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Editor’s Note

When it comes to values, do we maintain our morality as 
consumers? Does our lifestyle reflect our personality, 
beliefs, and reflect our behavior in society while 
walking down the street wearing the latest fashion 
trend or holding the newest smartphone? While 

growing into a fast-pace world, mass production and the media 
strongly influence us to a lifestyle of money obsession and materialism. 

In this issue, I designed a fictional magazine publication that projects 
several articles on the social and economical issues of materialism 
and capitalism. Can they bring harm or benefits to our daily lives as 
consumers? In addition, to designing a line of fictional brands where 
I incorporated real-life brands and re-branded them into unexpected 
products that are highly consumed globally and daily. Overall, the 
ads were meant to reflect this ridiculous aspect on how corporations 
are willing to produce these products no matter what. Due to the 
company’s reputation, we’re willing to buy and sell their products at 
any cost. In depth with the articles, they were mostly written by the 
following: New York Times, The Guardian, Lifehacker, etc. Along with 
found images online that relates to the theme behind each article. 

Furthermore, would you define yourself as money-obsessed or too 
materialistic to the point you’re tangled up on whether to continue on 
following trends and buy the latest products because of how society 
and the media influenced you? At the very end of the issue, I included 
an article about ways on how to make your life less materialistic as 
my last message for my readers. After the ride of learning about 
materialism, capitalism, and extreme consumerism, why not add an 
article that can send a little hope for the reader to take a moment and 
ponder whether they are materialistic or not. 

Piggy Bank
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It’s an age-old question: Can money 
buy happiness?

Over the past few years, new research has given us a 
much deeper understanding of the relationship between 
what we earn and how we feel. Economists have been 
scrutinizing the links between income and happiness 
across nations, and psychologists have probed individuals 
to find out what really makes us tick when it comes to cash.

The results, at first glance, may seem a bit obvious: Yes, 
people with higher incomes are, broadly speaking, happier 

than those who struggle to get by. But dig a little deeper 
into the findings, and they get a lot more surprising—and a 
lot more useful.

In short, this latest research suggests, wealth alone doesn’t 
provide any guarantee of a good life. What matters a 
lot more than a big income is how people spend it. For 
instance, giving money away makes people a lot happier 
than lavishing it on themselves. And when they do spend 
money on themselves, people are a lot happier when they 
use it for experiences like travel than for material goods.

Can Money Buy 
You Happiness?
By Andrew Blackman

With that in mind, here’s what the latest research says 
about how people can make smarter use of their dollars 
and maximize their happiness.

Experiences Are Worth More Than You Think

Ryan Howell was bothered by a conundrum. Numerous 
studies conducted over the past 10 years have shown 
that life experiences give us more lasting pleasure than 
material things, and yet people still often deny themselves 
experiences and prioritize buying material goods.

So, Prof. Howell, associate professor of psychology at 
San Francisco State University, decided to look at what’s 
going on. In a study published earlier this year, he found 
that people think material purchases offer better value for 
the money because experiences are fleeting, and material 
goods last longer. So, although they’ll occasionally splurge 
on a big vacation or concert tickets, when they’re in more 
money-conscious mode, they stick to material goods.

But in fact, Prof. Howell found that when people looked 
back at their purchases, they realized that experiences 
actually provided better value.

A stack of money to reflect how consumers are drawn to 
captialism in which leads to materialism.
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“What we find is that there’s this huge misforecast,” he 
says. “People think that experiences are only going to 
provide temporary happiness, but they actually provide 
both more happiness and more lasting value.” And yet 
we still keep on buying material things, he says, because 
they’re tangible and we think we can keep on using them.

Cornell University psychology professor Thomas Gilovich 
has reached similar conclusions. “People often make a 
rational calculation: I have a limited amount of money, and 
I can either go there, or I can have this,” he says. “If I go 
there, it’ll be great, but it’ll be done in no time. If I buy this 
thing, at least I’ll always have it. That is factually true, but 
not psychologically true. We adapt to our material goods.”

It’s this process of “hedonic adaptation” that makes it so 
hard to buy happiness through material purchases. The 
new dress or the fancy car provides a brief thrill, but we 
soon come to take it for granted.

Experiences, on the other hand, tend to meet more of 
our underlying psychological needs, says Prof. Gilovich. 
They’re often shared with other people, giving us a greater 
sense of connection, and they form a bigger part of our 
sense of identity. If you’ve climbed in the Himalayas, that’s 

something you’ll always remember and talk about, long 
after all your favorite gadgets have gone to the landfill.

And, crucially, we tend not to compare our experiences 
with other people so much. “Keeping up with the Joneses 
is much more prominent for material things than for 
experiential things,” he says. “Imagine you’ve just bought 
a new computer that you really like, and I show up and say 
I’ve paid the same amount for one with a brighter monitor 
and faster processor. How much would that bug you?”

In experiments he’s run, it bugs people a lot. But when 
people are told to imagine they’ve gone on vacation to 
New Zealand, and someone else has had a slightly better 
vacation, “it bothers people somewhat, but you still have 
your own experiences and your own memories, and so it 
tends to trouble you less.”

In a recent paper called “Waiting for Merlot,” Prof. Gilovich 
and colleagues showed that we also get more pleasure 
out of anticipating experiences than anticipating the 
acquisition of material things. People waiting for an event 
were generally excited, whereas waiting for material things 
“seemed to have an impatient quality.”

STARBUCKS
Collections
Taste of Perfection.
A new line of jeans, shirts made from 100% exotic material that no 
one knew*

The simply color scheme look and feel isn’t great or original. The 
first thing you think of what to wear in the morning. A never ending 
trend of slipping whatever is inside your closest that isn’t stuck inside 
your laundry basket. If it isn’t the first thing you see and take in the 
morning. Then it’s not for you.

