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THE STATE OF SOCIAL GIVING IN SOUTH AFRICA iv 

Foreword 
Current thinking among Corporate Social Investment (CSI) practitioners decries the 
tendency for CSI to be determined by the ‘whim’ of a company chief executive or 
chair and insists that it must be ‘professionalised’ if it is to become more effective. 
But is ‘professional’ CSI substantially different from its ‘whimsical’ alternative? This 
study tests this by comparing two very different company approaches to CSI – one 
widely seen as highly ‘professional’, the other as very ‘whimsical’. While it found 
noticeable differences in the practice of the two companies, the similarities were far 
greater than current discussions of ‘professionalisation’ suggest. More importantly, 
there is no evidence that the ‘professional’ CSI yielded superior development 
outcomes to the ‘whimsical’ variety. The study therefore argues that 
‘professionalisation’ is an inappropriate yardstick for CSI and that innovation is a 
criterion more likely to produce an effective contribution to society’s needs. 
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LIKE CHALK, LIKE CHEESE?: 
‘PROFESSIONALISM’ AND ‘WHIM’ IN CORPORATE GIVING AT 
ANGLOGOLD ASHANTI AND PICK ’N PAY 
Steven Friedman, Judi Hudson and Shaun Mackay 
 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
How does ‘professional’ corporate social investment (CSI) differ from its 
‘amateurish’ equivalent? And does ‘professionalism’ produce better quality social 
investment? The questions are prompted by current CSI thinking which decries the 
tendency for corporate spending on society to be determined by the ‘whim’ of a 
chief executive or chair of the board. It insists, rather, on a ‘professional’ approach in 
which companies take CSI seriously enough to ensure that it is handled in a 
competent fashion (Interview, Newton-King 12.08.03). But what is the difference 
between ‘whimsical’ and ‘professional’ CSI? And how, if at all, does the 
development impact of ‘professional’ CSI differ from its ‘whimsical’ alternative? 
 To test this, we conducted two case studies. The first examined a corporation 
in which deciding on what to invest in society is widely assumed to be strategic and 
‘professional’, the other a company in which, conventional wisdom has it, decision-
making has been a product of the ‘whim’ of a strong personality. The first is 
AngloGold Ashanti, a gold mining company and heir to a tradition of entrusting CSI 
to company officials with strong social science backgrounds. The other is Pick ’n 
Pay, a chain of family-owned retail and franchise stores operating throughout South 
Africa and abroad. Some 45 000 people work for the group, some 30 000 in South 
Africa. Its founder and chair, Raymond Ackerman, is renowned for his strong 
personality and preferences and his indelible stamp on the company. Pick ’n Pay 
seemed to exemplify the ‘chairman’s whim’, AngloGold Ashanti the essence of 
‘professionalised’, strategic, giving. In an annual survey of CSI reputations among 
corporates and non-profit organisations by the consultancy Trialogue, Anglo 
American in 2004 topped all four categories among non-profits and three out of four 
among corporates – it has been voted top more often than any other company since 
the survey began (no distinction seems to be made between companies in the Anglo 
family) – Pick n Pay did not even receive a mention (Trialogue 2004:27-31). 
The studies show that there are indeed substantial differences in the two companies’ 
CSI ethos. But they show, too, that the divide between ‘chairman’s whim’ and 
‘professional giving’ may be less clear-cut than current CSI thinking assumes – and 
that ‘professional’ CSI may be less helpful to society than its advocates imagine. 
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2. AngloGold Ashanti: ‘Professionalism’s’ pinnacle? 
If we were asked to shut our eyes and imagine a company in which corporate social 
investment is most solidly based on a sophisticated, strategic and professional 
operation, we would imagine AngloGold Ashanti. 
 Its chair and chief executive is Bobby Godsell, a sociologist and co-editor, 
with American social scientist Peter Berger, of an academic book on South African 
politics and society (Berger and Godsell 1988). He is also a respected analyst of the 
role of business in a democracy, and surely one of the few business leaders 
anywhere in the world who quotes the German radical philosopher Jurgen 
Habermas. Godsell, who began his business career as an innovative industrial 
relations specialist and joined the Anglo American Corporation in his twenties, is 
also a former youth leader of the Progressive Party, a liberal opposition party and 
precursor of today’s official opposition, the Democratic Alliance (DA): he recently 
relived his past by brokering talks between the DA and Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) 
which culminated in an electoral pact between them. There is surely no South 
African business decision-maker more likely to insist that CSI be guided by an 
informed analysis of society’s needs. 

Nor does Godsell rely solely on his own abilities to determine AngloGold 
Ashanti’s social investment strategy. The company also benefits from a novel 
arrangement in which a specialist company, Tshikululu Social Investments (TSI), is 
commissioned to manage its social investment, along with that of several other 
corporations. TSI is a product of the restructuring of Anglo American into three 
corporations and is thus the logical successor to the old1 Anglo American and De 
Beers Chairman’s Fund, which managed social investment for Anglo until its 
‘unbundling’ into three companies. TSI’s chief executive is Margie Keeton, formerly 
chief executive of the Chairman’s Fund, and seen by many as the doyenne of 
‘professionalised’ CSI. She is a liberal arts graduate and worked as a development 
professional before joining Anglo. TSI is often cited as a unique example of a 
dedicated, professional CSI agency. Lest Keeton and Godsell’s combined wisdom 
fail to inform decisions adequately, the company also employs Alan Fine, former 
deputy editor of Business Day and one of the country’s foremost political journalists, 
and social policy manager Paul Hollesen, a thoughtful CSI practitioner who was 
working at TSI previously. 

