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Over the past few years, a sweeping trend has emerged among America’s largest corpo-
rations. Spurred by the workings of a small but dedicated group of activists, major (and 
minor) corporations have become deeply invested in political activism. Using the nuanc-
es of shareholder engagement, a variety of methods that can be taken by shareholders 
to force the hand of corporate leadership, activists have been able to alter the shape of 
the corporate world.

In a remarkably short period of time, shareholder activism has gone from a minor move-
ment to a major force in determining corporate policy. Aside from the usual methods, 
such as social media campaigns, activists have had the most success by utilizing the 
nuances of shareholder engagement. In the United States, shareholders are the ultimate 
owners of publicly traded companies, and have the final say on their actions. There’s a 
variety of different methods used to assert the shareholders’ authority over corporate 
leadership: voting for the board of directors, proposing shareholder resolutions that 
compel a business to take certain actions, etc. 

Most of this has been done under the banner of “ESG,” which stands for Environmen-
tal, Social, and Governance. That’s essentially a catch-all term for investing on the basis 
of certain ideologies or values, and/or using the resources afforded by shareholders to 
compel corporate leadership to take certain actions.

None of this is, on its own, intrinsically problematic. There’s nothing wrong with exercis-
ing your rights as a shareholder to force the hand of corporate higher-ups into doing the 
right thing. That is exactly what we’re advocating for: shareholders exercising their rights 
in the boardroom. The problem is that, for the most part, these tools have been used 
by only one side, and despite their relatively small numbers, they’ve been extremely 
effective at altering the course of corporate policy. With a few notable exceptions, their 
efforts have been mostly unopposed, and...

...shareholder engagement has generally been the 
domain of a small cohort of activists.

An excellent example of the disproportionate extent of their influence is the passage of 
the Affordable Care Act. In the mid-1990s, the healthcare industry was wholeheartedly 
opposed to a move toward single-payer healthcare. Big pharma, the large health insur-
ance companies, and the industry as a whole was in lockstep opposed to the adoption of 
universal health care in the United States. But by the time of the passage of the Afford-
able Care Act in 2009, everything had changed.
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Who stood in line and in support of Obamacare? The big insurance companies, the same 
organizations that were completely opposed to it in in the 1990s. In the interim period, 
what we saw was a tremendous pressure campaign, using shareholder proposals, to 
push companies into alignment with their vision on healthcare. Clearly, the major health 
insurance companies thought that single-payer healthcare or something approaching 
it was contrary to their interests as businesses. And yet they came to support the ACA. 
Why? Because of the influence of the aforementioned activists. Their successful efforts 
to sway the industry into alignment on healthcare encapsulates the problem: activist 
groups had a particular, ideological vision of what healthcare in the United States should 
be like, and then they exercised their influence as shareholders to bring the industry into 
alignment.

The problem, unfortunately, gets worse. Over the past few years, we’ve seen innumera-
ble examples of how widespread political activism has become: corporations boycotting 
Indiana over its religious freedom bill, or threatening to boycott Tennessee over very 
similar issues. As you’ll see in this paper, activism by corporations has become pervasive, 
affecting not just the healthcare industry, but religious liberty, protection of the unborn, 
and tolerance for differing political opinions. We would argue that these activists have 
often pushed corporate leadership to pursue ends that are contrary to the financial in-
terests of their investors, and that whatever their pretenses, they are in fact ideologically 
motivated in their dealings in the boardroom.

By exploiting shareholder voting power, these activists 
have driven major businesses to pursue policies that we 

would argue are contrary to the interests of their 
shareholders...

...(which means their owners,) and contrary to a sincere, not selective, respect for hu-
man rights and dignity. Unfortunately, they’ve had a tremendous amount of success, and 
we’re now seeing the fruits of their activism.

While political pandering by corporations isn’t exactly hidden, because the point is to 
demonstrate their ideological conformity, most of us are unaware of how this ideology 
has infected major corporations from top to bottom. Among other things, that’s what 
this paper aims to address.

First, we want to explain to investors the extent of the problem: how corporations have 
adopted absurd and financially damaging positions under the banner of “ESG,” how cor-
porate culture has become dominated by this activism, and the consequences of their 
ideology.
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Second, we want to demonstrate from the basis of Jesus’s own actions that Christian 
investors and financial advisors are justified in engaging with these businesses--that the 
Bible does not teach that we are morally obligated to boycott businesses that are en-
gaged in sinful activity. Jesus’s model was that of engagement for the sake of conversion, 
not separation for the sake of maintaining moral cleanliness. While some advocate for a 
decoupling from businesses that violate their values, and we would certainly not assert 
that anyone should violate their conscience, we argue on a Biblical basis that we as 
Christian investors are well within our rights to invest in the worst offenders and influ-
ence them for the better.

Third, we want to explain how to get involved and push back against the slow slide of 
the corporate world down the slope of biased ideological activism. We’ll show how one 
can identify the businesses who constitute its most egregious participants, and we will 
then educate our readers on the mechanics of corporate engagement. 

What we’re advocating for is universal respect for 
human rights, not the selective ideologically- 

motivated actions that have been taken 
under the pretense of human rights.

Whether it be the environment, or healthcare, or abortion, corporate America has 
been slowly but surely becoming hostage to the whims of a small minority of activists. 
Instance after instance, companies and industries have been siding with progressive 
special interests, in many cases against the interests of, and without the approval of, the 
majority of their shareholders.

The problem is that those of us who are opposed to this one-sided activism, who believe 
in universal – not selective – human rights, tend to be unaware of our rights as share-
holders. Corporations aren’t supposed to be tools of political activists: publicly traded 
companies in this country have a fiduciary duty to their shareholders, and ideologues 
have exploited this fact to their own ends, to create a voice to push their special inter-
ests, and they’re having a tremendous amount of success on a wide variety of issues.