*Some times we have to Google what half the materials are
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Don’t Adapt to What You Buy

One of the main reasons why having more stuff doesn’t 
always make us happy is that we adapt to it. “Human 
beings are remarkably good at getting used to changes 
in their lives, especially positive changes,” says Sonja 
Lyubomirsky, psychology professor at the University of 
California, Riverside. “If you have a rise in income, it gives 
you a boost, but then your aspirations rise too. Maybe you 
buy a bigger home in a new neighborhood, and so your 
neighbors are richer, and you start wanting even more. 
You’ve stepped on the hedonic treadmill. Trying to prevent 
that or slow it down is really a challenge.”

One approach that can work, she says, is consciously 
trying to foster appreciation and gratitude for what you 
have. The process of adaptation, after all, comes from 
taking what you have for granted, so you can slow it down 
by reminding yourself of why you value what you have.

It could be as simple as setting aside time every day to 
follow the traditional advice of “counting your blessings.” 
Or you might want to keep a daily journal or express your 
gratitude to other people. The key is to find a way to remain 
conscious of everything you own and avoid simply adapting 
to having it around.

Because you’re working against your natural inclination, 
Prof. Lyubomirsky acknowledges that feelings of gratitude 
and appreciation can be very difficult to sustain. If your 
journal or daily list becomes just a stale routine, it will no 
longer have much effect. You might have to keep 
switching techniques.

Increasing variety, novelty or surprise can also help you 
to enjoy your possessions more. “When things become 
unchanging, that’s when you adapt to them,” Prof. 
Lyubomirsky says.

If you keep a painting hanging in the same spot on the 
same wall, for example, you’ll stop noticing it after a while. 
But swap it with a painting from another room, and you’ll 
see each of them with fresh eyes, and appreciate them 
more. Try sharing your possessions with other people, too, 
and opening yourself up to new experiences, she says.

This could even mean depriving yourself of your 
possessions for a while, perhaps by lending them or 
sharing them with someone else. Elizabeth Dunn, 
associate professor of psychology at the University of 
British Columbia and co-author of the book “Happy 
Money,” recently conducted an experiment where she sent 
people home with a big bag of chocolate, telling some of 

A diagram based on determing the 
failures of unexpected consuming.
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“The fact that we were able to observe the same effect 
that we’d seen in Canada in places like South Africa and 
Uganda was probably the biggest surprise of my career,” 
she says. “A lot of us think we’ll give to charity one day, 
when we’re richer, but actually we see the benefits of giving 
even among people who are struggling to meet their own 
basic needs.”

What moves the needle in terms of happiness is not so 
much the dollar amount you give, Prof. Dunn says, but the 
perceived impact of your donation. If you can see your 
money making a difference in other people’s lives, it will 
make you happy even if the amount you gave was quite 
small.

Be Sure to Buy Time, Too

It’s also important to consider how what you’re buying will 
affect how you spend your time. That big house in the 

suburbs may seem like a good idea, but a 2004 study by 
Alois Stutzer and Bruno Frey of the University of Zurich 
found that people with longer commutes reported lower 
overall life satisfaction, all other things being equal. They 
calculated that you would need a 40% raise to offset the 
added misery of a one-hour commute.

“Use money to buy yourself better time,” says Prof. Dunn. 
“Don’t buy a slightly fancier car so that you have heated 
seats during your two-hour commute. Buy a place close to 
work, so that you can use that final hour of daylight to kick 
a ball around in the park with your kids.”

Another way to buy yourself time, Prof. Dunn says, is by 
outsourcing tasks you dislike. Whereas hiring personal 
assistants used to be the preserve of the wealthy, it’s 
now easier and more affordable to hire freelancers and 
virtual assistants online to help you with either regular 
administration or just individual tasks.

THE TRUE DEFINITION 
OF LUXURY. YOURS.

them to eat as much of it as they could and others that they 
were forbidden to eat it. A third group could choose how 
much to eat.

The result? The people who had been forbidden from 
eating chocolate were able to enjoy their next chocolate 
bar much more than those who’d either eaten a lot or 
consumed their normal amount. “Giving something up 
temporarily can actually help to preserve our capacity to 
enjoy it,” Prof. Dunn says.

Try Giving It Away

The paradox of money is that although earning more of it 
tends to enhance our well-being, we become happier by 
giving it away than by spending it on ourselves.

That’s the finding from a series of studies by Prof. Dunn. 
She began by handing out cash to students on campus and 

telling some to spend it on themselves and others to spend 
it on someone else. Those who spent money on other 
people were happier than those who treated themselves.

Prof. Dunn has since repeated the experiment in other 
countries across the world, and has extended it to look at 
whether people were still happy when giving away their 
own money rather than free money handed to them by 
a professor. She found that in countries as diverse as 
Canada, South Africa and Uganda, giving away money 
consistently made people happier. This was even true 
when people were giving away their own money, and even 
when they themselves were relatively poor.

She also worked with economists to analyze survey data 
from 100 countries in the Gallup World Poll, and found that 
people who donated money to charity were happier, in poor 
and rich countries alike.

Owning a private plane or jet is an example of someone’s level of wealth and social class.
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and demographic groups, but not for people with very low 
incomes. “Those people don’t really have discretionary 
income; it pretty much all has to go on necessities,” 
he says.

Some studies, meanwhile, have shown that debt has a 
detrimental effect on happiness, while savings and financial 
security tend to boost it. A survey of British households 
found that those with higher levels of debt reported lower 
happiness, and a separate piece of research on married 
couples showed that those in more debt had more 
marital conflict.