This reliance on social analysis to inform corporate giving continues an 
Anglo American tradition. The Chairman’s Fund was presided over for more than 
twenty years, and largely shaped, by Michael O’Dowd, a liberal intellectual whose 

                                                           
1 The ‘old’ Fund operated from 1973 to 1998. The Fund which has operated since 1998, with Tshikululu 
Social Investments as its service provider, is the ‘new’ Chairman’s Fund (E-mail communication, Margie 
Keeton, 02.03.05). 
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‘O’Dowd Thesis’ argued that the growth of a capitalist economy would destroy 
apartheid. His successor, Clem Sunter, was known for his intellectual contribution to 
scenario planning and public policy debate. Ensuring that the corporation’s social 
investment is assigned to people with a considered analysis of society is, therefore, 
an Anglo tradition dating back at least to the mid-1970s when O’Dowd took over the 
Chairman’s Fund. 
 In sum, AngloGold Ashanti’s approach to giving, and that of the tradition 
whence it comes, would seem as ‘whim’-free as it is possible to imagine. It 
potentially provides, therefore, an instructive model of ‘professionalised’ CSI. 
 
2.1 CSI at AngloGold Ashanti: Understanding the Hydra 
In mid-2003, AngloGold convened a Social Summit - a significant event for two 
reasons. 
 First, it seemed to confirm the seriousness with which the company views 
CSI. It sought to bring together people responsible for all aspects of its activity which 
‘interact with the outside world’ so that they would gain a clearer sense of what each 
other did, and thereby perhaps develop a greater desire to work together (Interview, 
Fine 14.10.03). While the summit did not aim to produce definite plans to co-operate, 
it was an acknowledgement of the reality that CSI in any large company may lack 
coherence; one step towards ‘professionalisation’ is, presumably, to encourage all 
those responsible for corporate social activity to be aware of what each other are 
doing and to ensure some common purpose and internal coherence. The summit 
would, it was hoped, at least increase the possibility of greater internal co-operation. 
‘Our CSI was very disparate – the summit was designed simply to get people talking 
to each other’ (Interview, Fine 14.10.03). 
 Second, it illustrated the pitfalls of attempts to quantify CSI. One purpose of 
the summit was to try to gain a sense of the total amount the company spends in 
society (Interview, Godsell 11.03.04). If social investment activities within companies 
are so diverse that a single corporation requires a ‘summit’ to determine the quantity 
and scope of its own CSI, it seems extremely unlikely that it will ever be possible to 
make definitive estimates of spending in an entire economy. And the summit was, in 
fact, unable to provide a definitive account of the company’s contribution since it 
did not take into account time spent on social activity – sitting on the boards of 
clinics, for example. One estimate suggests that, in addition to the R16m spent by the 
company’s dedicated CSI fund, it was making a R24m-a-year in-kind investment in 
social activity (Interview, Fine 14.10.03). But this is not a definitive calculation. The 
situation is perhaps complicated by the fact that the company has also introduced an 
employee volunteering programme (EVP) which uses a model developed by the 
Charities Aid Foundation (CAF) (Interview, Simelane 18.03.04), in which voluntary 
contributions by employees to society are ‘recognised, acknowledged and 
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supported’. It is piloting a scheme in which it matches employee monetary 
donations or offers monetary assistance in lieu of time to match employee 
contributions. This raises interesting questions about what activities constitute a 
contribution to society. The criterion is that there must be a ‘developmental effect’. 
But what this means is hotly disputed and raises claims of political bias: an old 
complaint is that Afrikaans causes are not funded (Interview, Hollesen 18.03.04). 
 Discussions of CSI sometimes tend to assume that the dedicated CSI fund 
which many corporates operate is the sole source of funding, and the AngloGold 
Ashanti Fund is no exception, as is most closely associated in the public eye with its 
CSI. But this is rarely, if ever, so, and it is certainly not so at AngloGold Ashanti. Its 
Social Summit was born of an acknowledgment that it invested in society through a 
variety of vehicles even though its CSI fund represents the largest single source of 
monetary investment. Other activities include small business promotion projects, the 
Ergo social plan designed to ‘prevent job losses and employment decline wherever 
possible, and… actively manage retrenchments and to ameliorate their effects on 
individuals and local economies when large job losses are unavoidable’ (Wiseman 
2003), HIV/Aids interventions and a variety of other development projects not 
supported by the fund. 
 The Fund’s board of trustees, chaired by company secretary Yedwa 
Simelane and composed of company officials, decides on disbursements of R50 000 
or more (Interview, Hollesen) and it is managed by TSI under Keeton’s direction. 
According to Keeton’s presentation to the summit, it spent R15.4m in 2002 on 173 
projects – a slight increase on 1999’s R14.8m. However the number of projects 
decreased markedly between 1999 and 2003. In 1999, they numbered 349 (Keeton 
2003) and in 2003, R15.5m was spent on 104 projects (AngloGold 2003). The reason 
was a desire to use the resources available to the Fund more effectively, moving 
‘from a shotgun to a rifle approach’. Another was a decision to spend more in the 
mines’ catchment areas (of which more later) (Interview, Hollesen). Education 
strongly dominates as a priority: in 2002 61% of the Fund’s spending was devoted to 
it, welfare and development (12%) was next, followed by HIV/Aids (11%), health 
(6%) and arts and culture (1%) (Keeton, 2003). If the breakdown of priorities in our 
summary report is accepted, this does indicate some significant deviations from 
national trends – the amount allocated to education is much more, that to health and 
HIV/Aids somewhat more (Friedman, Hudson and Mackay forthcoming).2 But the 
order of priorities is not remarkably different. 

