “No, unfortunately not.” Both Polmans laughed again.

            
            Unilever, the $60 billion revenue consumer goods giant that owns brands from Dove soap to Lipton tea—and, yes, plenty of dairy
               products like Breyers ice cream—traces its history back to 1872. To many, Unilever is the poster child for social responsibility.
               Polman, who became CEO in 2009, built on the company’s well-established social bona fides by putting sustainability at the
               center of strategy, setting long-term goals to serve customers in emerging markets, radically cutting emissions, increasing
               sourcing from smallholder farmers, and focusing on healthy and sustainable brands. As he put it, “When there are so many issues
               out there that need to be addressed, and when you are in a position to do something about that, I feel that sense of duty.”11

            
            But all of that was suddenly at risk. One hundred forty-five years of corporate history could vanish over a few weeks, all starting with a lunch meeting over sandwiches at Unilever’s London headquarters. The meeting was with the Brazilian private equity giant 3G Capital, cofounded by billionaires Alex Behring and Jorge Paulo Lemann. 3G had become infamous in the consumer goods market for its massive takeovers: Burger King, Budweiser, and the merger of Kraft Foods and Heinz. In some ways, Behring and Lemann were a strange pair of owners for those all-American brands. 3G controls a substantial portion of the world’s beer production, yet Lemann doesn’t drink. As The Telegraph of London described Lemann: “[He] would no more guzzle down a Magnum ice cream than glug Budweiser beer or chomp a Burger
               King Whopper. A lifetime of keeping fit—he was crowned Brazil’s national tennis champion numerous times and played Wimbledon—has
               left the 77-year-old with a frame that matches the companies his investment firm 3G Capital controls: impressively lean.”12

            
            Behring, meanwhile, says that “our greatest resource13 is our people.” But 3G is notorious for cutting costs—including firing thousands of employees at the companies where Behring
               sits on the board. Its strategy is simple: buy big, bloated companies, and cut, cut, cut. It’s known for a management technique
               called zero-based budgeting, in which every manager has to justify his or her budget from scratch every period. Every year—if
               not every quarter or every month—managers have to defend why each job should exist. If they can’t, it won’t.
            

            
            Shortly after 3G acquired and merged Kraft and Heinz in 2015, it shuttered seven North American plants and cut a total of
               2,600 employees. Two years later, it shut down the ninety-eight-year-old Oscar Mayer plant in Madison, Wisconsin, where four
               thousand workers had once made the iconic hot dogs. Kraft had had a troubled history even before 3G’s ownership.14 When Kraft had acquired Cadbury in 2010, it had promised to retain factories and jobs in Great Britain. But it had reneged and closed a factory in Keynsham, reverting to Cadbury’s earlier plan to move production to Poland.15 That was six hundred jobs now gone.16 Employees told the BBC that the move was “utterly despicable,” “a cruel manipulation,” and “a cynical ploy.” One told reporters,
               “I believed Kraft totally, but they made a fool of me.”17

            
            Within four years of 3G’s takeover of Heinz, it laid off more than ten thousand people—a fifth of the combined workforce.18 Why? Because cutting costs increases profit, which increases share price, which is how 3G makes money. However, a focus on
               cutting costs hasn’t helped Kraft Heinz boost its sales amid shifting consumer tastes toward healthier foods. In 2015, its
               UK division was heavily criticized for marketing its baby biscotti as “an ideal healthy snack.” But British consumers weren’t
               fooled, noting that the product contained 28 grams of sugar per serving. The company quickly amended its packaging after the
               complaint.19 Meanwhile, CSRHub (the letters stand for “corporate social responsibility”), which aggregates sustainability ratings on thousands
               of companies, rates Kraft Heinz in the fiftieth percentile.20 Unilever ranks near the top, in the ninety-fourth percentile.21