“Savings are good for happiness; debt is bad for 
happiness. But debt is more potently bad than savings are 
good,” Prof. Dunn says. “From a happiness perspective, it’s 
more important to get rid of debt than to build savings.”

So before you go out and spend all your money on a dream 
vacation, make sure you’ve taken care of the basics, paid 
off your debts, and have enough money to shield yourself 
from the worst of life’s troubles.

“Financial advisers are actually right,” Prof. Howell says. 
“The first thing you should be doing with your money is 
building up a safety net. If you go into debt to buy these 
great life experiences, the stress you’ll feel when the credit-
card bill comes in will probably wipe out the good that you 
got from the experience.”

Two graphs comparing and contrasting the 
state of emotions while consuming.

She’s currently doing research on how people actually 
spend the time they save by outsourcing tasks and whether 
it makes them happier. The preliminary findings, she says, 
are that most people do become happier by buying time for 
themselves, but only if they use the time in the right way.

“Our hypothesis is that people will be much more likely to 
derive an emotional benefit if they think of it as ‘windfall 
time’ and use it to do something good, rather than just 
taking it for granted,” she says.

But while buying time is a good idea, putting a dollar value 
on your time may not be. In another piece of research 
in progress, Prof. Dunn is finding that when people 
think of their time as money, it makes them less likely to 
spend even small amounts of time on things that are not 
financially compensated. “Seeing time as money may have 
a number of destructive consequences,” she says.

Money Only Brings Happiness Up to a Point

When looking at all of these research results, there’s an 
important caveat to bear in mind. Those in the field divide 
happiness into two components, and you need to have 
both parts working together to be truly happy. But only one 
of those components keeps improving the more you earn. 
The other tops out after a certain point.

The first measure of happiness is “evaluative.” Prof. 
Lyubomirsky defines it as “a sense that your life is good—
you’re satisfied with your life, you’re progressing towards 
your life goals.” That’s the measure used by economists 
Justin Wolfers and Betsey Stevenson, who have conducted 
extensive research comparing economic data and 
happiness surveys across the world. “We found very clear 
evidence that in just about every country around the world, 
rich people are happier than poor people,” says Prof. 

Wolfers. “And people in rich countries are happier than 
people in poor countries.”

The other component of happiness—“affective”—looks 
at how often you experience positive emotions like joy, 
affection and tranquility, as opposed to negative ones, 
explains Prof. Lyubomirsky. “You could be satisfied with 
your life overall but you may not actually be happy at the 
time,” she says. “Of course, happy people experience 
negative emotions, just not as often. So you have to have 
both components.”

Daniel Kahneman and Angus Deaton of Princeton 
University found that when they looked at affective 
measures, happiness did not rise after a household 
reached an annual income of approximately $75,000. 
(They did, however, find a consistent rise in overall life 
satisfaction, matching the results of Profs. Wolfers and 
Stevenson.)

The bottom line: When you don’t have much money, a little 
extra can go a long way, because you have more essential 
needs to fulfill. As you accumulate more wealth, however, it 
becomes more difficult to keep “buying” more happiness.

Don’t Get in Over Your Head

Finally, although much of the research in this field is on 
spending money rather than saving it, the researchers 
agree that spending more than you can afford is a route to 
misery. Taking care of your basic needs and achieving a 
level of financial security is important.

Prof. Gilovich says that although his research shows 
that life experiences give more happiness than material 
goods, people should of course buy the essentials first. His 
findings hold true across a broad range of income levels Gabriel Kuri piece on reconfigures meaning 

from tickets and receipts, etc.
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Everything seems so simply.

www.chanel.com

No matter who you are, it’s easy to get a little caught up in the idea of getting new stuff. 
Here’s a look at why your brain is so materialistic and what you can do to keep it from 
overwhelming you.

Materialism is one of those things that most of us don’t want to think about, especially when it causes trouble in your 
marriage or stresses you out. As a stereotype, a materialistic person is a high class one-percenter snob whining about 
getting a Porsche instead of a Lamborghini, but it’s something we’re all prone to. Whether it’s a gadget you’re coveting, 
a game you have to buy, or a brand you have to wear, we all have a bit of a materialistic side. Subsequently, there’s 
been a lot of research into materialism and researchers consistently come to the same conclusions: objects don’t 
make us happy. So why do our brains continue to convince us that they do? Here’s what’s going on.

Why We Want to Buy Things

Materialism is one of those ugly words that gets thrown around a lot. It’s best defined as an insatiable desire to own 
things and the belief that when those desires are fulfilled we’ll achieve happiness. Basically, materialism suggests a 
yardstick for success: the more you own, the better your life will be. It sounds horrible, but we all do it to some extent, 
even if we don’t go overboard.

Why We’re So 
Materialistic, Even 
Though It Doesn’t 
Make Us Happy?

Photo by: Anna Rassadnikova, S-F, Denphumi, Hibiscus81, FatFreddie, and ginnerobot.

By Thorin Klosowski
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We tend to equate buying things with positive emotions. 
Subsequently, we think that purchasing new stuff makes 
us happy. It’s a pretty clear correlation. In a study 
published in Neuron, researchers looked at what’s going 
on in the brain when we think about buying stuff. When 
a product image flashed before people’s eyes, an area 
of the brain called the nucleus accumbens lit up when 
a subject liked what they saw. Essentially, the brain’s 
pleasure center kicks into gear and floods the brain with 
dopamine at the very thought of getting something we 
want. The weirdest thing about this is that just thinking 
about buying something is pretty much the same as 
actually buying it. The Atlantic explains:

“Thinking about acquisition provides momentary 
happiness boosts to materialistic people, and because 
they tend to think about acquisition a lot, such thoughts 
have the potential to provide frequent mood boosts,” 
Richins wrote, “but the positive emotions associated 
with acquisition are short-lived. Although materialists 
still experience positive emotions after making a 
purchase, these emotions are less intense than before 
they actually acquire a product.”