TSI’s role is far more than an administrative one. Its task is to look at the 
overarching CSI strategy – to bring ‘intellectual capital’. It also provides a 
monitoring and evaluation capacity since it evaluates projects (Interview, Simelane). 
                                                           
2 In the general calculation, 12% is spent on health, but this includes HIV/Aids.  
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But it does not have unlimited say– trustees do not automatically endorse TSI 
decisions and there is often vigorous debate. Similarly, ‘we will sometimes ask 
(Keeton) for something and she will say “no” – it is rather like a minister-civil 
servant relationship’ (Interview, Simelane). TSI can also shape priorities by applying 
pressure to fund projects to match grants by the Anglo American or De Beers funds. 
The three funds work together on Aids, for example. 

Yet TSI is ‘not just the Chairman’s Fund under a new name’ (Interview, 
Simelane). It does, by all accounts, bring new dimensions of ‘professionalism’ to CSI 
decision-making. It has helped, says Fine, to ensure that the Fund ‘learns from its 
mistakes’ (Interview, Fine 14.10.03). A CSI analyst suggests that TSI provides an 
‘appropriate model’ for managing CSI: ‘Companies’ CSI vision and capacity are 
weak and it therefore makes sense to farm CSI out to professionals. TSI had the 
vision and capacity to bring in architects to look at how to build rural schools better 
and to show leadership by engaging government’. A business strategist agrees: 
‘Corporate giving needs to be taken more seriously and TSI and Anglo are at the 
cutting edge of social giving’ (Interview, Shongwe 17.10.03). But ‘much depends on 
Keeton’s personality – this is obviously not something other companies can 
necessarily duplicate’ (Interview, Reichardt 1.04.04). ‘She has superb judgement, this 
can’t be replicated easily’ (Interview, Schlemmer 27.01.04). An approach to CSI 
which hinges on the attributes of an individual is clearly not an easily replicable 
model. 

The TSI model does not mean that the company has delegated its CSI 
function to a development agency and no longer sees the need for a clear ‘footprint’ 
on its social giving: the degree to which CSI should meet company goals remains a 
constant question. Thus Hollesen suggests that it is open to question whether the 
Fund’s trustees should include representatives of stakeholder groups such as trade 
unions (Interview, Hollesen). This might enhance its value as a development 
intervention by harnessing new talents and constituencies but would weaken the 
direct link to the company and its executives. And the TSI model, of course, means 
that key decisions are taken by people other than company officials. Keeton insists 
that TSI’s presence does not divorce CSI from the company’s priorities: ‘TSI’s 
challenge is to maintain a development dividend but align CSI with a corporate 
strategic agenda’(Interview, M. Keeton 3.06.04). Nevertheless, Simelane observes 
that the TSI model means that priorities are not necessarily as aligned with company 
operations as they might be if the function was located within the company. She 
does not see this as a problem, since she believes benefits are reaped in higher 
quality social investment: ‘You have to believe in CSI if it is going to be effective and 
having a company dedicated to it may help that’ (Interview, Simelane). 

As one indication of a commitment to ‘professional’ rather than ‘whimsical’ 
CSI, Godsell insists that he knows little of the AngloGold Fund since he has 
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deliberately left it to the trustees and TSI. He is not necessarily opposed in principle 
to the CEO playing a role in the Fund but argues that, as a CEO, he either needs 
directly to take the decisions or make a conscious effort to stay away, since ‘casual 
comments or suggestions can be understood as commands’(Interview, Godsell). He 
has opted to stay away. 

Despite the degree of expertise invested in it, the company’s CSI is not quite 
the seamlessly professional operation shaped by clear development criteria, yet 
aligned to some notion of the company’s strategic goals, which the company’s 
practitioners and admirers describe. First, critics suggest that the chief executive’s 
imprint on social spending is far more direct than the standard account suggests – 
that his ‘whim’ indeed plays a role. For example, key decisions to use company 
money not allocated to the Fund for social purposes are taken by the company 
executive, of which Godsell is a member (Interview, Simelane). Nor, one critic 
insists, is the Fund itself immune from intervention: ‘The Fund is used at times to 
fund projects for the chairman’s favourites’ (Interview, CSI specialist).3 Second, 
while the company insists that the fund ‘has clear criteria’ for deciding what to 
support (Interview, Fine 14.10.03), these seem quite vague: ‘We know what not to 
fund – churches and sports clubs, for example’ (Interview, Simelane).4 The company 
also distinguishes clearly between CSI and corporate sponsorship (Interview, 
Hollesen). But beyond that, guidelines are often vague. And Keeton’s vision of CSI 
as an activity aligned with company strategic goals does not, she stresses, mean that 
it must address directly the operational needs of the company – alignment means 
‘giving a company’s CSI a distinct and appropriate profile’ (Interview, M. Keeton) 
rather than narrowly fitting it to immediate company goals. But this can, of course, 
be a vague criterion allowing specialists in TSI unlimited latitude to define a CSI 
profile. 