Most investors don’t agree with this approach; they’re investing in a business to get a 
return on their investment. They don’t think that businesses should be primarily con-
cerned with suppressing dissent, eliminating carbon emissions, or boycotting states that 
protect human life. They think that the businesses they invest in should be using their 
money for things that are relevant to the success of the business.

It’s important to understand that, while these activists might say they’re pushing for 
human rights, they do so, at best, in a highly particular and biased way – in other words, 
they’ll push for human rights only for arbitrarily selected interest groups, not for every-
one.
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When, for example, a state passes a bill protecting the religious freedom of Christians, 
the activists would then push for corporations to boycott that state, under the pretense 
of protecting the rights of gay people. A recent example is the 142 companies, among 
them publicly traded giants such as Amazon and Nike, that signed a letter protesting a 
slew of bills in Tennessee dubbed the “Slate of Hate.” First and foremost among these is 
a bill that protects the religious liberty of charities – not exactly a hateful policy. Is it in 
the business interest of Amazon’s investors to urge a boycott of Tennessee? 

Is pressuring Tennessee into forcing 
religious charities into ideological conformity 

respectful of human rights? Does this sound like 
the kind of action that should be taken by unbiased, 

owner-oriented businesses?

These sorts of activities are now becoming commonplace. Under the noses of most ordi-
nary investors, activists are regularly undertaking coordinated campaigns to alter the op-
erations of major corporations. This has been done using the rhetoric of “compassion,” 
“diversity,” and “human rights” selectively – in the case of Tennessee, they say they’re 
fighting for LGBT rights, but their actions are in fact pressuring the state into violating 
the rights of religious charities. In short, they apply those values only in favor of special 
interest groups, at the expense of everyone else. Ordinary investors have the power 
to broaden the conversation - to include human rights for everyone, including conser-
vatives, Christians, and the unborn. Beyond those baseline moral issues, the question 
for corporations is whether pursuing the whims of an activist class is good for business. 
Remember, publicly traded companies are owned by their shareholders. If their actions 
are bad for business, they’re bad for shareholders, and corporate leaders shouldn’t be 
taking them.

One of the leaders in the push to take back the boardroom is David French, senior editor 
of The Dispatch, whom we interviewed for this paper. French was a trailblazer for corpo-
rate citizenship, and for years has been exposing the extent to which corporations have 
become the tools of ideological activism. French started his career as a First Amendment 
lawyer, and then for many years “worked full-time litigating campus speech codes, pro-
tecting freedom of association, protecting religious liberty.”

Despite the success attained by the movement in protecting liberty in the political 
sphere, it fell behind in the boardroom: “At the very same moment where in theory 
people should be feeling most free, they were veering in the opposite direction. And the 
reason wasn’t because of the government […] It was because of their employers, […] the 
concern that their employers might engage in reprisals.”
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While everyone may be free from government censorship, corporations have become 
less than accepting. “It was really put on steroids when ‘woke capital’ exerted its power 
and its authority in 2015 in Indiana, over the Indiana Religious Freedom Restoration act 
[…] and when the state of Indiana caved very quickly to the power of ‘woke capital,’ it 
really provided a shot of adrenaline to the whole corporate movement.”

For many of us, the corporate hostility to religious liberty exhibited in Indiana in 2015 
was a wake-up call. It revealed that while most of us were focused on politics, activists 
had been turning the corporate world upside down. “As the First Amendment protected 
us more, a lot of our citizens were feeling less free, and it wasn’t because of the govern-
ment, it was because of corporations,” said French. The perception has grown that, while 
we’ve become freer de jure, we’ve become less free de facto.

We could look at the example of James Damore, the engineer at Google who was fired 
for writing a memo critical of the company’s forced diversity requirements, after man-
agement asked him for his input on gender diversity. The firing was an egregious exam-
ple of how destructive the ideological monoculture French discusses is. If our movement 
were more engaged, we could prevent things like that from happening. Or we could look 
at a recent survey by the Lincoln Group, which showed that over two thirds of libertarian 
or conservative employees in tech companies feel uncomfortable because of their politi-
cal views. One of the anonymous conservatives surveyed said this: 

“There are conservatives and libertarians hiding 
in tech, and they talk amongst themselves about 

their frustrations. But it has to be like a secret society, 
or there might be repercussions.”

It’s ironic, given all the talk about the necessity of diversity, that viewpoint diversity has 
been so systematically ignored. For the corporations caught under this spell, diversity 
of opinion doesn’t count. The effect of this ideology on employees is wounding. “Even 
at best, ideological monocultures create social pressures to conform. [There’s a] chilling 
effect that people feel when you’re the only conservative in a progressive environment,” 
says David French.

It’s not just the social pressure; some employees in big tech companies genuinely fear 
risk to their careers:

“And then if you add on to that the growing intolerance that some very far-left author-
itarians have towards any expression of social conservatism in their presence or with 
their knowledge, then you can add on to that the very real issue that says, could I not just 
have fewer friends here, but could I face adverse job action as a result of this ideological 
monoculture and the intolerance of it? […] I’d say it’s probably present in all [of the large 
Silicon Valley tech companies.]” 
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These examples go on and on, and not all of them are as high-profile as the Damore 
episode. While we can all tell that it’s not enough for us to talk amongst ourselves and 
decry the politicization of the boardroom, it hasn’t always been clear what we can do 
about it. Thankfully, investors and their financial advisors can have a material impact on 
corporate governance and take back the ground seized by ideologues.

Most shareholders are unfortunately not aware 
of their rights, and therefore almost never show 
up to exercise them. Ideological activists, on the 
other hand, do show up, and exercise influence 

far beyond their meager numbers.

A prerequisite for meaningful action is ownership. The model we should be emulating is, 
“Invest, don’t divest.” A long time ago, the activist class realized that engagement, not 
disengagement, was the way to success. The rest of us have disengaged, and the result 
has been an amplification for the evangelists of this one-sided agenda, because they’re 
the only voice in the room. If you’re not invested in a corporation, why should they care 
what you think? 

