Warren Buffett’s life is easy to reduce to a few familiar images: the billionaire from
Omaha, the Coca-Cola drinker, the chairman of Berkshire Hathaway, the patient investor
who tells people to buy good companies and hold them. Those images are accurate, but
they barely explain the man. Buffett spent more than seven decades building a way of
thinking that was designed to protect him from some of the strongest weaknesses in
human behavior. He knew people become impatient when nothing is happening, greedy
when everybody seems to be making money, frightened when prices collapse, proud
when a decision works, defensive when a decision fails, and easily impressed by
anything complicated enough to sound intelligent. Much of his success came from
arranging his financial life so those emotions had less authority over him. He read more
than he traded, waited more than he acted, and tried to understand a business before
allowing the stock market to tell him whether he should feel confident about owning it.
What appears from the outside to be an investment strategy is really a philosophy about
judgment. Buffett gradually learned that enormous results can come from making a
relatively small number of excellent decisions, avoiding decisions capable of
permanently destroying you, and then allowing time to magnify the difference.

He was born Warren Edward Buffett in Omaha, Nebraska, in 1930, while the Great
Depression was reshaping American attitudes toward money, employment, banks, and
security. His father, Howard Buffett, worked in the securities business and later served in
Congress, so Warren grew up close enough to finance to become curious about it before
most children would have known what a stock was. He developed an unusual fascination
with numbers and could remember prices, statistics, probabilities, and business
information with remarkable ease. Yet his early education in money did not begin with
advanced financial theory. He sold chewing gum, bottles of Coca-Cola, magazines, golf
balls, and newspapers, constantly looking for the difference between what something
cost him and what someone else was willing to pay. He was learning that a dollar could
do more than purchase something for immediate enjoyment. A dollar could buy
inventory, the inventory could produce a profit, and the profit could be used to buy more
inventory, creating a small circle in which money began helping create additional money.
That simple idea of putting capital to work never really left him, even when the dollars
eventually became billions.

As a young boy, Buffett also learned that earning money and owning something
productive were different experiences. Delivering newspapers paid him for his labor, but
owning an investment meant money could grow without requiring him to personally
perform every hour of the work. That distinction became central to the way he eventually
understood wealth. Labor can produce income, but ownership can produce income while
also increasing in value if the underlying business becomes stronger. The young Buffett
was fascinated by both sides. He worked hard enough to accumulate money, but he was
even more interested in what the accumulated money could own. When he bought his
first stock at eleven, he purchased shares of Cities Service Preferred and watched the
price fall shortly afterward. He eventually sold after the stock recovered enough for him
to make a small profit, only to watch it rise substantially higher after he was gone. That



experience taught him something that would eventually become more important than the
few dollars involved: the pressure to escape uncertainty can cause a person to abandon
a good opportunity before the opportunity has had time to develop.

Buffett eventually entered college, first attending the University of Pennsylvania’s
Wharton School before completing his undergraduate studies at the University of
Nebraska. He then applied to Harvard Business School and was rejected, a moment that
could easily have become a personal insult if he had allowed rejection to define the next
move. Instead, he discovered that Benjamin Graham was teaching at Columbia Business
School and went there. Graham became one of the most important figures in Buffett’'s
intellectual development because he gave structure to something Buffett had already
begun sensing on his own: the stock market constantly gives people prices, but those
prices are not necessarily accurate measurements of what businesses are worth. A stock
represents ownership in a real company, and that company may own land, equipment,
inventory, patents, brands, customer relationships, cash, and the ability to produce
future profits. The market may temporarily value that business far too highly or far too
cheaply because investors are human beings, and human beings become frightened,
excited, impatient, greedy, and overly confident. Graham taught Buffett to take advantage
of those emotional mistakes rather than join them.

One of Graham’s most important ideas was the margin of safety, and Buffett carried it
into nearly everything he did. A margin of safety means leaving enough room between
what you pay and what you believe something is worth so that being slightly wrong does
not automatically destroy the investment. If you believe a business is reasonably worth
one hundred dollars and pay ninety-nine dollars, almost all of your safety depends upon
your estimate being correct. If you can purchase that same value for sixty dollars, your
original analysis can contain mistakes and you may still have protection. The idea is
powerful precisely because it begins by admitting that human judgment is imperfect.
Buffett never built his method around believing he could know the future with certainty.
He tried to build decisions strong enough to survive some uncertainty. This made him
suspicious of investments that required everything to go right, because reality rarely
cooperates with plans that demand perfection.