In principle, decentralisation of decisions also makes it difficult for the 
professionals to shape CSI. An increased emphasis on funding in areas where mines 
are located affects the priorities of the fund, but also means that mine managers are 
responsible for funding local projects (Interview, Godsell). There is an increasing 
reliance on local sources of information – people in school governing bodies, for 
example (Interview, Simelane). This creates the possibility that decisions will be 
made, not by the professionals at head office, but by people unschooled in social 
analysis and probably without any experience of CSI. 

But the prospect that local ‘whim’ will take CSI at AngloGold Ashanti out of 
the realm of the ‘professional’ ethos at head office is very limited. A vital company 

                                                           
3 This interviewee requested that these remarks not be attributed. The date of the interview is not reflected 
because this would reveal the interviewee’s identity. 
4 Emphasis added.  
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goal is to create a ‘sensible framework’ which ensures that mine managers do not 
rely ‘simply on the ad hoc’ (Interview, Hollesen) and that they do know broadly 
what is expected of them. All companies, including those abroad, must report on 
their CSI. Hollesen is responsible for monitoring this, and the result is obviously that 
head office is able to influence spending, although he also insists that ‘we don’t want 
to take out people’s brains and insert a policy document’(Interview, Hollesen). Also, 
decentralised funding is only a small portion of the total: area committees decide on 
local needs (Interview, Hollesen) and in 2002, only 1% of the Fund’s resources were 
allocated to them (Keeton 2003). 
 Hollesen points out that there are unavoidable tensions between adopting a 
more decentralised model and seeking to ensure that broad company goals are 
achieved. ‘There are inevitable conundrums: internal co-ordination is one. At times, 
one part of the company could agree to a development and find that another part is 
building something next door. This was one reason for the Social Summit. So we 
have to decide how comfortable we are with chaos. One issue is how mine managers 
are to deal with local pressures: we do want them to listen but we also want them to 
be able to say “no”. At times, the individual can be placed under intense political 
pressure from local interests’ (Interview, Hollesen). Given its stress on local funding, 
the Fund has faced little national political pressure – ‘we feel this far more at the 
local level’ (Interview, Simelane). So, political dangers may lurk primarily at this 
level, increasing the need for a head office role. 

Despite some exceptions noted here, the style of CSI decision-making at 
AngloGold Ashanti conforms to the image of a professional, thoughtful operation. 
But whether outcomes are significantly different is much less clear. As noted above, 
priorities do differ somewhat from the national norm, but not enough to suggest that 
the company has embarked on a substantially different CSI programme from that of 
most corporates. Measuring development impact can be notoriously subjective. If 
there is compelling evidence to show that CSI at the company produces better 
development impacts than that of the norm, we were not privy to it. On the contrary, 
Simelane suggests that the Fund’s key challenge is to show that its projects work in 
an African context –‘we tend to stay for two or three years and then the project 
collapses…We can’t point to successes in community development’. Success would 
be measured by the achievement of self-reliance by the beneficiaries – ‘they would 
be able to feed themselves’. This has not yet happened: the company has never 
found a rural development strategy which can be shown to produce growth 
(Interview, Simelane). Thus, the claim that greater ‘professionalism’ produces 
superior development impact may not be as valid as it seems. 
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2.2 The CSI worldview 
What values and principles underpin CSI at AngloGold Ashanti? 

‘Professionalisation’ itself is a key value. An interviewee suggests that it was 
an Anglo American concern long before it became fashionable. Thus the old 
Chairman’s Fund model was a highly centralised vehicle for CSI, partly a response 
to then Anglo chair Harry Oppenheimer’s insistence that CSI ‘must be managed like 
everything else – properly’. This led to an emphasis on ‘professional management at 
the centre’. When Anglo was ‘unbundled’, TSI was designed to ensure that this 
‘professionalism’ was retained (Interview, Hollesen). ‘Professionalisation’ also 
signifies a commitment to ensuring that projects succeed, rather than ‘just throwing 
money at them’. This does not necessarily mean sticking with the same projects – 
‘we might get quite engaged and then walk away’ - but does presumably mean 
walking away only if an objective has been achieved or if it has become clear that it 
is not achievable. The key is to generate a set of values – ‘what is unique about us?’ 
Hollesen insists that ‘We are not just cheque writers. We do like to debate what 
works and we are using money to push a vision’ (Interview, Hollesen). 

Nevertheless, Godsell prefers the term ‘philanthropy’ to CSI, an interesting 
preference, since it conveys a notion of largesse rather than hard-nosed, professional 
decision-making. He adds that he would prefer it to be linked to profitability – 
borrowing a principle from Anglo American, 1% of profits ought to be devoted to 
giving (Interview, Godsell). Although the 1% is ‘not clearly articulated’, it is roughly 
adhered to in the company’s South African operations (abroad, where it is not the 
sole owner of the mine, its partners’ approval is needed), but not exactly, in order to 
deal with ‘peaks and troughs’: a sharp drop in response to adverse business 
conditions could have severe consequences for CSI. (Interview, Hollesen). Despite 
the professional skills invested in CSI, it is, in Godsell’s view, an act of magnanimity, 
a sharing with the society. 