We want to be clear: we are not advocating that anyone violate their conscience. What 
we’re saying is that your ability to influence corporate policy depends on your invest-
ment in those corporations. The person who divests and boycotts has no leverage. Our 
problem isn’t that we can’t do anything, it’s that we don’t do anything. As investors, it’s 
our legal right to engage, and as Christians, it’s our moral right to engage. All the tools 
used by those activists are at our disposal as well, but until recently, investors were un-
aware of just how much power they have. “[Shareholder activism] is an excellent way of 
working - respectfully of the law, respectfully of the constitutional rights and free associa-
tion rights of the corporation - to get your voice heard,” said French. “What I have found 
is there [is] enormous value in quite simply just breaking the ideological monopoly.

Even a small number of voices who have an actual seat 
at the table can make an outside influence.”

That’s exactly what we are advocating for: making your voice heard. This is relevant to 
any investor troubled by political pandering, but it’s especially relevant to the Christian 
investor. The good news is making your voice heard in the boardroom isn’t half as arcane 
or difficult as one might think, but it does require personal conviction, as French says. 
“None of this is possible without a modicum of courage. One of the things that bothers 
me about the modern religious conservative movement is that people want to win, and 
they also want it to be easy. If you’re in a corporation, and you’re a little bit nervous 
about saying that name of Jesus on your Facebook feed, say the name of Jesus anyway.”
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The only way things can change is through deliberate action by the true owners of a 
company.

As a shareholder, publicly traded companies are 
beholden to you, and it’s your right to make sure that 
ideologues don’t transform them into platforms for 

activists that misuse our economic resources - 
of which corporations are merely stewards. 

To put it mildly, we have a problem here. Major corporations are flagrantly misusing 
investor resources by engaging in biased activity. While their actions are troubling in gen-
eral, they should be particularly so to the Christian investor. The question then becomes, 
what should be done about it? Our view is that, purely on the basis of Jesus’s own words 
and actions in the Bible, Christian investors are well within their rights morally to invest 
in these corporations, for the sake of saving them from this destructive ideology. Our 
perspective is that investment, not divestment or boycotting, is the most effective way to 
influence the marketplace. In this next section, we’ll be doing a deep-dive on the gospels 
and their account of how Jesus dealt with sinful people.
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Once one hears about how pervasive these hostile attitudes are in the corporate world, 
one might feel pressured to divest and boycott. A Christian investor might find it hard 
to morally justify having money invested in a company that donates to Planned Parent-
hood, and their first instinct is to disengage, following an investing philosophy centered 
around “sin-screens” that exclude from your portfolio the types of companies that we’re 
highlighting in this paper.

While we certainly aren’t saying that anyone violate 
their conscience, the idea pushed by some that 

sin-screens are morally obligatory is wrong.

Since the eighth and tenth commandments guarantee the right to property, anyone is 
free to boycott or divest from a business as they choose. But the implication that we’ll 
become “contaminated” by the sin of a business we’re invested in doesn’t pass the basic 
test of what constitutes sinful activity.

When it comes to discerning what Christ-followers should do, we should turn first to the 
Christ Whom we follow. What was His practice? Did He boycott social engagement with 
wicked people, or with their ‘ill-gotten’ gains? Was the Jesus model one of avoidance or 
one of engagement with wicked people and their businesses? And what are the implica-
tions of Jesus’s model for the Christian investor who wants to push back against corpo-
rate activism?

Let’s start with Jesus’s interaction with a group of people who were not just despised, 
but rightfully seen as sinful: tax collectors.
 

And after that He went out, and noticed a tax-gatherer named Levi, sitting in the tax 
office, and He said to him, “Follow Me.” And he left everything behind, and rose and 
began to follow Him. And Levi gave a big reception for Him in his house; and there 
was a great crowd of tax-gatherers and other people who were reclining at the table 
with them. And the Pharisees and their scribes began grumbling at His disciples, 
saying, “Why do you eat and drink with the tax-gatherers and sinners?” And Jesus 
answered and said to them, “It is not those who are well who need a physician, but 
those who are sick. “I have not come to call the righteous but sinners to repentance.” 
(Lk. 5:27-32 NAS)

THE JESUS MODEL:
ENGAGE OR BOYCOTT?



We see in this passage in microcosm the entire story, which we will see repeated again 
and again. Jesus engages closely with sinners, not just in mere social ways, but actually 
interacting with, and benefitting from, their corruptly-gained income. Pharisees grumble 
about this; Jesus articulates a different philosophy of holiness/separation than that of his 
detractors by talking about the benefit to the sinners from their interaction with Him. 
The publicans were indeed corrupt. Firstly, they were held in power by an oppressive 
empire, which unjustly extracted wealth from the people of Israel. Tax collectors, pub-
licans, were creatures of the Roman State, which occupied Israel through conquest and 
the threat of death (including crucifixion). 

Subject people were plundered so that idolatrous Roman emperors could buy off the 
people of Rome with bread and circuses.

Even an honest publican was participating in an 
incredibly exploitative system.  The Publicans 

generally weren’t even honest to this already exploitative 
system, instead skimming extra off the top for 

themselves. That was their typical business model.

The moral failings of the corporate world are far from trivial, but they don’t compare 
with the daily conduct of the Roman Empire. Jesus’s approach to that situation conflicted 
with that of the Rabbis, who saw tax gatherers as dishonest, and who even considered 
all those who benefitted by any relationship with them to be tainted.
 

“…hence the rabbis declared, as one robber disgraced his whole family, so one publi-
can in a family; promises were not to be kept with murderers, thieves and publicans 
(Nedar 3:4); the synagogue alms box and the temple corban must not receive their 
alms (Baba Kama 10:1); it was not lawful to use riches received from them, as gotten 
by rapine; nor could they judge or give testimony in court (Sauhedr. 25, sec. 2).”
Fausset’s Bible Dictionary, “Publican”

 
You can see the structure of Rabbinical thinking in this: they saw the moral character (or 
lack thereof) of the manner in which the money was made as adhering not just to the 
deed itself, (collecting taxes dishonestly) but also adhering to the money which touched 
it. In this case, the sinfulness flows through to the beneficiaries such as family members 
(and it is not just minor dependents named therein).