Put plainly, our brains think that acquiring new stuff 
will make us happy, but we’re not entirely sure why our 
brains work this way. Psychology Today explains just a 
couple of the many theories out there trying to figure out 
the origins of materialism:

Many economists and politicians believe that 
acquisitiveness—the impulse to buy and possess 
things—is natural to human beings. This seems to 
make sense in terms of Darwin’s theory of evolution: 
since natural resources are limited, human beings have 
to compete over them, and try to claim as large a part of 
them as possible...

Another theory is that the restlessness and constant 
wanting which fuels our materialism is a kind of 
evolutionary mechanism which keeps us in a state of 
alertness. (The psychologist Mihalyi Csikszentmihalyi 
has suggested this, for example) Dissatisfaction keeps 
living beings on the look out for ways of improving their 
chances of survival; if they were satisfied they wouldn’t 
be alert, and other creatures would take the advantage.

Neither of these theories are perfect, but we do know 
that regardless of why we’re always wanting new things, 
getting them rarely has a positive effect on 
our well-being.

Buying Stuff Doesn’t Make You Happy

It’s probably no surprise to most of us, but study after 
study shows that buying stuff doesn’t make us happy. 
More importantly, we’re actually unhappy when we put 
too much value on material objects.

The big problem here isn’t just that we’re a little 
bummed out when someone else has more stuff 
than we do. It’s that when we put a lot of emphasis 
on materialistic value, we’re prone to depression, 
personality disorders, and more. One study from Tufts 
University sums these effects pretty simply:

Existing scientific research on the value of materialism 
yields clear and consistent findings. People who are 
highly focused on materialistic values have lower 
personal well-being and psychological health than 
those who believe that materialistic pursuits are 
relatively unimportant. These relationships have 
been documented in sample of people ranging from 
wealthy to poor, from teenagers to the elderly, and from 
Australians to South Koreans. Several investigators 
have reported similar results using a variety of ways 
of measuring materialism. The studies document that 
strong materialist values are associated with pervasive 
undermining of people’s well-being, from low life 
satisfaction to happiness, to depression and anxiety, 
to physical problems such as headaches, and to 
personality disorders, narcissistic, and 
antisocial behaviors.

As we start to understand more about the correlation 
between materialism and happiness, we get a better 
idea of just how deeply it affects us. The Guardian 
explains some of the nastier effects of materialism:

Another paper, published in Psychological Science, 
found that people in a controlled experiment who were 
repeatedly exposed to images of luxury goods, to 
messages that cast them as consumers rather than 
citizens and to words associated with materialism (such 
as buy, status, asset and expensive), experienced 
immediate but temporary increases in material 
aspirations, anxiety and depression. They also became 
more competitive and more selfish, had a reduced 
sense of social responsibility and were less inclined 
to join in demanding social activities. The researchers 
point out that, as we are repeatedly bombarded with 
such images through advertisements, and constantly 
described by the media as consumers, these temporary 
effects could be triggered more or less continuously.

Materialism is tied to shopping pretty closely, so you 
can try to fight against it by understanding what’s really 
going on in your brain when you’re out shopping. It’s 
no secret that your brain does plenty of things to screw 
with your shopping choices. From misunderstanding 
numbers to believing deals are better than they are, you 
can fight against the ways stores manipulate you pretty 
easily. Likewise, if you get a better understanding of why 
you feel inclined to upgrade your gadgets all the time 
you a good idea of what’s going on inside your brain 
when you want to buy things you probably don’t need. 

These tricks don’t “beat” materialism, but they can at 
least keep you mindful of how it’s affecting you.

Experiences Are Better than Objects

Think about the last time you really wanted something. 
Let’s say it’s a shiny new iPad. When you wanted it, 
you probably couldn’t think of much else. When you 
eventually get that iPad, you sit and admire it the first 
few times you interact with. As time goes on, that iPad 
means less and less to you.

Now, instead of thinking about that iPad, think of your 
last amazing vacation. Chances are, that vacation 
makes you feel all warm and fuzzy inside when that 
iPad makes you feel nothing at all. The reason is that 
we tend to value experiences over objects, even if we 
don’t think we do.

The New York Times has a few explanations for this:

(Researchers) have found that our types of 
purchases, their size and frequency, and even the 
timing of the spending all affect long-term happiness. 
One major finding is that spending money for an 
experience—concert tickets, French lessons, sushi-
rolling classes, a hotel room in Monaco—produces 
longer-lasting satisfaction than spending money on 
plain old stuff.

“It’s better to go on a vacation than buy a new couch’ 
is basically the idea,” says Professor Dunn, summing 
up research by two fellow psychologists, Leaf Van 
Boven and Thomas Gilovich.

...Thomas DeLeire, an associate professor of 
public affairs, population, health and economics at 
the University of Wisconsin in Madison, recently 
published research examining nine major categories 
of consumption. He discovered that the only category 
to be positively related to happiness was leisure: 
vacations, entertainment, sports and equipment like 
golf clubs and fishing poles.

Granted—none of this means that you need to get rid 
of all your stuff, stop giving gifts, or boycott iPads. It’s 
just an explanation of why we’re so prone to buying 
things, even when we don’t really need them. For 
some people, that iPad offers an experience on par 
with a vacation. Likewise, sometimes we just need 
to buy stuff and there’s nothing wrong with that. The 
difference between need and want is that we rarely 
expect the things we need to make us happy.