            
            When Behring went to Polman’s offices that day, Polman thought he wanted to buy Unilever’s waning “spreads” business—a portfolio
               of brands such as “I Can’t Believe It’s Not Butter!” that no longer fit Unilever’s mission. But Behring wanted to acquire
               Unilever. All of it. He put forth an offer to acquire the entire company for $143 billion, an 18 percent premium to the current
               valuation in the stock market. 3G would combine Unilever with Kraft Heinz in the second largest deal in history. Polman was
               shocked. As he would later tell the Financial Times, the bid was “a clash . . . between a long term, sustainable business model for multiple stakeholders and a model that is
               entirely focused on shareholder primacy.”22

            
            Unilever immediately pulled together a war council to defend itself: an expensive SWAT team of bankers, lawyers, and PR firms. Polman—who had built his career on sustainability, long-term thinking, and putting customers first—must have been horrified by the idea of 3G taking control of Unilever. The corporation shut down the offer, writing in a public statement, “Unilever does not see the basis for any further discussions.”23

            
            Behring had expected a warmer reception but was undeterred. Many of 3G’s targets are reluctant at first before coming around
               at the prospect of a quick windfall for shareholders. These things often take time and sometimes a slightly higher offer.
               In its own public statement, Kraft Heinz wrote, “We look forward to working to reach agreement on the terms of a transaction.”24

            
            The business world held its breath. Most corporate takeovers take months or even years to play out. As we’ll soon see, this
               one would be over in days.
            

            
         
         
            Responsible Corporations, Responsible Capitalism

            Unilever itself is the result of a merger, but one nearly a century old. In 1929, the British Lever Brothers combined with
               the Dutch company Margarine Unie. Lever Brothers goes back to the 1890s, when William Hesketh Lever, running his family’s
               grocery business in northern England, made it his mission to “make cleanliness commonplace; to lessen work for women; to foster
               health and contribute to personal attractiveness, that life may be more enjoyable and rewarding for the people who use our
               products.”25 He would fulfill that mission with soap.
            

            
            The result was one of the first branded personal hygiene products: a soap with the cheery name of Sunlight. Around the turn
               of the nineteenth century, Brits used less than four pounds of soap per person per year. By the end of the century, that had
               more than quadrupled to sixteen pounds.26

            
            The soap was manufactured in a large factory in Liverpool, where Lever built a village for workers with “a high standard of housing, amenities and leisure facilities.”27 Unilever is proud of its social legacy: how during the Great War, the company agreed to reemploy all drafted employees on
               their return and even paid their dependents an allowance while they served; how it launched the Clean Hands Campaign in the
               1920s to teach schoolchildren how to lather and rinse; how it expanded manufacturing in the 1950s in newly independent African
               states to serve customers in those markets. It goes on and on: sustainable fishing and no trans fats in the 1990s, hygiene
               education in rural India and sustainable palm oil in the 2000s, the Dove self-esteem project and zero waste to landfill since
               then.
            

            
            When Paul Polman took the helm of Unilever, he had already spent twenty-six years at one of Unilever’s biggest rivals, Procter
               & Gamble, and had served as CFO at Nestlé. At Unilever, though, he had a unique vision for leading the business into the future:
               to double the company’s revenue while cutting its environmental impact in half. At the same time, he wanted to increase the
               share of revenue coming from emerging markets from less than half to over two-thirds. Just as William Hesketh Lever had focused
               his mission on those who would use his products, Polman believed, “My job is not to serve shareholders, but to serve Unilever’s
               customers and consumers.”28

            
            Polman stands out in that view, but he is not alone. Since the Great Recession, would-be capitalist reformers have begun offering
               new visions of what capitalism is capable of. One Fortune article described how “Harvard Business School professor Michael Porter began pushing what he called ‘shared value’ capitalism, and Whole Foods cofounder John Mackey propounded ‘conscious capitalism.’ Salesforce CEO Marc Benioff wrote a book on ‘compassionate capitalism’; Lynn Forester de Rothschild, CEO of family investment company E.L. Rothschild, started organizing for ‘inclusive capitalism’; and the free-enterprise-championing Conference Board research group sounded a call for ‘sustaining capitalism.’” As the journalist saw it, “Capitalism, it seemed, was desperately in need of a modifier.”29