As we have already seen, and will see further below, this is not Jesus’s conception of 
holiness, but it is useful to get a clear idea of the mindset of His detractors in order to 
contrast His approach to theirs.
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The entry above from Fausset’s illustrates the view of Pharisees in general. This is seen 
also among the Essenes which were a more strictly separationist school of Judaism at 
the time of Jesus:
 

“The Damascus Document (CD 6:14–20) insists that its followers ‘keep apart from 
the sons of the pit’ (i.e. everyone outside their community!)…to abstain from 
wicked wealth which defiles’ (including the wealth of the temple, since it has been 
corrupted!)’…
Blomberg, Craig L.. Contagious Holiness (New Studies in Biblical Theology) (p. 82). 
InterVarsity Press. Kindle Edition. 

 
The Essenes saw the Temple as the center of corruption in ancient Israel, and there is 
good reason to believe Jesus agreed with them: Therefore, anyone who benefitted from 
the Temple, including Rabbis who taught outside the Temple, in the shade cast by its 
walls, was defiled by it. In their philosophy, not only was it sinful to engage in a dishonest 
or sinful practice to gain wealth, but it was also defiling to be a downstream beneficiary 
of that activity.” We see this line of reasoning appearing in the mouth of Jesus’s critics.

“For John the Baptist has come eating no bread and drinking no wine; and you say, 
‘He has a demon!’ “The Son of Man has come eating and drinking; and you say, ‘Be-
hold, a gluttonous man, and a drunkard, a friend of tax-gatherers and sinners!’ 
Luke 7:33-34 NAS

 

As you see, Jesus’s detractors among the Pharisees 
make explicit the connection between Jesus’s social 

association with tax collectors and His material 
benefit from it.

It’s not just that He ‘hangs with’ them: He gets banquets at their expense, which is a 
material part of the living of a traveling itinerant preacher. 

The view that forbids social relations with sinners (including ones which involve material 
or financial advantages) is not a view that comes out of Jesus’s mouth, but rather out of 
the mouth of His detractors. The way Jesus interacted with tax collectors indicates that 
He held something closer to the opposite view: a great deal of freedom is given when 
it comes to close relationships with genuinely immoral people, which is not altogether 
unlike the situation Christian investors finds themselves in today.

Yet, Jesus seemed to have no compunction at all about having social dealings with this 
outcast group, even though they were clearly involved in sinful activity.
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In fact, Jesus’s very defense of His dealing with them was that He “…had come to call 
‘not the righteous, but sinners to repentance.’” He likens these ‘sinners’ to ‘the sick.’ They 
were spiritually sick and they were sinning, and yet Jesus engaged in a very intimate 
form of social association, eating at table with them. He benefitted from the revenues 
which they got from sin, and yet He remained untainted by them.

The implications of this for the investor who wants 
to fight back against the politicization of the corporate 

boardroom are massive: Christ was engaging with 
sinners and even materially supported by funds 

acquired through sinful activity, and yet He remained 
untainted. 

Here is an incident in the Gospels which describes such an encounter: 

…And there was a woman in the city who was a sinner; and when she learned that 
He was reclining at the table in the Pharisee’s house, she brought an alabaster vial 
of perfume, and standing behind Him at His feet, weeping, she began to wet His feet 
with her tears, and kept wiping them with the hair of her head, and kissing His feet, 
and anointing them with the perfume. Now when the Pharisee who had invited Him 
saw this, he said to himself, “If this man were a prophet He would know who and 
what sort of person this woman is who is touching Him, that she is a sinner.” 
Luke  7:37-39 NAS

We see the familiar pattern: Jesus interacts freely with people who are genuinely sinful, 
not just outcasts. The description says she was a sinner, which suggests but doesn’t con-
firm prostitution. Whatever her sin, it is her chief identity in the context of Luke’s gospel. 
Again, we see that Jesus is denounced for His willingness to associate with such people, 
and again, we see that the material benefit to him is not trivial:

“The use of an alabaster jar of perfume by definition makes this a luxurious anoint-
ing. So the woman either is quite wealthy (seldom the case with first-century prosti-
tutes) or is making an enormous sacrifice.”
Blomberg, Craig L.. Contagious Holiness (New Studies in Biblical Theology) (p. 133). 
InterVarsity Press. Kindle Edition. 

Therefore, this seems to suggest the same theory that the critics of Jesus used to criticize 
His willingness to accept material (food) support from tax-collectors: the idea that the 
sinfulness of the person who gains the wealth spread to the person who benefits from 
it. Jesus’s actions imply that theory is wrong. His actions seem to imply quite a different 
relationship between purity and impurity in His kingdom: 
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“Far from being corrupted by this woman or her scandalous actions, Jesus has im-
parted some of his holiness to her (whether first at an earlier encounter or simply on 
this occasion). Purity, rather than impurity, is what is being passed from the one 
person to the other, and this holiness involves the entire person, not in degrees or 
gradations as elsewhere in Judaism.” (Moritz 1996: 57).
Blomberg, Craig L.. Contagious Holiness (New Studies in Biblical Theology) (p. 137). 
InterVarsity Press. Kindle Edition. 