Spending in areas where the company operates is a cardinal principle. The 
broad philosophy behind local funding is that ‘communities should be better off 
because we are there’ – the mine should be a local ‘centre of modernity’. Mines 
should be part of ‘an organic democracy’ in mining areas. For example, while the 
government insists that mines spend on priorities determined by the Integrated 
Development Plans (IDPs) of local governments, some town councils in mining 
areas are now run by trade unionists who work for the company. This opens 
possibilities for a symbiotic relationship, rather than a company response which 
simply funds the IDP without being part of the process which produced it. The 
company also participates in council committees (Interview, Godsell). While the 
Fund does not restrict itself to areas where there are mines, it acknowledges a need 
to be ‘more focussed’ on particular projects (hence the already noted decline in the 
number of projects) and geographic areas (Interview, Simelane). This is in contrast to 
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the approach of the Chairman’s Fund which had a reputation for not funding in 
operating areas (Interview, M. Keeton): ‘The Fund does still spend a lot in 
Johannesburg. But it would not spend in Limpopo because that is not where miners 
come from’ (Interview, Simelane). ‘We are not trying to solve the country’s 
problems. We have limited funds and it makes sense to concentrate them on the 
places where we mine’ (Interview, Hollesen). 

The focus on mining areas is reinforced by the Mining Charter and its stress 
on company contributions to local development. It is not purely altruistic – there is 
an advantage in recruiting the next generation of mine managers from mining areas 
because of their greater access to social capital - ‘if they are a third generation mine 
person, the chance of keeping them is also much greater’. And that entails a 
commitment to the mining area. But the company hopes to ensure that what is 
achieved in mining communities also helps to address national challenges – how to 
‘narrow the national education crisis down to Carletonville’ (Interview, Hollesen). 

‘Organic’ engagement has its risks, therefore some local development 
initiatives may have undesirable consequences. For example, a road contributes to 
development but may also bring in activity which impairs the health of local areas. 
The company therefore adopts a very conservative approach to what it claims as a 
CSI project rather than as an operational investment – ‘if we can’t defend it, then we 
don’t claim credit for it’ (Interview, Hollesen). 
 The trend to local funding is not exclusive to AngloGold Ashanti, but seems 
a strategic priority for other mining companies too. ‘If I try to motivate for funding 
national projects,  I would face an argument from our people running a regional 
corporate initiative who feel there is desperate local need, that this is where we are 
focussed and where we can exert influence. We don’t need to sell products so we 
don’t need high profile adverts. But we do have a community that relies on us. We 
thought they loved us but it is not at all like that. We started before the Mining 
Charter but we’re gearing up because of it’ (Interview, Reilly 24.11.04). So creating a 
healthy local community is seen as a strategic imperative which has been neglected 
in the past. Whether AngloGold Ashanti influenced this trend or is responding to it 
is not clear. But it has clearly become a key feature of ‘professional’ mining CSI. 

A key challenge to the notion of the company as a developmental force in 
local areas is social planning to deal with job shedding. Although it may only devote 
a small amount of money to this, it insists that a key role for business is acting as a 
catalyst to deal with common social problems – ‘business and the church are often 
the only institutions which can bring people together’. Another role is to use people 
as catalysts – ‘how could mines help train social workers?’ (Interview, Hollesen). The 
company did bring government and NGOs together to deal with the Ergo social 
plan and insists that it indeed operated as an essential link, bringing together actors 
who would not otherwise work together – ‘government wanted to know where the 
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NGOs had come from’. Ergo’s closure is seen as a test of this capacity to achieve 
synergies (Interview, Simelane). The key theme here, of course, is to see the business 
as a source of social resources which can be ‘leveraged’ to promote development. A 
goal is to ‘bridge the gap between capacity and development needs without doing it 
ourselves’ (Interview, M. Keeton). 

On choices of sectors to fund, Simelane states ‘we look at where we have 
capacity and where we can make a difference’. But the company also feels that 
education and health are its employees’ greatest needs. And Keeton points out that 
capacity built up over the years is also a factor – the Chairman’s Fund had 30 years’ 
experience with rural schools.  

The local focus is consistent with Godsell’s stress on the company ‘in’ the 
community which he sees as a superior way of thinking about the relationship than 
the common tendency to talk of a relationship between businesses ‘and’ the 
community or society. In this view, a business is not a separate entity interacting 
with a social environment, but is rooted in it and influences it in a variety of ways. 
Social spending is not its only contribution to that environment and not the most 
important: a business’s mere presence has impacts on society. Business, in this view, 
can be a developmental, modernising force because its resources enable local areas 
to access possibilities and opportunities which would otherwise be denied them. CSI 
can thus be seen as ‘philanthropy’ because giving money directly to development is 
only one part of a broader social investment. This does not mean a rejection of 
professionalism – philanthropy, like anything else, must be done properly. But it 
does offer a broader view of the company’s impact on society and enables CSI to be 
seen as only one aspect of this broader investment. 

Given Godsell’s personal history in opposition politics and the abundance of 
thinkers with their own ideas on development in the CSI decision-making hierarchy, 
we would expect AngloGold Ashanti to be less concerned with using CSI to make a 
favourable impression on government and prominent politicians, and more 
concerned with seeking to make its own development impact. This is largely 
accurate. Thus the company has never given to a Mandela school – Godsell says it 
does not see the value of funding government functions outside line departments. 
He also decries the tendency of governments throughout the continent to see 
companies ‘as an enduring source of resources’. But the company does, nevertheless, 
work with government: it wants to help it address national challenges (Interview, 
Godsell). It has supported some government functions, such as offering resources for 
the police; its education funding entails considerable partnership with government 
and its CSI fund has begun to engage in new partnership with the government. It 
has also devoted much time to building relations with municipalities (Interview, 
Simelane). In some cases, matching government funds are being added to its grant. 
Here TSI also provides expertise which strengthens government effectiveness – it 
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used the services of engineers who were able to cut the cost of building a classroom 
from R180 000 to R150 000 and improve building quality ‘in the spirit of 
partnership’. 