            
            Two oft-cited companies carrying the banner of social responsibility are Yvon Chouinard’s Patagonia and John Mackey’s Whole
               Foods. Both Patagonia and Whole Foods consider sustainability, responsibility, and accountability to be core to their business.
               As Chouinard put it, “Every time I have made a decision that is best for the planet, I have made money.”30 Rose Marcario, the current CEO of Patagonia, recently updated the company’s mission statement to read “We’re in business
               to save our home planet.” Mackey’s book about Whole Foods is as good a playbook as exists for instilling and nurturing purpose
               in an organization.31

            
            Some have tried to turn this mentality into a movement, none more so than Certified B Corporations. B Corps are for-profit
               companies that explicitly seek to balance profit and purpose. After an evaluation, they are certified by the nonprofit B Lab,
               which was founded in 2006 by Andrew Kassoy, Jay Coen Gilbert, and Bart Houlahan.32 B Lab assesses the company’s impact on everything from employees to products, from operations to its impact on the environment.33 According to B Lab, these companies “are accelerating a global culture shift to redefine success in business and build a
               more inclusive and sustainable economy.”34 There are now more than 3,000 certified companies in over seventy countries.35 Though these include major brands such as Seventh Generation and Ben & Jerry’s—both subsidiaries of Unilever—most B Corps
               are smaller or younger companies, many still led by mission-driven founders.36

            
            Cofounder Andrew Kassoy believes B Corps are important leaders in the push to change capitalism. “The theory of change,” Kassoy
               said, “was to build a community of credible leaders who have met very high standards and opted in.”37 These were the early B Corps, whose social purpose and commitment were core to their identities. They would both inspire others and provide them with the tools they needed. “Until we built a community of these credible leaders,” he said, “we weren’t going to get public companies with their public shareholders to join.” Though few large-scale enterprises have joined the movement—of the 3,70038 or so public companies in the United States, only three are B Corps—Kassoy believes it is now hitting an inflection point.39

            
            Danone North America became the world’s largest Certified B Corporation in 2018.40 In 2019, the Gap announced plans to become one as well,41 something its subsidiary Athleta had achieved the year before.42 The Body Shop also became a B Corp in 2019 as a subsidiary of Natura & Co, a publicly traded B Corp.43 The debate around corporate social responsibility and corporate purpose is now reaching a fever pitch—fifteen years after
               Kassoy helped found B Lab. Does it feel like he’s winning the war to reform capitalism? “On the one hand: yes, I think the
               last year has been a huge victory, and I think we’ve played our little part in helping to lead to that,” he said. “On the
               other hand, it sets up a massive challenge for what the next ten years of our work will look like.” It’s no longer enough
               to build up a community of B Corps. They now have to use that community to change the way all business is done.
            

            
            Just because a company is not a B Corp does not mean it cannot be run according to similar principles. Part of the B Corp
               movement’s success will be measured in how far its ideals and practices extend beyond the confines of its own community.
            

            
            American corporate law is clear that managers must act in the best long-term interest of shareholders. But courts generally
               give managers broad discretion, including the decision to follow the sort of inclusive principles that B Corps embody. This,
               known as the business judgment rule, allows managers to do things such as increase pay or invest in the local community even
               if it hurts current profits.44 The clearest example is corporate philanthropy, in which managers can donate money so long as they believe it will create
               goodwill for the company, bolster its reputation, or in some other way benefit the company and its shareholders over the long
               term.
            

            
            Though Unilever is not a B Corp, Polman speaks as if it were. “Business is here to serve society,” he wrote for the McKinsey Quarterly in 2014.45 And: “Why should the citizens of this world keep companies around whose sole purpose is the enrichment of a few people?”46

            
         
         
            For God and for Profit

            3G’s intentions with Unilever were based on two numbers: 23 and 15. The difference between them could be worth billions of
               dollars.
            