Early in his career, Buffett used Graham’s teaching in a very strict way. He searched for
companies that were extremely cheap compared with the assets they owned, even if the
businesses themselves were mediocre or declining. He later compared some of these
investments to discarded cigar butts found on the ground with one final puff remaining.
Nobody would want to own the cigar forever, but if it could be picked up almost for free,
there might still be a little value left. Buffett became excellent at finding those situations
and earned strong returns, but success eventually exposed a weakness in the method. A
cheap business can remain a bad business. It may continually require money, lose
customers, suffer from weak management, or operate in an industry whose economics
are deteriorating. The investor may earn a satisfactory return once, but the business
itself cannot keep compounding value indefinitely. Buffett would eventually move from
asking only, “How cheaply can | buy this?” toward a much more powerful question:



“What kind of business would | be happy owning if the stock market closed for the next
ten years?”

Berkshire Hathaway itself became one of the most expensive lessons in that transition.
Berkshire was originally a struggling textile company in New England, and Buffett
became interested because its shares appeared inexpensive compared with the
company’s assets. He eventually gained control of the business, but the textile
operations remained extremely difficult. Machinery had to be replaced, competitors could
purchase similar equipment, foreign producers were pressuring the industry, and large
amounts of capital had to be invested just to remain competitive. Buffett found himself
controlling a company whose low stock price had attracted him but whose underlying
business kept demanding more money without producing equally attractive returns. He
later spoke openly about the purchase as a mistake. What made the mistake historically
important was that he did not simply abandon the corporate shell. He gradually
transformed Berkshire from a failing textile manufacturer into a completely different kind
of organization, eventually using it as the home for insurance companies, operating
businesses, stocks, cash, and acquisitions that had almost nothing to do with textiles.

Insurance became one of the great engines underneath that transformation because of
something called float. Insurance companies collect premiums from customers today
and pay qualifying claims later. Between those two moments, the insurer temporarily
holds money that will eventually belong to people with legitimate claims. That pool of
money is called float. If the insurance company is poorly run and constantly pays out
much more in claims than it collects in premiums, float becomes expensive and
dangerous. But if the insurer is disciplined and prices policies correctly, the company
may have access to enormous amounts of investable money at a very low cost. Buffett
recognized that well-run insurance businesses could provide Berkshire with capital that
could be invested in stocks, bonds, and companies while the insurance operations
continued doing their ordinary work. The combination of insurance float and Buffett’s
ability to allocate capital became one of the central mechanisms through which Berkshire
grew.

Capital allocation is one of the most important ideas in Buffett’s entire life, yet it rarely
sounds exciting enough to receive the attention it deserves. It simply means deciding
where money should go next. Imagine owning several businesses at the same time. One
business earns excellent returns whenever more money is invested in it, another
produces lots of cash but has very little room to grow, a third needs money merely to
stay alive, and a fourth has an opportunity to buy a competitor at an attractive price.
Someone has to decide which business deserves the next dollar. Buffett became
extraordinary at thinking about money this way. He did not need the cash generated by
an insurance company to remain inside insurance, nor did the profits from a candy
company have to remain inside candy. Berkshire could move money toward whichever
opportunity appeared most attractive, allowing a collection of very different companies to
operate as one larger financial system.



Charlie Munger became the person who most profoundly changed the quality of what
Buffett wanted to own. Munger was also from Omaha, trained as a lawyer, and possessed
a mind that moved easily across psychology, economics, mathematics, history,
business, and human behavior. Buffett had learned from Graham to search for bargains,
but Munger pushed him toward understanding that a wonderful company purchased at a
reasonable price could be far more valuable over decades than a poor company
purchased at a wonderful price. The distinction changed Berkshire. Munger wanted
businesses with strong economics, trustworthy management, loyal customers, the ability
to raise prices without destroying demand, and opportunities to grow without constantly
requiring huge amounts of new investment. Buffett later gave Munger enormous credit
for helping move him away from the limitations of the old cigar-butt style. Their
partnership also worked because Munger was willing to tell Buffett when he thought an
idea was foolish, and Buffett was secure enough to keep listening. That ability to remain
close to somebody who can challenge you honestly became one of the invisible
strengths behind Berkshire.