We all make the mistake of believing that the more 
money and stuff we have, the happier we’ll be. 
We’re all prone to comparing what we have to what 
our friends and family have, and then worrying 

about how those objects might reflect on us as 
people. Unfortunately, that’s just a recipe for anxiety, 
depression, and unhappiness. There’s no real trick to 
preventing yourself from getting caught up in these 
materialistic values, but it’s always good to keep 
these ideas in the back of your mind when you’re 
out shopping.

An illustration about how consumerism is completely taking 
over our lives.
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NEW BRAND OF TASTE 
STARTS HERE.

BUY IT. TASTE IT. LOVE IT.
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The Industrial Workers of the World poster 
“Pyramid of Capitalist System” (1911)

In the early 16th Century, the movement objecting to 
the flagrant greed and corruption in the Roman Catholic 
Church, now known as the Protestant Reformation, got 
under way in earnest. 

In 1517 in Germany, Martin Luther posted his “Ninety-Five Theses.” At 
about the same time in Switzerland, Huldrych Zwingli launched a reform 
movement with a remarkably similar set of “Sixty-Seven Conclusions.” 
The recently-introduced printing press helped spread these ideas 
rapidly from place to place, but unresolved differences kept the reform 
movements separate. At the time, the prospects of reform looked remote, 
as the Church, most governments, the ruling classes and civil society 
supported the continuance of the status quo.

In 1529, the German Prince Philip of Hesse saw potential in creating an 
alliance between Luther and Zwingli, realizing the strength of a united 
Protestant front to fight the entrenched elite. He convened a meeting, 
now known as the infamous Colloquy of Marburg. At the gathering, 
Luther and Zwingli agreed on everything except one doctrinal issue: 
was Jesus Christ spiritually present at a mass? Zwingli asserted no, 
while Luther insisted yes. In the debate, Luther became so angry that 
he carved his rejection into a table in the meeting room. (Some critics 
suggest that egos also played a role: if the strong-minded protagonists 
had been able to resolve their differences about the spiritual presence of 
Christ, another issue would have emerged to preclude agreement.)

So the Colloquy of Marburg broke down and the Reformation proceeded 
in a fragmented fashion for another hundred years. Doctrinal differences 
that in retrospect seem minuscule in comparison to the extensive 
common ground prevented a united Protestant front. With the wisdom 
of hindsight, we can see that if these leaders had been able to set aside 
their doctrinal differences and explicitly recognize the issues on which 
they did agree, the Reformation could have moved much faster. As so 
often happens, the best had become the enemy of the good.

A Reformation of capitalism?

These events are worth remembering in the context of the emerging 
movements to reform the management of big corporations today, as 
thought leaders allude to the possibility of a Reformation in management, 

Has Capitalism 
Reached A 
Turning Point?
By Steve Denning
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and indeed of the entire system of capitalism in 
which managers operate. Thus in June 2014, Clayton 
Christensen and Derek van Bever wrote in the June 
2014 issue of Harvard Business Review (HBR). “The 
orthodoxies governing finance are so entrenched that we 
almost need a modern-day Martin Luther to articulate the 
need for change.”

Christensen and van Bever are not alone in calling for 
some kind of Reformation. At the conclusion of this article, 
I list a number of the articles that have appeared over the 
past few months in leading pro-business journals such 
as Harvard Business Review, The Economist, Financial 
Times, The New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, 
the Washington Post and Forbes.com, all denouncing 
key management practices and calling for major change. 
So are we reaching a turning point in management, 
and indeed in capitalism as a whole, analogous to the 
religious Reformation five centuries ago? Many of the 
world’s thought leaders will converge on Vienna Austria on 
November 13-14, 2014 to discuss this very question at the 
Global Peter Drucker Forum 2014. The speakers include 
Clayton Christensen, Gary Hamel and Roger Martin, 
among many others. “We have arrived at a turning point,” 
says the Forum’s abstract. “Either the world will embark on 
a route towards long-term growth and prosperity, or we will 
manage our way to economic decline.”

The question is whether the Drucker Forum in November 
will be able to reach agreement on the way forward and 
generate an united front for reform, or whether it will, as 
at the Colloquy of Marburg in 1529, splinter into different 
factions, as thought leaders emphasize their own particular 
slant on the issues, with the obvious common ground 
among them being lost in the din of heated debate on tiny 
doctrinal issues.

Why the current calls for reform are significant?

A number of aspects are significant for assessing the 
current calls for reform.

First, these calls don’t come from a bunch of protesters 
camping in a park. They come from the most distinguished 
pro-business voices in the world—the heavy artillery of 
capitalism itself.

Second, it isn’t just one or two voices. The critiques and 
the calls for change are many and simultaneous. Big-gun 
broadsides are coming all at once.

Third, these thought leaders are not speaking in 
euphemisms or hedging their bets. These are flat-
out denunciations of, not just one firm, but the whole 
management culture that prevails in big business. Phrases 
like “stock price manipulation” (HBR), “corporate cocaine” 

Coloured woodcut of the Marburg Colloquy, anonymous, 1557 

(The Economist) and “zombie managers in the grip of 
management ideas that refuse to die” (Financial Times)
are typical.

Fourth, we now see incumbent members of the C-suite 
speaking out, such as Tim Cook at Apple [AAPL], Paul 
Polman at Unilever [UN],  Xavier Huillard at the Vinci Group 
and John Mackey at Whole Foods [WFM]. These corporate 
leaders are speaking out while they are still in office, as 
compared to Jack Welch, who called shareholder primacy 
“the dumbest idea in the world,” long after he had retired. 

An even larger number of corporate leaders at firms like 
Gore, Google [GOOG], Amazon [AMZN], Linux, and 
Morning Star and many small organizations are actually 
practicing a more creative brand of management, even 

if they don’t always go around making speeches 
about capitalism.