            
            Those were the operating profit margins of Kraft Heinz under 3G’s ownership and Unilever under Polman’s.47 For every dollar of revenue that Kraft Heinz made, 23 cents was profit. A dollar of revenue at Unilever made only 15 cents.
               There could have been many reasons for this difference—different products, different geographies, different strategies—but
               Behring was betting on one: inefficiency. Unilever’s CSR focus might have been holding it back, adding unnecessary expense
               to its operations. If it cut costs, raised prices, and focused on its most profitable products and customers—rather than,
               for example, the neediest—it could increase its profits. For investors such as 3G, improving efficiency is the core premise
               of capitalism.
            

            
            It was not alone in this assessment; 3G’s bid was backed by one of the most legendary investors in US history: Warren Buffett.
               Buffett had partnered with Behring and Lemann at 3G to buy Heinz for $28 billion in 2013. “This is my kind of deal and my
               kind of partner,” he said at the time.48 It was an iconic brand with a durable competitive position. What could beat Heinz ketchup? Together they combined it into
               a $45 billion merger with Kraft Foods two years later.
            

            
            The cost-cutting private equity titans of 3G were not such odd partners for the folksy, avuncular Warren Buffett. More than anything, Buffett admires sustained growth in productivity. In his 2015 letter to shareholders, he gushed that 3G “could not be better partners.” He continued, “Their method, at which they have been extraordinarily successful, is to buy companies that offer an opportunity for eliminating many unnecessary costs and then—very promptly—to make the moves that will get the job done. Their actions significantly boost productivity, the all-important factor in America’s economic growth over the past 240 years.”49

            
            For Buffett, increasing productivity is not just a way to make money. He believes that by maximizing profit, corporations
               become drivers of progress in our country and our world. At Buffett’s annual shareholder meeting in 2019, an event some call
               “Woodstock for Capitalists,” he said that the goal of capitalism is “to be more productive all the time, which means turning
               out the same number of goods with fewer people or churning out more goods, with the same number.”50 Through this competition for profit, the people and planet will be well served.
            

            
            One problem, of course, is what Buffett himself called “roadkill”: the people displaced as capitalism uses labor more efficiently.
               For Buffett, that problem is mostly for government to solve.51 He sees the growing corporate social responsibility movement as largely virtue signaling and ultimately counterproductive.52 The legendary venture capitalist Marc Andreessen took a similar stance in his assessment of B Corps. “I would run screaming
               from a B Corp,” he said. “The split model makes me nervous and I don’t think we would ever touch that. It’s like a houseboat.
               It’s not a great house and not a great boat.”53 As Buffett’s longtime partner Charlie Munger summed it up, “I like our way of doing things better than theirs and I hope
               to God we never follow their best practices.”54

            
            In 1970, the Nobel Prize–winning economist Milton Friedman made a compelling case for this sort of economic thinking in the
               New York Times Magazine. Its title has emboldened investors and enraged activists for decades: “The Social Responsibility of Business Is to Increase
               Its Profits.”55

            
            Friedman began by arguing that businesses cannot have responsibilities; only people can. Corporate managers are people, but they are first and foremost employees of the shareholders who own the corporation and so must be responsible
               to them. Shareholders own stock because they want to maximize their profit. Therefore, if corporate managers are responsible to shareholders
               who just want to maximize their profit, then corporate managers should make as much money as possible.
            

            
            Friedman was one of the most effective public intellectuals of the twentieth century because of his ability to simplify complex
               topics in a way that rings true. It makes sense to think of the CEO of General Electric as working for the shareholders of
               General Electric, who collectively own the company.56 And it makes sense to think that shareholders want to maximize their profit. Why else would you invest in a stock if not
               to make money?
            

            
            He’s transformed a morally rich question into a tautology: if you’re hired to do a job, your responsibility is to do it. If
               that means taking actions that harm employees, communities, the environment, or even customers, so be it. Managers are not
               meant to be moralizers. They should just do their job. Friedman’s economic system represents an adversarial division of labor.
               Corporations maximize profit. Government keeps them in line. Environmentalists protest. Buyers beware. Workers take cover.
               Nonprofits pick up the pieces.
            

            
            The hope is that out of these conflicting roles we can forge a prosperous and just society. This is not Polman’s vision of
               corporations in society, but it is Friedman’s. And it was this sort of thinking that put Polman’s vision into jeopardy.
            