See’s Candies became one of the clearest examples of this new thinking. Buffett initially
hesitated to pay much more than the value of the company’s physical assets, but Munger
understood that See’s possessed something far more valuable than equipment and
candy inventory. People trusted the name. Customers bought the candy during holidays,
gave it as gifts, associated it with family traditions, and were willing to pay somewhat
more because the brand meant something to them. That customer relationship allowed
See’s to raise prices over time without needing to invest enormous amounts of new
money in factories and machinery. The company produced cash, and Berkshire could
take much of that cash and invest it elsewhere. Buffett was learning that some of the
most valuable business assets cannot be touched. Reputation, customer habit,
emotional attachment, trust, and brand strength may never sit in a warehouse, yet they
can become more economically powerful than machines.

This led naturally to Buffett’s idea of the economic moat. A medieval castle protected by
a wide moat is harder for enemies to attack, and Buffett used that image to describe
businesses protected by advantages that competitors struggle to copy. A moat might
come from a famous brand, low operating costs, a network of users, strong distribution,
customer habits, specialized knowledge, regulation, or another characteristic that keeps
competitors from easily taking customers away. Coca-Cola became one of the most
famous examples because anyone can produce a sweet carbonated drink, but recreating
the Coca-Cola business would be extraordinarily difficult. The company possesses
global recognition, enormous distribution, relationships with retailers, decades of
advertising, customer habits, and a product that people consume repeatedly. Buffett was
not interested merely in whether people liked Coke today. He was interested in whether
something about the company made it likely that customers would still be choosing its
products many years later.

His patience began making more sense once this kind of business entered the portfolio.
If an investor owns a mediocre company, constant monitoring may be necessary



because the business itself is fragile. If the investor owns an exceptional company with
strong management, loyal customers, durable advantages, and the ability to reinvest
profit intelligently, the best action may be to leave it alone. Buffett increasingly realized
that selling a great business simply because the stock price had risen could interrupt the
very process that made the investment valuable. A company growing earnings over
decades can allow the investor’s wealth to compound without requiring repeated
decisions. Each new decision creates another opportunity to make a mistake. Buffett
therefore preferred investments where one excellent decision could continue working for
years.

Compounding sits quietly underneath almost everything he accomplished. If one
hundred dollars earns ten percent, it becomes one hundred ten dollars. If the next ten
percent is earned on the entire one hundred ten rather than only the original one
hundred, the gain becomes eleven dollars instead of ten. In the early years, the difference
looks almost too small to matter. After decades, the difference becomes enormous
because previous gains begin generating new gains of their own. Buffett had another
advantage that cannot be separated from this mathematics: he began extremely young
and continued investing for an extraordinarily long time. A strong return sustained for
five years can create wealth, but strong returns allowed to operate across fifty or sixty
years enter a completely different mathematical universe. His age became part of the
investment machine because time had been working beside him almost his entire life.

This helps explain why Buffett often appeared almost inactive while producing
extraordinary results. Modern investing can make people believe intelligent investors
should constantly be buying, selling, predicting, reacting, and adjusting. Buffett saw
activity differently. Every transaction should have a reason. Every new investment
introduces risk. Every sale requires another decision about what to do with the proceeds.
If nothing attractive is available, doing nothing may be the most intelligent choice. That
requires emotional strength because inactivity creates the feeling that everyone else is
moving while you are standing still. Buffett developed the ability to tolerate that
discomfort. He could allow billions of dollars to remain in cash while waiting for
opportunities that met his standards, even while critics complained that the money was
being wasted.

The circle of competence helped him decide what deserved attention. Buffett believed
people should understand where their knowledge is strong and where it ends. A person
does not need to understand every company in the world. What matters is knowing
which businesses can be evaluated with reasonable confidence and refusing to pretend
that unfamiliarity has disappeared merely because an investment is popular. This
protected Buffett during periods when markets became excited about technologies or
industries he could not comfortably value. During the internet boom of the late 1990s, he
avoided many technology companies even while investors around him were becoming
wealthy quickly. Some people treated him as outdated. When many speculative
companies later collapsed, his caution looked wise, but Buffett also understood that



staying inside a circle of competence can create missed opportunities. He did not
pretend that avoiding danger meant he had been correct about everything.

His later investment in Apple showed how the circle could expand. Buffett did not
suddenly become a computer scientist. He began seeing Apple less as a difficult
technology company and more as a consumer business with extraordinary loyalty. The
iPhone had become woven into people’s communication, work, entertainment, banking,
photography, navigation, and identity. Customers were not treating the phone like a
disposable electronic gadget. They had developed a relationship with the entire
ecosystem surrounding it. That relationship was something Buffett understood because
he had spent decades studying brands, habits, loyalty, and products people repeatedly
choose. Apple became understandable through human behavior even if the engineering
behind the device remained far beyond his technical expertise.