 
It’s important to note, especially in the context of corporate engagement, that these 
are not mere social encounters. Jesus wasn’t simply standing next to sinful people in 
social settings. The ancient economy revolved around dining experiences; it was central 
to wealth and business relationships. Jesus Himself acknowledges the interconnected-
ness of dining and commerce. Dining is a system of lending and advancement. Patrons 
fed their proteges. Dinners were ‘repaid’ (Jesus’s word) which means exactly what the 
word implies: that dinners were payments. For those not traditionally employed, such as 
Jesus, these dinners were part of one’s daily bread. This is what Jesus had to say about 
dining as repayment:

“And He also went on to say to the one who had invited Him, ‘When you give a lun-
cheon or a dinner, do not invite your friends or your brothers or your relatives or rich 
neighbors, lest they also invite you in return, and repayment come to you. ‘But when 
you give a reception, invite the poor, the crippled, the lame, the blind, and you will be 
blessed, since they do not have the means to repay you; for you will be repaid at the 
resurrection of the righteous.’”
Luke 14:12-14 NAS

 
Clearly, Jesus taught that meals with associates were much more than mere social cues 
as they are in our day--they were in fact a form of economic activity, as investment is to-
day. He takes that as a given, but shifts the focus towards being generous towards God. 

The idea is that He assumes there will be repayment, but God, rather than the noble-
man, plays the role of the patron.

Feeding the poor and crippled is still a loan 
and still bears a yield, but now it is God who repays.

While it might go without saying, it’s important to note that Jesus does not deny the 
sinful nature of the dinner partner, and neither are we denying the sinful activities of 
corporations; in fact, we’re working to expose and highlight the misdeeds of the corpo-
rate world so that we can change them. When corporations boycott states that defend 
religious liberty, when they donate to Planned Parenthood, our reaction need not be 
fear and separation: Jesus’s example shows that investors are not violating moral teach-
ings by being invested in businesses engaged in ideological activism.
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Many corporations are engaged in activity that any reasonable Christian would de-
scribe as sinful – but that doesn’t mean we should boycott and divest from them. Jesus, 
through His actions, denies the notion that their sinfulness travels to Him along with 
their material support. Jesus is there for a reason, not just for a free meal or for free 
perfume, but to save that which was lost, which means that He does engage with them, 
confronting in one form or another their sin.

Often those received would get all their meals, a roof over their heads, perhaps some 
financial provision while there and traveling money afterwards. It’s more than a quick 
lunch together. This explains the crowd’s objection to some degree. They are likely 
following the pharisaical teachings that benefitting from the wealth of a publican makes 
one guilty as well.
 

“The crowd, however, interprets the scene in diametrically opposite fashion (v. 7), for, 
from their perspective, ‘to stay in such a person’s home was tantamount to sharing 
in his sin’”
(Marshall 1978: 697). Blomberg, Craig L.. Contagious Holiness (New Studies in Bibli-
cal Theology) (p. 153). InterVarsity Press. Kindle Edition. 

Why does the sin transfer from the ill-getter of the gain to the secondary recipient? Be-
cause the wealth itself is seen as tainted, not just the deed by which it is gotten.

 
“Whereas the crowds see Jesus accepting the hospitality of a man whose wealth 
is ill-gotten as becoming a partner with him in his crimes (Derrett 1970: 281–282), 
Jesus believes that godly character and righteous living can be modelled and have a 
positive impact by rubbing off on others as they commit to change their ways.”
Blomberg, Craig L.. Contagious Holiness (New Studies in Biblical Theology) (p. 157). 
InterVarsity Press. Kindle Edition. 

Once again, we see that with the coming of God 
in the flesh, it is righteousness which is ‘catching,’ 

not sin. Jesus is infectious to those whom He 
touches, not the other way around. What we see 

repeatedly in the life and teachings of Jesus is that 
His holiness is contagious.  

The Pharisees and the scribes which they employed attacked Jesus repeatedly for violat-
ing their understanding of unholiness via engagement with sinners. They saw someone 
who benefited economically from a person who had gotten money corruptly as partic-
ipating in, or being otherwise tainted by, the sinful way in which the money was made. 
This is an example of one of the teachings of the elders. It is not something taught in the 
Torah directly but interpreted from it. This practice of adding commandments is some-
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thing which Jesus sees as emblematic of the Pharisee/scribe coalition.
 

The Pharisees and some of the scribes gathered together around Him when they 
had come from Jerusalem, and had seen that some of His disciples were eating their 
bread with impure hands, that is, unwashed. (For the Pharisees and all the Jews 
do not eat unless they carefully wash their hands, thus observing the traditions of 
the elders; and when they come from the market place, they do not eat unless they 
cleanse themselves; and there are many other things which they have received in 
order to observe, such as the washing of cups and pitchers and copper pots.) The 
Pharisees and the scribes asked Him, “Why do Your disciples not walk according to 
the tradition of the elders, but eat their bread with impure hands?” And He said to 
them, “Rightly did Isaiah prophesy of you hypocrites, as it is written, ‘This people 
honors Me with their lips, But their heart is far away from Me. ‘But in vain do they 
worship Me, Teaching as doctrines the precepts of men.’…
Mark 7:1-7 NAS

 
Jesus, on the other hand, has a very different approach to social exchange, material ben-
efits and holiness. He inverts their holiness concept, arguing that it is not what is in-com-
ing (income) or received which conveys defilement, but rather what is out-going.
 

…there is nothing outside the which can defile him if it goes into him; but the things 
which proceed out of the man are what defile the man….

And He said to them, “Are you so lacking in understanding also? Do you not under-
stand that whatever goes into the man from outside cannot defile him; because it 
does not go into his heart, but into his stomach, and is eliminated?” (Thus He de-
clared all foods clean.) And He was saying, “That which proceeds out of the man, 
that is what defiles the man.“ For from within, out of the heart of men, proceed the 
evil thoughts, fornications, thefts, murders, adulteries, deeds of coveting and wick-
edness, as well as deceit, sensuality, envy, slander, pride and foolishness. “All these 
evil things proceed from within and defile the man.” 
Mark 7:15, 18-23 NAS

These examples go on and on, being a nearly 
ever-present theme in the gospels.