Fifth, although there are different terms in use and different 
emphases, the common ground among the voices for 
change is more striking than the differences.

Finally, these thought leaders make a powerful case that 
the economic and social costs of current management 
practices are so grievous that in any event they are not 
sustainable. As Roger Martin argues in his article in the 
October issue of HBR on “The Rise and (Likely) Fall of the 
Talent Economy,” change will happen, one way or another. 
The only question is whether the transition is going to be 
quick and intelligent and elegant, or slow and ugly and 
even violent—like the religious Reformation— and take 
more than a century.

A parade of protesters, fighting aganist capitalism. They’re wishing for “another world” for equal opportunity.

The opposite goes for pro-capitalism supporters in business attire.
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Obstacles to a Reformation of capitalism

Nevertheless, the obstacles to be overcome if the Drucker 
Forum is to contribute to the move towards a turning point 
are formidable.

First, calls for reform have been going on for a long time. 
“A-list management voices as well as a cohort of younger 
thinkers and doers, have been calling for the reinvention 
of management along these lines for years,” writes Simon 
Caulkin in the Financial Times. “But nothing much has 
changed, at least among large established companies just 
look at the unreconstructed financial sector. If anything, 
managers report that short-term pressures are getting 
worse.” As Andrew Hill also writes in the Financial Times, 
“US chief executives hoard good news for stock sales” with 
dubious practices that resemble “cookie jar accounting.”

Second, overwhelming incentives are in place for the 
continuance of the status quo. In the period 2004-2013, 
Bill Lazonick’s research shows that share buybacks shifted 
some $3.4 trillion from organizations to their shareholders 
and managers away from employees, investment and 

innovation. This diversion of resources is macro-economic 
in scale. As the C-suite is becoming not just rich but 
legacy-rich, why should they change?

Third, the entrenched interests are mutually reinforcing, 
as society as a whole has come to accept the practices 
and ideology of 20th Century management as inevitable. 
The C-suite is offered extraordinary compensation by their 
boards for implementing the practices. Business schools 
teach their students how do it. Institutional shareholders 
are complicit. Regulators pursue individual wrong-doing 
rather than addressing systemic failure. Rating agencies 
reward malfeasance. Analysts applaud short-term gains 
and mostly ignore long-term rot. Politicians, lavished with 
campaign contributions, stand by and watch. In such a 
context, it isn’t easy for any individual business leader to 
take a stand and say: this is simply not right. It’s the entire 
society that needs to change corporate managers acting 
badly in isolation but about a number of key systemic 
elements—managers, their boards, investors, particularly 
institutional investors, regulators like the SEC, the central 
banks like the FED, financial institutions, hedge funds, 
business schools, rating agencies, the media—all acting 

in concert. The case can be made t hat corporate leaders 
find themselves operating in a society that has, as a whole, 
lost its way.

Fourth, a previous effort to reach common ground on the 
reform of management provided no clear path forward. 
Thus Gary Hamel in 2008 assembled a gathering of 
thirty-five of the world’s top management thinkers. Hamel 
wrote up the outcome in his famous article, “Moonshots 
For Management” in HBR in 2009. There was strong 
agreement that the current management model was 
broken, but no consensus among the strong-minded 
participants as to how to reform it.

Fifth, even if shareholder primacy is set aside, corporate 
leaders will have to master fundamentally different 
management practices, with a different kind of leadership 
that involves different ways of thinking, speaking and acting 
in the workplace. Old habits will die hard, even if their 
abandonment is rational and necessary. In the New York 
Times, Peter Thiel, the co-founder of PayPal, questions 
whether many of the “the conformist, risk-averse politicians 
who already control most American mega-corporations” 
are even capable of making the needed change.

Settling on a common cause

The question on the agenda of the Drucker Forum is 
whether we have reached a turning point in management, 
and indeed in capitalism itself. If Peter Drucker himself 
were still with us, he might suggest that we begin by 
agreeing on a common set of questions, and then see 
whether we can even get close to some answers. The 
outcome will depend on whether the Forum can agree on 
the broad direction of change, or whether it will, as in the 
meeting of Luther and Zwingli back in 1529, allow obscure 
doctrinal differences to prevent any agreement. In effect, 
will pursuit of the best once again become the enemy of 
the good?

As Caulkin notes in the Financial Times, “the invisible 
link between sluggish innovation, cost-cutting, share 
buybacks, the jobs and pay squeeze, and neo-Taylorism, 
is management incentives. What locks them all together 
in a tight, self-reinforcing paradigm is shareholder value–
the assertion that the sole purpose of the company is to 
maximize returns to shareholders.”

If this is correct, the principal question for the Drucker 
Forum is whether we will be able to agree on severing this 
invisible link. Will the Forum accept that this is the critical 
link that needs to be broken? Obviously the Forum itself 
has no power to sever the link, but will it be able to show 
how it might be done and point the way forward?

“The fact that this is a zombie idea does nothing to weaken 
its hold on the corporate psyche, particularly in the US,” 
writes Simon Caulkin. “As the late London 

Business School scholar Sumantra Ghoshal explained, the 

problem is not that we fail to recognize good management 
practice—it is that bad management theory 
anaesthetizes it.”

“So, yes, an era of management-led growth is both feasible 
and urgently needed. But the renaissance will not flourish 
unless a stake is driven

Thus we are dealing with a systemic issue. This isn’t about 
individual through the heart of the shareholder-primacy 
zombie first.”

A political cartoon based on how “Big Business” are pro-war supporters 
because how warfare is profitable to these companies.

A piece created by an illustrator from Milan that goes by the 
name: Shout. But his real name is Alessandro Gottardo
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Taste comes first for safe quality. We create life-long 
craftsmanship. Innovation is our name. We deliver 
long-term traditional values for your consumerism. 
Positive differences. *

*Please remember to drink responsibly

FINDNEWTASTE.