            
         
         
            “The Gospel of Wealth”

            Buffett and his ilk are not heartless. Far from it. In 2006, Buffett pledged to donate more than 99 percent of his wealth to charity. “My wealth has come from a combination of living in America, some lucky genes and compound interest,” he wrote. “My luck was accentuated by my living in a market system that sometimes produces distorted results, though overall it serves our country well.”57 Buffett launched the Giving Pledge with Bill and Melinda Gates in 2010. It’s a commitment by the world’s wealthiest individuals
               to give away at least half of their money. By 2019, it had garnered 204 signatories from twenty-three countries.
            

            
            Though the Giving Pledge is new, the idea is not. In fact, it can be traced to a different capitalist of an earlier era who
               similarly bifurcated his life into first making money and then giving it away: Andrew Carnegie.58

            
            For most of Andrew Carnegie’s career, he was feared as ruthless. Trusts such as his U.S. Steel, which combined numerous former
               competitors into a cartel with the power to dictate prices, were what animated the trust-busting presidency of Theodore Roosevelt.
               U.S. Steel employed 250,000 people at its height, more than the country’s armed forces.59

            
            Carnegie squeezed his employees and customers alike, sometimes using brutal methods; sixteen people died in a single day when
               he used a private army to break his striking workers in Homestead, Pennsylvania.60

            
            In the process of building his empire, he amassed a fortune of nearly $100 billion in today’s dollars.61 But then he decided to give it all away. “The man who dies thus rich dies disgraced,” he wrote.62 His manifesto on philanthropy, “The Gospel of Wealth,” has since become sacrosanct in some circles of charitable giving.
               It includes some interesting proposals for moderating capitalist excess, including steep inheritance taxes: “By taxing estates
               heavily at death,” he wrote, “the state marks its condemnation of the selfish millionaire’s unworthy life.”63 The Philanthropy Roundtable declared him to be perhaps the most influential philanthropist in American history.64

            
            Carnegie laid out an apparently virtuous two-step: First, make as much money as humanly possible by any means possible. Second, give it all away for the betterment of mankind. He endowed 2,811 libraries, bought 7,689 organs for use in churches, founded one of the world’s great research universities, and set up numerous charities that are still operating today.65 His works represent a set of dueling impulses: those of a titan and a philanthropist both. Fatal accidents in steel mills
               of the 1880s accounted for 20 percent of all male deaths in Pittsburgh, and Carnegie the Titan did little in his capacity
               as the owner of U.S. Steel to improve safety standards.66 But then he donated the money made on the backs of those very workers to support the injured. His first gift was a $4 million
               fund for workers as an “acknowledgement of the deep debt which I owe to the workmen who have contributed so greatly to my
               success.”67 “The Gospel of Wealth” allowed him to do both.68 It was Carnegie the Titan’s single-minded pursuit of profit that begot the good works of Carnegie the Philanthropist.
            

            
            In the United States, this philosophy helps explain a giving rate that is much higher than that of most other countries. For
               decades, Americans have consistently donated the equivalent of 2 percent of GDP to charity each year.69 Our worry is that such giving is rendered impotent without the other 98 percent of GDP pushing in the same direction.
            

            
            This tension between doing well and doing good lives in each of us. An informal poll of Stanford business students revealed
               that 95 percent of them felt some tension between doing well in their careers and doing good for society.70 Carnegie’s example demonstrates this tension: We are both moral and economic beings, and our current system often pits these competing impulses against each other. We have become accustomed to living with that friction, along with a kind of background guilt that characterizes the countercurrents of our nature. “There is something within all of us,” preached Martin Luther King, Jr., “that causes us to cry out with Plato that the human personality is like a charioteer with two headstrong horses, each wanting to go in different directions.”71 Not only is there a gulf between what we profess and what we practice, there’s often a contradiction between what we do to
               make money and what we do to make good. Said King: “There is that persistent schizophrenia which leaves so many of us tragically
               divided against ourselves.”72

            
            The hedge fund manager Paul Tudor Jones II described it this way: “We have put so much emphasis on profits, on short-term
               quarterly earnings and share prices, at the exclusion of all else. It’s like we’ve ripped the humanity out of our companies.”
               Together with other socially minded leaders, Jones created the nonprofit JUST Capital, which “tracks, analyzes, and engages
               with large corporations and their investors on how they perform on the public’s priorities.” With rankings, polls, and other
               data-driven tools, JUST Capital hopes to help both companies and shareholders bring that humanity back to the business world.
            