It is very hard to imagine a development funder engaged in funding 
mainstream activities such as formal education not engaging with the government. 
AngloGold Ashanti decision-makers insist, however, that the purpose is to achieve 
common goals, not to win political credibility. They add that they are an 
independent partner and see it as important to reject becoming a conveyor belt for 
the government – ‘we must innovate, be distinctive’ (Interview, M. Keeton). 

Like all mining companies, AngloGold Ashanti’s CSI and relationship with 
government have been influenced by the Mining Charter. One executive notes that 
the Charter has leveraged more CSI funding and will continue to do so, but adds 
that there is also evidence of companies channelling funds to projects which are 
actual or perceived favourites of politicians in the hope of achieving the required 
scorecard ‘points’ (Interview, Fine 14.10.03). But Simelane argues that the Charter 
has enhanced CSI quality as well as quantity: by specifically mentioning rural 
development, it has forced the fund to have a rural development strategy. The 
company has also begun working with the Gauteng government in response to the 
Charter (Interview, Simelane). 
 Strategy is, inevitably, partly shaped by the nature of the company. Thus a 
key difference from many other companies is that AngloGold Ashanti does not have 
a customer base, and so the marketing or advertising dimension of CSI is not 
relevant (Interview, Hollesen). On the other hand, the close relationship between 
mining companies and the surrounding community is not replicated by most other 
industries. A mining company is often the economic hub around which a local 
community revolves, a close relationship which entails not only spending but 
participating in initiatives such as IDPs and Community Policing Forums (because 
‘we know that problems at home mean problems at work’), is therefore not 
necessarily an option for other businesses – at least not in the same way. TSI has 
some knowledge of the contrast between a mining company’s environment and that 
of other businesses since it also serves First National Bank. Compared to a mine, ‘it 
has no clear footprint’ and must therefore respond differently (Interview, M. 
Keeton). But investing in local communities does have clear goodwill effects: the 
most appreciative audience for the company’s CSI is the local community – the least 
are its national and international audiences (Interview, Godsell). 

Currently, there is a concentration within the fund on sustainability and co-
ordination: ‘we are trying to get people to think community-wide’. This means 
bringing in all people in an area and, presumably, acting as a catalyst (Interview, 
Simelane). In contrast to the Chairman’s Fund, TSI no longer simply responds to 
requests: ‘we are doing programmatic rather then reactive work’. The new focus 
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means a greater commitment to longer-term projects. A key element is strategic 
partnership with others – a very different model from that of the ‘kindly donor’ 
Chairman’s Fund. But not all vestiges of the Chairman’s Fund approach have been 
eliminated: there is a need to be professional and requests remain important because 
responding to them is a form of learning. The Fund is now concerned to ‘make every 
rand work twice’. TSI looks at projects ‘through a microscope – this is always a 
considered process’ (Interview, M. Keeton). 

Despite the sophisticated thinking devoted to CSI at AngloGold Ashanti, 
criteria are not always clear and there is inevitable disagreement on standards for 
judging projects. It is questionable whether anyone seeking a grant from it would be 
any clearer on what would be funded and what not than if they engaged with 
companies with a more ‘whimsical’ attitude. Thus Keeton, while continuing to stress 
that professionalism is desirable and feasible, acknowledges that ‘whim is inevitable 
to an extent’ (Interview, M. Keeton). 
 
2.3 Funding political parties: Innovation or ‘whim’? 
The company has a deserved reputation for innovation. Its HIV/Aids programmes 
for employees were widely seen as path-breaking, and a recent new departure in CSI 
was a decision to fund political parties as a contribution to strengthening 
democracy. 
 In contrast to similar initiatives by donor organisations and companies, 
party funding was not awarded in proportion to share of the vote. Rather, it was 
designed to encourage multi-party democracy by granting proportionally larger 
amounts to smaller parties. In an attempt to ensure that the implementation of the 
policy ‘is carried out fairly, and is seen to be carried out fairly’, the actual 
distribution of funds was decided by a sub-committee of the company’s board 
comprising its three non-executive directors and chaired by company deputy chair 
James Motlatsi (AngloGold, 2003a). The company notes, too, that a media statement 
outlined clearly which parties received what in the first tranche and why,5 thus 
ensuring that it was transparent about decisions. 

This initiative clearly required a delicate balancing act - the decision to give 
the official opposition the same amount as the governing party risked alienating the 
ANC, particularly, perhaps, in the light of Godsell’s personal links to the opposition: 
‘The decision needed to be taken in a way which would balance support for the 
multi-party system with a desire not to antagonise an elected government’ 
(Interview, Fine 14.10.03). It seems to have been remarkably successful – public 
criticism was restricted to parties such as the Pan-Africanist Congress and Azanian 
People’s Organisation which did not receive funding. While any suggestion of 
                                                           
5 E-mail communication, Alan Fine, 19.02.05. 
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political favouritism may be seen as a problem for a company, these are smaller 
parties, commanding a tiny fraction of the vote between them. The ANC, DA and 
IFP did not publicly express any reservations about the decision. 