Materialism: a system 
that eats us from the 
inside out
Buying more stuff is associated with 
depression, anxiety and broken relationships. 
It is socially destructive and self-destructive

That they are crass, brash and trashy goes without saying. 
But there is something in the pictures posted on Rich Kids 
of Instagram (and highlighted by the Guardian last week) 
that inspires more than the usual revulsion towards crude 
displays of opulence. There is a shadow in these photos 
– photos of a young man wearing all four of his Rolex 
watches, a youth posing in front of his helicopter, endless 
pictures of cars, yachts, shoes, mansions, swimming pools 
and spoilt white boys throwing gangster poses in private 
jets – of something worse: something that, after you have 
seen a few dozen, becomes disorienting, even distressing.

The pictures are, of course, intended to incite envy. 

They reek instead of desperation. The young men and 
women seem lost in their designer clothes, dwarfed and 
dehumanised by their possessions, as if ownership has 
gone into reverse. A girl’s head barely emerges from the 
haul of Chanel, Dior and Hermes shopping bags she has 
piled on her vast bed. It’s captioned “shoppy shoppy” 
and “#goldrush”, but a photograph whose purpose is to 
illustrate plenty seems instead to depict a void. She’s alone 
with her bags and her image in the mirror, in a scene that 
seems saturated with despair.

Perhaps I’m projecting my prejudices. But an impressive 
body of psychological research seems to support these 
feelings. It suggests that materialism, a trait that can afflict 
both rich and poor, and which the researchers define as 
“a value system that is preoccupied with possessions and 
the social image they project”, is both socially destructive 
and self-destructive. It smashes the happiness and peace 

By George Monbiot

Buy More Stuff takes to the streets for it’s 5th year on November 26th, 2010. These photos were 
shot on Black Friday in Westlake Park in Seattle. Photo by Michael Holden.
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of mind of those who succumb to it. It’s associated with 
anxiety, depression and broken relationships.

There has long been a correlation observed between 
materialism, a lack of empathy and engagement with 
others, and unhappiness. But research conducted over the 
past few years seems to show causation. For example, a 
series of studies published in the journal Motivation and 
Emotion in July showed that as people become more 
materialistic, their wellbeing (good relationships, autonomy, 
sense of purpose and the rest) diminishes. As they become 
less materialistic, it rises.

In one study, the researchers tested a group of 18-year-
olds, then re-tested them 12 years later. They were asked 
to rank the importance of different goals – jobs, money and 
status on one side, and self-acceptance, fellow feeling and 
belonging on the other. They were then given a standard 
diagnostic test to identify mental health problems. At the 
ages of both 18 and 30, materialistic people were more 
susceptible to disorders. But if in that period they became 
less materialistic, they became happier. In another study, 
the psychologists followed Icelanders weathering their 
country’s economic collapse. Some people became more 
focused on materialism, in the hope of regaining lost 
ground. Others responded by becoming less interested in 
money and turning their attention to family and community 
life. The first group reported lower levels of wellbeing, the 
second group higher levels.

These studies, while suggestive, demonstrate only 
correlation. But the researchers then put a group of 
adolescents through a church programme designed to 
steer children away from spending and towards sharing 
and saving. The self-esteem of materialistic children on 

A modified image of the classic “Uncle Sam Wants You” 
ad poster wanting consumers to purchase more stuff.

The aspect of money being burnt has mulitple meanings. For example, the consumer is 
either in debt or has no care of their money and would spend recklessly.

distressed me: they look like a kind of social self-mutilation.

Perhaps this is one of the reasons an economic model 
based on perpetual growth continues on its own terms 
to succeed, though it may leave a trail of unpayable 
debts, mental illness and smashed relationships. Social 
atomisation may be the best sales strategy ever devised, 
and continuous marketing looks like an unbeatable 
programme for atomisation.

Materialism forces us into comparison with the 
possessions of others, a race both cruelly illustrated and 
crudely propelled by that toxic website. There is no end to 
it. If you have four Rolexes while another has five, you are 
a Rolex short of contentment. The material pursuit of self-
esteem reduces your self-esteem.

I should emphasise that this is not about differences 
between rich and poor: the poor can be as susceptible 
to materialism as the rich. It is a general social affliction, 
visited upon us by government policy, corporate strategy, 
the collapse of communities and civic life, and our 
acquiescence in a system that is eating us from the 
inside out.

This is the dreadful mistake we are making: allowing 
ourselves to believe that having more money and more 
stuff enhances our wellbeing, a belief possessed not 
only by those poor deluded people in the pictures, but by 
almost every member of almost every government. Worldly 
ambition, material aspiration, perpetual growth: these are a 
formula for mass unhappiness.

the programme rose significantly, while that of materialistic 
children in the control group fell. Those who had little 
interest in materialism before the programme experienced 
no change in self-esteem.

Another paper, published in Psychological Science, found 
that people in a controlled experiment who were repeatedly 
exposed to images of luxury goods, to messages that 
cast them as consumers rather than citizens and to words 
associated with materialism (such as buy, status, asset 
and expensive), experienced immediate but temporary 
increases in material aspirations, anxiety and depression. 
They also became more competitive and more selfish, 
had a reduced sense of social responsibility and were 
less inclined to join in demanding social activities. 
The researchers point out that, as we are repeatedly 
bombarded with such images through advertisements, 

and constantly described by the media as consumers, 
these temporary effects could be triggered more or 
less continuously.