Buffett’s approach to debt developed from the same desire to survive mistakes.
Borrowed money can increase returns because it allows someone to control more assets
than their own capital could purchase, but debt also creates obligations that do not care
whether the timing is convenient. An investment may be excellent over ten years while
still falling dramatically next month. If debt forces the investor to sell during that
temporary decline, long-term value no longer matters. Buffett therefore preferred
Berkshire to remain financially strong enough that a crisis would not place the company
at the mercy of banks or markets. This sometimes made him look overly cautious during
economic booms, when heavily borrowed competitors could produce spectacular
short-term returns. He accepted that criticism because his first objective was not to win
every year. It was to avoid losing the ability to continue playing.

The financial crisis of 2008 showed why that mattered. When many institutions were
desperate for money, Berkshire had it. Fear had made capital scarce, and scarcity gave
financially strong investors bargaining power. Buffett could provide money to major
institutions under terms that might never have been available during calm markets. The
opportunity existed because Berkshire had not exhausted itself during the years when
everything looked safe. Cash that had seemed unproductive suddenly became extremely
valuable. Buffett did not need to predict the exact date of the crisis; he needed to
maintain enough strength that crisis would create opportunity rather than desperation.

His way of thinking about risk was therefore deeper than simply asking how much an
investment might decline. Risk meant the possibility of permanent loss or being forced
into a position from which recovery becomes impossible. A stock falling thirty percent is
unpleasant, but if the underlying business remains strong and the investor does not
need to sell, the decline may eventually reverse. Borrowing too heavily and being forced
to sell during that decline creates permanent damage. Buffett consistently cared more
about avoiding permanent destruction than avoiding temporary embarrassment.

The psychological side of this cannot be separated from the financial side. Buffett
understood that markets are collections of human beings responding to one another.



When prices rise, confidence spreads. People see neighbors, coworkers, television
personalities, and strangers online becoming wealthier, and suddenly the fear of missing
out becomes stronger than caution. During declines, the process reverses. Fear spreads
socially, and people begin selling because everyone else appears frightened. Buffett tried
to build enough independence into his life that other people’s emotions would not
automatically become his own. Living and working in Omaha rather than centering his
life on Wall Street may have helped preserve that distance, but geography alone was not
the answer. He built habits around reading, reflection, and independent judgment.

Reading became one of his greatest advantages. Buffett spent enormous amounts of
time reading annual reports, financial statements, business publications, histories, and
information about companies. An annual report explains what a company does, how it
performed financially, what risks management sees, and how different parts of the
business are functioning. Buffett was not looking only for numbers. He wanted to
understand how managers thought, whether explanations remained consistent over time,
how competitors behaved, and whether the economics of an industry were changing. The
more he read, the easier it became to place new information into patterns built from
decades of prior knowledge.

This is why his intelligence should not be treated as magic. Buffett certainly possesses
unusual mental ability, but he also spent an extraordinary amount of time feeding that
ability information. Knowledge compounds too. A fact learned today may seem
unimportant until another fact learned five years later connects with it. Reading about
one industry can eventually improve understanding of another. Recognizing patterns
becomes easier when the mind contains more examples to compare.

Charlie Munger expanded this even further by encouraging what he called a latticework
of mental models. The idea was that understanding the world requires more than one
academic lens. Psychology explains incentives and crowd behavior. Economics explains
competition and scarcity. Mathematics explains probability. History shows how people
have behaved under similar pressures before. Biology can teach adaptation and
competition. An investor who knows only accounting may understand the numbers while
missing the humans creating them.

Incentives became especially important to Buffett and Munger because people often
behave according to how they are rewarded even while convincing themselves that other
motives are responsible. If a salesperson is paid only according to how many loans are
issued, that person may gradually become less concerned about whether borrowers can
repay them. If executives receive huge bonuses for increasing short-term earnings, they
may sacrifice the long-term health of the company to make this year’s numbers look
better. Buffett learned to ask not merely whether people were intelligent but what the
system encouraged those intelligent people to do.

Management character therefore became central. Berkshire’s structure gives the leaders
of its subsidiaries considerable freedom because Buffett generally believed people



closest to a business should run it. That decentralized structure can be powerful, but it
makes integrity essential. A dishonest manager with freedom can cause enormous harm
before headquarters notices. Buffett repeatedly emphasized that reputation takes years
to build and can be destroyed quickly. He would rather lose money than lose reputation
because money can be earned again while trust, once broken, may never fully return.