To analysts schooled in social science, party funding is innovative and 
sophisticated. The project was managed with great political skill, enabling 
AngloGold Ashanti to emerge as a respected innovator, not, as many CSI 
practitioners feared, a butt of politicians’ anger. It can, therefore, be seen as further 
evidence of the company’s consummate ‘professionalism’. But some critical 
questions need to be asked about this judgement. 

The first is general and abstract: Why is funding political parties more 
innovative and appropriate than, for example, helping to train township youth to 
become magicians as Pick ’n Pay does (see below)? While social scientists and 
development professionals would probably instinctively prefer party funding, there 
is no ‘objective’ criterion which can demonstrate the superiority of one over the 
other. The argument that magic classes pass on usable skills, while political party 
funding is of dubious developmental value, is hardly an eccentric view. Godsell 
himself implicitly acknowledges the debatability of ‘sophisticated’ development 
thinking when he laments the role of ‘missionaries’ in development agencies who 
use their ideas to ‘recolonise’ Africa by imposing on it theories of dubious benefit 
(Interview, Godsell). At the very least, it does seem more appropriate to see political 
party funding as a different, but not necessarily superior, approach to CSI. 

Second, the party funding decision was clearly Godsell’s. It was approved 
by the company board some months before the first funds were paid out and 
originated because the company received constant ad hoc requests from a variety of 
political parties. It was, apparently, Godsell’s idea that a policy needed to be 
formulated to deal with these requests. While he insists that he does not play a direct 
role in the CSI fund, he does admit to influencing the corporation’s social spending 
decisions. And he takes full responsibility for the decision to fund parties - the 
money to do this, he says, came directly from profits, not the fund. Nor, he adds, is 
this the only case in which he influenced CSI priorities (Interview, Godsell). 

Obviously, a decision taken by Godsell is no less a product of ‘whim’ than 
one taken by any other chief executive. The obvious difference – that Godsell is able 
to explain the decision in terms which are far more respectable to social and political 
analysts – does not change that reality. It may mean simply that this chairman’s 
‘whim’ coincides with current academic thinking and is defended in terms which 
social researchers understand. Godsell acknowledges that the party funding decision 
reflects a particular conception of what society needs which is in principle no more 
valid than the preference of another chief executive. He also acknowledges that he 
has been guided by ‘whim’ in the past with far less defensible results: he cites an 
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enthusiasm for a rural clinic which ‘did not work’ – it was never used by the families 
of mine workers as intended. 

He adds, however, that ‘whim’ has distinct limits, set by the constraints on 
the ability of a CEO to determine what happens in a large company. The 
‘Napoleonic’ view of CEOs taught in business schools, he argues, is inaccurate: 
‘there is not always consistency between what I say and what mine managers do’. 
He does concede, however, that the desire to impress the chief executive is deeply 
rooted, and that managers will try to do what the CEO is assumed to want. 
Sometimes, however, this is not at all what he wants. Thus, when he first took over, 
he would be greeted at mines with ostentatious shows of interest in labour relations. 
‘All I wanted to know then was whether we were making money.’ More generally, 
chief executives can cause outcomes which are entirely unintended (Interview, 
Godsell). To the extent that CSI decisions are diffused through the corporation, then, 
the chief executive’s ‘whim’, like his writ, often does not run. 

Godsell also insists that his limited ability to influence spending is not only 
the consequence of organisational dynamics, but is also a result of policy. He cites 
the decision to decentralise giving. There are ‘occasional discussions on this with 
managers who give at mine level’ because the company accepts that social 
consciousness is not a qualification for the job of mine manager and that managers 
need guidance on company priorities (Interview, Fine 21.10.03). But they still have 
significant latitude. Policies are also debated by senior management (Interview, 
Godsell) allowing for a variety of perspectives. This approach may ensure that much 
CSI spending is the result of ‘a multiplicity of whims’ (Interview, Fine 21.10.03). 

The party funding decision was both innovative and ‘whimsical’. It broke 
new ground and did so because the chair and chief executive’s ‘whim’ indicated that 
a new departure was needed. Innovation in CSI is a more important principle than 
‘professionalism’ because it offers a greater range of experiences, more evidence of 
what works and what does not. It opens possibilities which did not exist before. That 
innovation occurs may be far more important than why it happens. The issue may, 
therefore, be less whether CSI at AngloGold Ashanti or any other corporation is a 
product of ‘whim’ than whether it breaks new ground. In this case, it clearly did, 
prompting other companies to follow and opening new areas for a corporate social 
contribution. This is its real significance, whatever the process which produced it. 
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3. Pick ’n Pay: Working on ‘whim’? 
As noted above, Pick ’n Pay’s decisions seem to be shaped essentially by the 
preferences of its chair and founder, whose strong personality and preference for 
‘hands-on’ decision-making make him the archetypal ‘whimsical’ chairman, driven 
by a vague notion of what will attract favourable publicity rather than an analysis of 
society. There appear to be no high-minded discussions of development impact and 
social values at Pick ’n Pay, no social science analysis of the role of business in 
society. As we shall see, ‘whim’ is, in a sense, not an accident but a principle. 

And yet the company may, in some ways, be closer to the current notion of a 
‘professional’ CSI funder than many of its competitors: it does operate on the basis 
of a theory of business in society, it does see CSI as part of its ‘core’ function and it 
does innovate. Rather like the Moliere character who discovered he was speaking 
prose, Pick ’n Pay could be said to be applying some fashionable theories of CSI 
without being aware that this is what it is doing. 
 