A third paper, published (paradoxically) in the Journal of 
Consumer Research, studied 2,500 people for six years. 
It found a two-way relationship between materialism and 
loneliness: materialism fosters social isolation; isolation 
fosters materialism. People who are cut off from others 
attach themselves to possessions. This attachment in turn 
crowds out social relationships.

The two varieties of materialism that have this effect – 
using possessions as a yardstick of success and seeking 
happiness through acquisition – are the varieties that seem 
to be on display on Rich Kids of Instagram. It was only 
after reading this paper that I understood why those photos 

Owning more doesn’t bring happiness: ‘the material pursuit of self-esteem reduces self-esteem.’ 
Photograph: Dominic Lipinski/PA

32 33



Eat Fancy.
34 35



NO DRINK
MAKES YOU
RUN LIKE A 
DEERE.

36 37



14 Tips for a Less 
Materialistic Lifestyle
‘The things you own end up owning you.’ 
Tyler Durden in Fight Club

Beyond a minimum threshold of poverty, having more 
things doesn’t make people happier. But in a society driven 
by consumption, it can be hard to realize this truth.

Living a less materialistic lifestyle doesn’t mean becoming 
a monk and abstaining from all of life’s pleasures. It means 
shifting your focus away from possessions so they become 
less important by comparison.

Materialism Fills a Void

Owning things becomes important when you have an 
internal void. When your internal world is deprived it is only 
natural to want to fill it with external things. Unfortunately, 
this is like filling a sieve with sand. The sand may fit in the 
sieve temporarily, but it will soon sift through the holes, 
leaving you empty again.

What do you fill that internal void with? Here are a few 
aspects that fill the void better than possessions:

• Relationships
• Passionate Work
• Service to Others
• Personal Challenges
• Knowledge

At the core of all these things is your philosophy towards 
life and understanding of the world you live in. You can be 
rich, but you can’t be wealthy unless your life philosophy 
and internal world are healthy.

Reducing Materialism

Ending materialism doesn’t mean forsaking all your 
possessions. Ridding yourself of everything you own would 
only prove you are still too preoccupied with possessions 
themselves. Someone who has developed a healthy inner 

By Scott H. Young

A way to reflect yourself if you want to live a frugal 
lifestyle. One way is to “secure” your money.

world would see possessions as neutral. This shift is more 
about attitude than specific actions.

Here are some ideas to get you started:

1. You aren’t the things you own. The problem is that 
you view things as possessions in the first place. 
Ownership is just a societal construct to keep order, 
it doesn’t have any deeper meaning. Separate your 
identity from the things you own.

2. Relationships are about doing, not having. You 
can’t have a girlfriend, boyfriend or spouse. 
Although those terms are fairly commonplace, they 
demonstrate that many people still view relationships 
as possessions. The more you see relationships as 
possessions, the less intrinsic value you can get from           
experiencing them.

3. Create a system of goals and challenges. Materialism 
fills a void. Replace that uncomfortable filler with goals 
and challenges. Although many of my challenges are 
directed towards material gain, that isn’t the real point. 
Just as winning Risk isn’t about world-domination as it 
is about a fun challenge.

4. Serve. Invest your energies into helping other 
people. I don’t view acts as being on a continuum 
from selfishness to selflessness, as acts that directly 
benefit me can benefit others as well. But even in that 
case, shifting your focus onto the needs of others can 
replace materialism.

5. Trash it. I’m the opposite of a packrat. When I need 
to do a major cleaning, I usually toss just about 
everything I haven’t used recently. Getting rid of old 
possessions can be a liberating experience, stripping 
away from you what isn’t important.

6. See wealth as a challenge not a result. I view earning 
more money as an interesting and complex game. 
I expect my minimum comfort threshold would only 
be around $15,000 to $20,000 per year. Beyond that, 
earning more is simply a bigger challenge.

7. Experience over objects. The only reason to buy 
an object is because you believe it will (directly or 
indirectly) improve the quality of your experience. 
Going straight to the source helps you avoid the 
middlemen that are material goods.

8. Build intangible assets. Habits, time-management, 
discipline, emotional control, understanding and 
learning are just a few of the non-physical assets you 
can hold. Building intangible assets replaces your need 
for physical ones.

9. Use money to free, not chain, yourself. When you have 
a larger income, don’t simply adapt by increasing your 
lifestyle. Instead work to create a buffer between your 
income and lifestyle so you live below your means. 
This will give you more freedom to pursue goals 
and ideas that may not immediately contribute to             
your productivity.

10. Go basic. Simplify all your material possessions so 
they don’t consume your mental resources. Simple, 
even if less glamorous, requires less maintenance, 

offers fewer distractions and uses less thinking. A 
simple lifestyle affords you the ability to focus your 
energies on your inner world.

11. Avoid the status game. Seek friends from all social 
layers. Don’t buy into the game that decides a 
persons worth based on their money or profession. 
I know people I would consider smarter and more 
enlightened who live on a fraction of the income that 
others do. Keeping pockets of connections within all 
levels separates you from the competitive aspects 
materialism brings.

12. Judge yourself by your ethics and your understanding. 
I’d be far happier with myself if I were poor but I 
understood the world and lived true to a system of 
ethics, than if I had the opposite. Don’t base your self 
worth on how much you’ve achieved or the admiration 
of your peers.

13. Let go. Buddhism teaches that attachment to things 
creates suffering. Again, this is all in the mindset. I’m 
not a Buddhist, but as I understand it, this doesn’t 
mean the only path to true happiness is to abandon 
everything. It simply means that you stop trying to hold 
on to all the things you own and the relationships in 
your life.

14. You can’t take it with you. What is going to matter to 
you on your deathbed? Looking back at your entire life, 
what was important? Use that to prioritize.

Being a money-saver or frugal isn’t a bad method of 
being less materialistic and money obsessed.
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