            
            Christopher M. James, another hedge fund manager, was raised closer to Carnegie’s ideology. He grew up in southern Illinois
               the son of a coal miner, reading biographies of Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller and dreaming of moving to New York
               City to follow in their footsteps. But decades later, as he was making his own fortune as an investor, he realized that he
               was living at odds with his values.
            

            
            In his personal life, he devoted his time and money to the Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership and the National Fish
               and Wildlife Foundation. He was funding lawsuits to prevent drilling for oil in national forests. But in his professional
               life, he was investing in oil terminals. In his personal life, he founded the nonprofit Tipping Point, which fought homelessness
               in San Francisco. In his professional life, he was investing in the very tech companies that were contributing to the city’s
               housing crisis.
            

            
            While James was visiting a friend’s family home in Virginia, he saw a painting of a Confederate colonel. The colonel, his friend’s ancestor, had obviously once been a point of family pride. But times change, and moral standards evolve. James found himself staring at the painting. “And I had this thought,” he said. “Are my kids going to say, ‘My dad made his money in tech companies that destroyed San Francisco and oil companies that destroyed the environment?’”73

            
            So he stopped. “I stopped doing any investing, public or private, that was not consistent with my values.” He shut down his
               hedge fund, returning billions of dollars to shocked investors. Following “The Gospel of Wealth” had divided James against
               himself. He committed to spending a year figuring out how to devote all of his resources—personal and professional—to fight
               for what he believes in. His own journey is just beginning. To convince others, he knows, he’ll have to lead by example.
            

            
            Capitalism today tries to resolve this paradox of wanting to do well and do good by dismissing one side of our nature or the
               other. Economists talk of efficient markets, as if economic activity were bound by eternal laws. And so we bring cold hearts
               to the marketplace, which is then cold to us in return. Philanthropical foundations pull at our heartstrings and so we give
               back some of what we’ve earned.
            

            
            The result is the contradiction at the heart of “The Gospel of Wealth.” The same owner allows men to die in his mills and
               then donates to a charity that helps the injured. In his assessment of Carnegie’s philanthropic acts, Theodore Roosevelt wrote,
               “If Andrew Carnegie had employed his fortune and his time in doing justice to the steelworkers who gave him his fortune, he
               would have accomplished a thousand times what he has accomplished.”74

            
            Then there are those such as Jack Bogle, the late founder of the $4.9 trillion asset manager Vanguard Group. His peers boast wings at museums, graduate schools at universities, and hospitals in their names. In the Carnegie tradition, Stephen Schwarzman—the founder of the asset manager Blackstone Group—underwrote a $100 million restoration of the New York Public Library. Its main branch was renamed in his honor.75

            
            Bogle took a different approach. He set up Vanguard as a “mutual company,” meaning it is owned by its customers—the investors
               in its funds. When Vanguard turns a profit, it reinvests that money into lowering costs for customers. This allows it to charge
               fees that are 83 percent below those of its competition. “In investing,” Bogle said, “you get what you don’t pay for.”76 From his perspective, this was the purpose of a financial company: help your investors save for retirement, taking just enough
               to cover your expenses and make a fair income. But that meant that he would never amass the billion-dollar fortunes of his
               competitors. When Bogle passed away in 2019, his net worth was 99 percent less than the $7.4 billion of his rival Edward Johnson,
               the chairman of Fidelity Investments, even though Vanguard has more assets under management.
            

            
            Few outside the financial world know Bogle’s name. But every year, he saves investors $100 billion, money that goes directly
               to their retirement funds, college tuitions, down payments, and savings.77 He did not make billions of dollars charging investors hidden fees on complex financial products they did not understand,
               only
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