Under the traditional framework, Jesus would have been made unclean by His inter-
actions with sinners. Instead, His holiness is contagious. While we are called to imitate 
Jesus, one might hypothetically argue that, as Jesus is divine and without sin, His actions 
here are not a model we should follow for corporate engagement, or anything else. That 
argument doesn’t hold up to a close reading of the Bible, as the Apostles follow His ex-
ample. The Apostles, along with Jesus, received financial support from Herod’s steward: 
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And it came about soon afterwards, that He began going about from one city and 
village to another, proclaiming and preaching the kingdom of God; and the twelve 
were with Him, and also some women who had been healed of evil spirits and sick-
nesses: Mary who was called Magdalene, from whom seven demons had gone out, 
and Joanna the wife of Chuza, Herod’s steward, and Susanna, and many others who 
were contributing to their support out of their private means. 
Luke 8:1-3 NAS

There are few villains in the gospels more villainous than Herod, and yet the Apostles re-
ceived money through his steward. We can go beyond that: when Jesus sends the Apos-
tles out into the world, He makes them dependent on the patronage of others, some of 
whom would no doubt be sinful themselves, and/or participating in sinful businesses: 

Now after this the Lord appointed seventy others, and sent them two and two ahead 
of Him to every city and place where He Himself was going to come. And He was 
saying to them, “The harvest is plentiful, but the laborers are few; therefore beseech 
the Lord of the harvest to send out laborers into His harvest. “Go your ways; behold, 
I send you out as lambs in the midst of wolves. “Carry no purse, no bag, no shoes; 
and greet no one on the way. “And whatever house you enter, first say, ‘Peace be 
to this house.’ “And if a man of peace is there, your peace will rest upon him; but if 
not, it will return to you. “And stay in that house, eating and drinking what they 
give you; for the laborer is worthy of his wages. Do not keep moving from house to 
house.
Luke 10:1-7 NAS

Or we could look at Paul’s instructions to Christians in a sinful, pagan world: 

I wrote you in my letter not to associate with immoral people; I did not at all mean 
with the immoral people of this world, or with the covetous and swindlers, or with 
idolaters; for then you would have to go out of the world. But actually, I wrote to you 
not to associate with any so-called brother if he should be an immoral person, or cov-
etous, or an idolater, or a reviler, or a drunkard, or a swindler-- not even to eat with 
such a one. For what have I to do with judging outsiders? Do you not judge those 
who are within the church? But those who are outside, God judges... 
I Cor. 5:9-13 NAS

It is not practically possible to separate from ‘wicked 
Mammon.’ And if it’s not practically possible, then it 

is not a moral absolute. God does not command what 
is impossible. 
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God’s command not to sin is physically possible to obey. No outside force makes us gawk 
at another woman or gossip. We sin because we want to, not becomes something out-
side of us compels us to.

But we have a physical necessity to deal with outsiders, no matter how hard we try to 
separate ourselves. And as Jesus has made clear to us, our participation in the world is 
not just necessary, but good. This applies to corporate engagement as much as anything: 
corporations are becoming slowly overtaken by a radical ideological mindset, and we 
have every right to engage them and put a stop to their destructive activities.

Early Christians were, by the standards of the current 
separation mindset, shockingly outward-looking, 

and free to associate. But they were not free 
for no reason.

Their freedom, like Jesus’s, was for a purpose: to actively engage, to confront, call, invite, 
instruct and transform their world. We can engage without fear of contamination by 
unholiness because we are the ones with the most powerful contagion, the Spirit of Holi-
ness.

As Christian investors, we want to follow the example of Christ, the Apostles, and the 
early Christians: saving the corporations that have been lost to political pandering and 
ideological activism by engaging them as investors and financial advisors. A close reading 
of the New Testament supports the rights of Christian investors to maintain their finan-
cial stakes in corporations that are engaged in the type of conduct we’re talking about.

In this next part, we’ll guide you through the concrete steps that you can take, as an in-
vestor or financial advisor, to stand up for the dignity of everyone, not just select interest 
groups, and to put a stop to the takeover of the corporate world by a small minority of 
shareholder activists.
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Once you’ve seen the examples from the Bible that show how we are not called to boy-
cott sinful businesses, the next step is actually to get involved.

The good news is there’s no shortage of actions that 
can be taken by investors and their advisors to 

engage with corporations and, if it comes to it, to 
force the hand of the leadership. 

But there’s a problem...

...how do you know which companies are bad actors? An investor can be sitting at home, 
and spurred by articles about ‘woke capitalism,’ become interested in getting involved, 
and then not know where to start. It’s not always obvious which corporations are the 
worst offenders and misusing your resources. Unfortunately, we can’t just rely on media 
reports or on businesses being forthright about their actions. Before we can do anything, 
we have to know whom to target.

An excellent resource for this is 2ndVote.com, a project started by Dr. David L. Black. 
2ndVote tracks how nearly a thousand businesses perform in seven different categories: 
Second Amendment, Environment, Marriage, Life, Education, Immigration, and Religious 
Liberty. Corporations are investigated by 2ndVote and assigned scores in those catego-
ries depending on how involved they are in corporate activism – for example, donating 
money to Planned Parenthood is the type of activity that will negatively impact their 
score in the Life category, and a low score there is indicative of exactly the type of busi-
ness Christian investors, or any investor, can target for shareholder engagement.

If you’re an investor, financial advisor, or even just a consumer, who’s concerned about 
the encroachment of political activism in the corporate world, 2ndVote provides an 
essential service. By doing the work of tracking the nitty-gritty of businesses’ actions, 
2ndVote allows the rest of us to see what corporations are doing with our money.
Yet, we have consistently failed to exercise our rights, as Dr. Black explains: “Our side of 
the conversation has been silent. If we will speak up, we can rectify this, we can move 
this back in the other direction.”

But before you can target companies, you need to 
figure out which companies should be targeted.

HOW TO GET INFORMATION ABOUT 
SPECIFIC COMPANIES



2ndVote allows you to do just that by lifting the veil on corporate activism.