Berkshire’s reputation eventually became a business advantage of its own. Owners of
private companies sometimes wanted to sell because they were aging, needed estate
planning, or could no longer manage the organization themselves. Many did not want to
sell to a buyer who would immediately fire employees, change the name, break the
company into pieces, and resell everything. Buffett could offer something different.
Berkshire generally intended to own successful businesses for a very long time and
allowed strong managers considerable independence. A founder who had spent forty
years building a company could therefore view Berkshire as a permanent home rather
than merely the highest bidder.

That trust brought deals toward Buffett that might never have been offered through an
ordinary auction. This is where reputation becomes economically measurable even
though it cannot easily be placed on a balance sheet. People call someone they trust.
Employees stay with people they trust. Business owners negotiate differently with people
they trust. Customers return to companies they trust. Buffett understood that honest
behavior is not only morally valuable; over long periods, it can become financially
valuable as well.

His mistakes are equally important because they keep the story from becoming
mythology. Dexter Shoe was one of the most painful. Berkshire bought the company
using Berkshire shares, and the shoe business eventually became nearly worthless. The
original purchase was bad enough, but the Berkshire stock given to the sellers later
became worth billions of dollars. Buffett had exchanged a piece of an exceptional
long-term asset for a business that disappeared. That mistake taught him again that
paying with stock is not free. Existing owners are surrendering part of their future
ownership, and if the acquired business is inferior, the true cost can grow for decades.

Kraft Heinz became another disappointment. Buffett had spent years learning to
appreciate famous consumer brands, and Berkshire partnered in a strategy built partly
around the belief that powerful brands and aggressive cost control could create
exceptional economics. Some of those assumptions proved too optimistic. Consumer
preferences changed, competition grew, retailers gained power, and some traditional
brands were not as protected as they once appeared. Buffett later acknowledged that
Berkshire had overpaid. The lesson was important because it showed that an economic
moat can shrink. Customers do not sign lifetime contracts with brands, and an advantage
that looked nearly permanent can weaken as culture, technology, competition, and
distribution change.



Buffett’s willingness to discuss these failures publicly became one of the reasons his
shareholder letters attracted readers far beyond Berkshire itself. Corporate leaders often
use annual reports as public-relations documents designed to emphasize success and
soften failure. Buffett frequently used his letters as teaching documents. He explained
mistakes, accounting ideas, acquisitions, investments, insurance, management, and
economic principles in language ordinary people could follow. That ability reflected
something important about the way he understood knowledge. Complexity should not be
used merely to impress people. If an idea is genuinely understood, it can often be made
clearer.

His explanations frequently relied on ordinary images. A strong business had a moat. A
cheap, dying company was a cigar butt. The stock market was something offering prices
rather than issuing commands. Investing was compared with baseball because investors
are allowed to let countless opportunities pass without being forced to swing. These
images worked because Buffett understood that teaching is not about demonstrating
how difficult a subject can be. It is about helping another person see the structure
underneath the difficulty.

His personal relationship with wealth became almost as famous as his investing. Buffett
remained in Omaha, continued living in the house he bought decades earlier, and never
appeared especially interested in converting each increase in net worth into an equal
increase in luxury. This does not mean money did not matter to him. Money gave him
freedom, independence, influence, access, security, and the ability to keep playing the
business game he loved. What seemed to matter less was consumption for its own sake.
Once his personal needs were comfortably met, accumulating additional wealth became
more connected to the intellectual game of capital allocation than to buying increasingly
expensive possessions.

That relationship with money eventually shaped the way he thought about giving it away.
Buffett committed the overwhelming majority of his fortune to philanthropy rather than
establishing an enormous dynasty in which descendants automatically inherited control
over everything he built. He believed children should have enough opportunity to pursue
meaningful lives without receiving so much inherited wealth that ambition becomes
unnecessary. His reasoning also acknowledged something successful people sometimes
resist admitting: luck played a role in his life.

Buffett was born in the United States during a century when organized capital markets,
corporate law, reliable institutions, insurance, mass consumer businesses, and
economic growth created enormous opportunities for someone with his particular
abilities. The same brain born into another century or another environment might never
have produced Berkshire Hathaway. Recognizing that does not erase his work. It simply
places the work inside a larger reality in which talent, discipline, opportunity, timing, and
luck interact.