It tracks both non-profits and for-profits, because, according to Dr. Black, much of corpo-
rate activism is done through their support of non-profits; the corporations are “funding 
bad actors that are engaged in radical behavior.” It’s not just the direct financial support 
that matters to said bad actors – the mere fact of association with a well-known or re-
spected corporation is significant for their credibility, which is just another reason to get 
involved. 

To avoid arousing the suspicions and scrutiny of those who don’t buy into their agenda, 
corporations will try to obscure their donations. One of the ways they do this is through 
“donation matching.” According to Dr. Black, corporations will “match gifts for their em-
ployees, and then they’ll try to position it that, ‘well we’re just matching gifts, we’re not 
giving directly.’”

This is obviously fundamentally deceptive. “It’s still corporate money, and they could not 
give it.” Unfortunately, it gets even worse: some corporations will match donations to 
something like Planned Parenthood, but not for a pro-life non-profit. “We absolutely see 
[situations] where all the giving is to the left. They’re not supporting a pro-life organiza-
tion or a pro-traditional marriage organization. It’s amazing that when you’re talking tra-
ditional American values, that’s political, but when you’re giving to Planned Parenthood 
or the Human Rights Campaign, that’s not ‘political,’” says Dr. Black.

It would be one thing if these business would match 
their employee’s donations without bias, but only 
matching donations to non-profits that sit on their 

preferred side of the ideological spectrum is 
unjustifiable - especially when the beneficiaries 

are “charities” that are completely morally bankrupt.

That sort of policy is absurd on its face, and yet it’s more common than we would like 
to believe. The fact is that many in the corporate world would see Planned Parenthood 
as an entirely acceptable “non-political” recipient of money, because the framework 
they’re operating in is artificial. As we showed in the introduction, what is acceptable 
and not acceptable corporate practice, so far, has been determined by a small but dedi-
cated group of biased activists.

20

Bowyer Research - The Christian’s Handbook For Transforming Corporate America



Let’s take Amazon as a case-study: you can easily look up their scores on 
www.2ndvote.com/company-scores, and see that they have a very low score in almost 
every category.

21

Bowyer Research - The Christian’s Handbook For Transforming Corporate America

Amazon is a massive company, with a market capitalization of nearly $800bn, and ac-
cording to 2nd Vote’s scoring, they’re far more entrenched in biased political activism 
than most corporations are.

If you’re an investor or financial advisor, you may 
very well be a shareholder or have clients who are 

shareholders of Amazon - and simply not know that 
they’re essentially acting as a multi-billion-dollar 

activist group. That’s one of the first stumbling blocks 
on the path to a solution.

As Dr. Black explains: “You don’t get these companies running their commercials on tele-
vision telling you what they really do. They’re always representing a different picture in 
their advertisements than what they’re doing behind the curtains.”

In other words, the average investor or advisor can’t simply rely on the business be-
ing forthright about their activism to know what’s going on, because corporations will 
sometimes deliberately hide their activities. “[T]hese actions take place in a manner in 
which you’re not going to uncover a great deal of written documentation. But if a com-
pany is scored 100% by the Human Rights Campaign, with regard to the Marriage issue 
or LGBTQ issues, you’re going to know pretty well that they’re not going to fund anything 
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that is going to be Christian in nature,” says Dr. Black. Which is why 2ndVote is an ex-
tremely valuable resource: they’re presenting the full picture to the public.

The web page www.2ndvote.com/actors shows at a glance who the most prominent 
“good actors” and “bad actors” are for each of the seven categories. If you’re an investor 
in one of the “bad actors,” (whether directly or through a brokered account or mutual 
fund) you are not helpless: as a shareholder, you can influence corporate policy.

The first step is exposing how pervasive the biased, activist mindset is. The second step, 
for which 2ndVote.com is an invaluable tool, is to identify the specific companies in your 
or your client’s portfolio that are the worst offenders. Dr. Black’s work exposing corpo-
rate activism through 2ndVote has given the investor or financial advisor who wants to 
have a say in the boardroom an important resource.

Once you know who those worst offenders are, 
the next step is using the tools at your disposal to 

bring the corporate world back to reality.

There is a wide range of actions shareholders can take, from voting on shareholder res-
olutions, to voting for the board of directors, to proposing their own shareholder resolu-
tions.
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So now that you know how to identify the companies most egregiously misusing investor 
resources, you can act. You have rights as a shareholder. Here are four things you can do 
to stand up for the principles of human dignity and to free corporations to get back to 
focusing on managing their businesses.

1. Direct Voting on Shareholder Resolutions

One of the primary ways activists influence corporate policy is through shareholder 
proposals. Most of us who aren’t partisans have been operating under the mindset that 
if a company offends our values, we should just boycott them. With an attitude like that, 
it’s no surprise that we keep losing, as there is no incentive for a corporation to listen to 
those who aren’t invested in them.

As a shareholder, even if you hold only one share 
of a stock, you have the right to vote on a proposal’s 

implementation.

Prior to the annual shareholder’s meeting, documents containing proxy statements are 
sent to all shareholders, unless they have opted not to receive them. You can then vote 
your shares through the letters you received, or online, or through direct attendance. 
You own part of the company, and you have every right to vote “No” on proposals you 
disagree with if they violate your conscience or your view of how the business should 
operate. If a social activist is proposing a company cease to do business in Georgia 
because of a heartbeat bill, or Indiana or Tennessee because of a religious freedom law, 
and the issue comes up in a proxy, you can vote against it - and you don’t even need to  
attend a shareholder meeting to do so. You can simply send in your vote from the proxy 
ballot, either through physical mail or email. Situations such as those are a perfect ex-
ample of how the coercive utopians selectively apply their principles. Sure, they may say 
they’re pushing for human dignity, but excluded from that are conservatives, Christians, 
and the unborn.

The only way the ideologues keep winning 
is if we don’t show up.

SPECIFIC TOOLS FOR 
CORPORATE ENGAGEMENT



2. Voting for Members of the Board of Directors

The structure of publicly traded companies is analogous to a parliamentary democracy: 
The voters (shareholders) vote for members of parliament (the board of directors), who 
in turn vote for a prime minister (CEO.)

Our disengagement is akin to a national election 
in which only biased ideologue activists show up 

to vote.

The board of directors is ultimately selected by us, the shareholders, and yet we’re gen-
erally not engaged in the process of election or have delegated it to institutional proxy 
review bureaucracies which have long ago fallen into ideological group think.

As with shareholder proposals, electing the board of directors is straight-forward 
(though in most cases your options will be limited, as generally the nominees are picked 
by a committee.) In the proxy statement that is sent to you as a shareholder, there will 
be a list of those nominated for the board, and you can vote for or against (or abstain.) 
In many cases, a bio or description of the candidates will be provided. Given how essen-
tial the board is to the regular operations of a corporation, voting in these elections is 
important. If someone is nominated who is clearly more interested in political activism 
than business, they can and should be voted against. The board is obligated to represent 
the interests of the owners of a company – that means you – and there’s no minimum 
ownership requirement to vote on directors, so if you have any shares, you should vote.

3. Voting Through a Brokerage Firm

In many cases, an investor won’t own shares directly, but they will own them in a bro-
kered account, throughs firms such as Merril Lynch, TD Ameritrade, etc. Generally, you 
as the individual investor won’t be voting your shares directly – the process will be 
handled by your broker dealer, and most brokerage firms will, in turn, outsource their 
proxy voting to a 3rd party, such as the Institutional Shareholder Services, or ISS. The ISS 
has decided to cast its lot in with the activist partisans and can be expected to vote along 
those lines. The good news is this can also be opposed.

The brokerage firm is ultimately your steward, and 
it’s your money invested with them. They work for you, 

and you have every right to engage when you think 
your shares are being voted in a way that violates human 

dignity, or is simply a bad business decision.
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In this sort of situation, you can do two things: First, you can contact your advisor at the 
broker-dealer you’re invested in and request that you receive the proxy ballot; then vote 
your shares directly on shareholder proposals and other issues on the ballot. Second, 
you can simply talk to said advisor and tell them that, for instance, you don’t want your 
shares to be voted in favor of anything promoting abortion.

The problem here isn’t that investors are unable 
to act, it’s that we don’t act.

4. Proposing Your Own Shareholder Resolution

Instead of merely voting against proposals that are counter-productive and insulting to 
human dignity, including human life, you can propose your own shareholder resolutions. 
If you own at least $2,000 in a company’s stock and have owned at least that amount for 
at least a year, you can write a shareholder proposal that will be voted on at the annual 
meeting. These rules might be changed this year by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, which would increase the requirements to file a resolution from $2,000 for a 
year to $2,000 for 3 years. There are other regulations as well: the proposal must be sent 
in 120 days prior to the mailing of the proxy ballot to shareholders, cannot exceed 500 
words, and has to concern something that involves at least 5% of the company.

You don’t even have to attend the meeting yourself 
for it to be voted on: you can designate a proxy, 

such as your financial advisor, to attend the meeting 
in your stead.

If you don’t have the requisite number of shares on your own, a group of shareholders 
can aggregate their shares together for the purpose of filing a joint shareholder reso-
lution. In most cases, the board of directors will be reluctant to have the shareholder 
resolution come to an actual vote, which means they will have to come to the negotiat-
ing table. 
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CONCLUSION

Over the past few years we have seen a massive increase in the politicization of the 
boardroom. The consequences have been a lack of respect for investors resources, and 
demonization and financial punishment for Christians, conservatives, or anyone out of 
step with the monolithic ideology.

Massive, multi-billion-dollar corporations are now using their immense resources to pun-
ish states that protect the unborn, at the behest of ideologues who have surreptitiously 
abused the rules of the game to bring the corporate world under their control.

Our vision is for corporations to become owner-oriented again. We want publicly traded 
companies to care first and foremost about the interests of their investors. We don’t 
want to turn the boardroom into another theatre of political warfare. That’s what the 
biased activists want, but what we’re advocating for is an end to the political pandering. 

Matching donations to Planned Parenthood, 
boycotting states that protect religious liberty, 

boycotting states that protect the unborn, preventing 
conservatives from expressing their views – 

these actions are the consequences 
of our inaction.

When corporations are beholden to progressive special interest groups like the Southern 
Poverty Law Center (SPLC), or biased shareholder advisory groups like the ISS, the ques-
tion is: who watches the watchers? The answer is the shareholders do. The shareholder 
is the final authority on what publicly traded companies do. It’s not the media, it’s not 
the small minority of activists, or CEOs obsessed with political pandering, it’s the share-
holders.

While the massive influence exercised by ideological activists in the boardroom may 
seem insurmountable, the truth is, this entire structure is a house of cards. All it takes is 
for people to be engaged. All the tools that have been used to great effect by ideological 
activists are available to us, but to pursue justice, not the political pandering that has be-
come commonplace. The way the ideologues win is by keeping the rest of us out. Their 
success is entirely dependent on our inaction and our passivity.

The examples of Jesus and the Apostles provided 
in the Bible are indicative of how we can and should 

be engaged in the boardroom.



Contrary to a philosophy of disengagement, Jesus is thoroughly engaged with sinful indi-
viduals and businesses. As Christian investors or financial advisors, our engagement with 
corporations is essential. We can be salt and light in the marketplace. Corporate activism 
is a serious problem, and it requires those of conscience to step up and get engaged.

Our engagement as shareholders isn’t a necessary 
evil, it’s a genuine good. But so far, our voice has 

been mostly absent.

All we have to do is what the ideological activists do: assert our authority in the board-
room, vote on shareholder resolutions, vote for the board of directors, show up at annu-
al meetings; if necessary, propose our own resolutions.

There’s no reason Christians, or conservatives, or 
anyone who respects human dignity, or anyone who 

is troubled by the misuse of investor resources 
happening in the boardroom, can’t take back control 

of the corporate world.
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