Perhaps that is one reason he spent so much time warning people against believing
wealth proves superior human worth. Financial success can measure certain decisions
very well, but it cannot measure the entire value of a person. Buffett was exceptionally
skilled at capital allocation. That does not mean every billionaire possesses equal
wisdom about marriage, parenting, health, politics, morality, education, or every other
part of human life. Intelligence is often specific.

His partnership with Munger reinforced this humility because Munger constantly pushed
against intellectual arrogance. Their annual Berkshire meetings became famous partly
because people could watch two extraordinarily successful men admit uncertainty in
public. They could say they did not understand something. They could acknowledge that
another person knew more. They could disagree without turning disagreement into
disrespect. They could spend hours discussing mistakes without behaving as though
mistakes had erased all prior achievement.

Munger’s death in 2023 closed one of the longest and most influential partnerships in
business. Buffett later described him in language that made clear how deeply he believed
Munger had shaped Berkshire. That generosity matters because Buffett could easily have
claimed the company as his own creation. Instead, he repeatedly acknowledged that
Munger improved the way he thought about what deserved to be owned. The best
partnership had not made Buffett dependent; it had made Buffett better.

By the time Buffett reached old age, Berkshire Hathaway had become almost the
opposite of the company he originally bought. The struggling textile operation was gone,
replaced by an enormous collection of insurance operations, railroads, energy
businesses, manufacturers, retailers, service companies, and investments in major
public corporations. The transformation had not happened because Buffett invented a
revolutionary new product. It happened because he became unusually effective at taking
capital generated in one place and deciding where that capital could work next.

That may be the clearest explanation of his genius. Buffett understood that money has
opportunity costs. An opportunity cost is what must be given up when one choice is
made instead of another. A dollar invested in a weak business cannot simultaneously be
invested in a strong one. Money spent on an overpriced acquisition cannot be waiting for
a better opportunity. Stock issued carelessly cannot be taken back easily once it has
become enormously valuable. Every use of capital therefore carries the invisible cost of
all the other things that money could have done.

He learned to respect that invisible cost. Sometimes the best decision was buying a
company. Sometimes it was buying stock. Sometimes it was purchasing Berkshire’s own
shares. Sometimes it was allowing a subsidiary to reinvest. Sometimes it was holding
cash. The answer changed because capital allocation is not a formula where one action
is always correct.



This is why copying Buffett by purchasing whatever Berkshire owns misses the deeper
education. The important part was never Coca-Cola itself, Apple itself, or any particular
stock ticker. The important part was the process that led him there: understand the
business, understand the economics, judge the people, estimate value, protect against
error, resist excitement, wait for the right conditions, act decisively when those
conditions appear, and allow enough time for the original reasoning to work.

His life also demonstrates that patience without knowledge is merely waiting. Buffett’s
patience became valuable because enormous amounts of preparation sat underneath it.
He could remain still because he had already studied enough to know what would cause
him to move. He was not waiting for a feeling. He was waiting for conditions.

The same distinction applies to simplicity. Buffett’s principles often sound simple after
he explains them, but living according to them is difficult because human emotions
continuously argue against them. “Buy something for less than it is worth” sounds
simple until prices are falling and everyone says the company is doomed. “Hold a great
business” sounds simple until the stock doubles and taking the profit feels irresistible.
“Avoid what you do not understand” sounds simple until people around you are
becoming rich from it. “Keep cash available” sounds simple until rising markets make
cash look foolish.

The battle was therefore never only Warren Buffett against Wall Street. Much of the battle
was Warren Buffett against the parts of Warren Buffett that could become impatient,
proud, frightened, stubborn, or excited like everyone else. His systems were designed to
make those emotions less expensive.

That is why the billions are not the most useful thing he created. The deeper achievement
was building a way of making decisions that could survive success. Many people
become disciplined because they have no money and then lose the discipline once
money arrives. Buffett became wealthier while continuing to ask versions of the same
questions that had interested the boy selling Coca-Cola bottles in Omaha: What does this
cost? What is it worth? How much can it produce? What could go wrong? Is there
something better | could do with the money?

The numbers became almost unimaginably larger, but the questions remained
remarkably ordinary. That may be the reason Warren Buffett’s life continues to teach so
well. He took a subject people often bury beneath charts, terminology, predictions, and
excitement and kept returning it to the fundamental act underneath every investment
decision: exchanging something valuable today for the possibility of receiving
something more valuable tomorrow.

Learning how to judge that exchange became the work of his life, and learning when to
leave a good exchange alone became one of the reasons the work became extraordinary.