3.1 The theory behind the ‘whim’ 
However idiosyncratic Pick ’n Pay’s CSI decision-making may seem, it is broadly 
shaped by a theory. And it does seem to be remarkably successful at achieving its 
stated goal, which is to enhance the company’s reputation and profitability. 

Contrary to widespread belief, Pick ’n Pay’s corporate philosophy, which 
shapes its CSI as well as its other activities, is not the product of the street savvy of 
its founder. It is, rather, premised on the ideas of Professor William Hutt, late of the 
University of Cape Town and Bernardo Trujillo, a US marketing expert. Ackerman 
talks of applying Trujillo’s concept of four legs of a table supporting a healthy 
business: people, merchandise, promotion (incorporating social responsibility) and 
administration. He says, ‘Each leg is vital to maintaining a healthy balance but the 
consumer atop the table and the principles of consumer sovereignty are always 
paramount, always providing the reason for the existence of the structure below’ 
(Pritchard 2001:62). CSI is seen in this model as a means of promoting the company’s 
image among its clientele and building a relationship with it. 

Hutt’s footprint includes erasing the difference between caring and making 
profits. Ackerman asserts, ‘It is an absolute fact that the more we ploughed into staff 
benefits, the more we gave to charity, the more profits rose’ (Ackerman quoted in 
Fig 2003:9). Making a contribution to society is, in this view, as much a part of Pick ’n 
Pay’s operation as ensuring that its stores are well run. By implication, then, CSI is 
part of the ‘core business’ of Pick ’n Pay, an idea which lies at the heart of current 
notions of ‘professionalised’ CSI. Ackerman again: ‘I have always thought that the 
policy of caring is, in itself, a good one. I made a vow on the first day of owning Pick 
’n Pay that I would never be above the ordinary concerns of people. This has 
advantages just as great for me as for them. Showing concern over the marriage 
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problems of an employee, or the health of someone’s child, or the plight of any 
section of society, is also enlightened self-interest, because the people you have cared 
for will, in turn care better for you. I have always fostered this philosophy within 
Pick ’n Pay’ (Pritchard 2001:92). CSI is, therefore, part of a wider view of ‘caring’ as 
an integral part of Pick ’n Pay’s business. 

 Critics could turn this on its head, arguing that, in Ackerman’s formulation, 
caring seems less a human emotion than a marketing device. Indeed, marketing is a 
key element in Pick ’n Pay’s strategy: persuading consumers that it cares for them 
has always been a key to its approach. The values underpinning its philosophy are 
thus presented in a series of fine-sounding statements clearly designed to make a 
favourable public impression. They read far more like slogans than serious 
statements of intent: 
 

• ‘We are passionate about our customers and will fight for their rights.’ 
• ‘We care for, and respect each other.’ 
• ‘We foster personal growth and opportunity.’ 
• ‘We nurture leadership and vision, and reward innovation.’ 
• ‘We live by honesty and integrity.’ 
• ‘We support and participate in communities.’ 
• ‘We take individual responsibility.’ 
• ‘We are all accountable.’ 

 
These phrases do, of course, project a caring, ethical and responsible company. 
Whether they have any meaning as guides to action and decision is another matter. 
Would a company official armed with them behave any differently from one who 
had never seen them? It could be argued that some do indicate a distinctive 
approach: fighting for the rights of customers (at the same time putting severe 
pressure on suppliers to beat down prices and engaging in considerable conflict with 
trade unions) is an integral part of the Pick ’n Pay persona, something which does 
give it a distinctive image. But the principles remain vague, seemingly aimed more 
at creating a good impression than expressing strategic content. The same, critics 
suggest, can be said of Pick ’n Pay’s CSI philosophy. 

But if quantity of contribution is a measure of how seriously CSI is taken by 
a company, Pick ’n Pay is, by its own account, extremely serious. It claims that about 
7% of its after-tax profit ‘is invested in communities each year’. Given an after-tax 
profit of some R500m in 2003, this would amount to some R35m, much more than 
the 1%-2% that most corporates set aside for CSI, and well above, of course, the level 
proposed by Godsell. 
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But working out exactly what is spent by which part of the company on 
what is as difficult as at AngloGold Ashanti. Again, there are several funding 
sources: Pick ’n Pay’s CSI Foundation spends about R3m per year, its Corporate 
Social Responsibility office some R1.5m. The Ackerman Pick ’n Pay Foundation was 
established in 2000 in honour of Ackerman and his wife, Wendy, to create 
opportunities for growth and development of deserving groups. The company’s 
2004 Legacy and Citizenship Review reported that some R7m had been spent on 
community upliftment projects since 2000. General Manager, Corporate Marketing, 
Tessa Chamberlain says the foundation was started to sustain Ackerman’s 
philanthropic interests. But it is funded by Pick ’n Pay, rather than the Ackermans, 
and disburses some R3m annually. Its Board of Trustees consists of three members 
of the Ackerman family (Raymond, Wendy and son Gareth) and three members of 
Pick ’n Pay staff (Interview, Chamberlain 24.08.04). CSI is also devolved to regional 
offices and stores – according to these figures, they appear to spend the balance, 
some R27.5m! But this seems to be wildly inaccurate: regional officer Ewan Watts 
says his region, which covers Gauteng and Limpopo, spends some R1m annually 
and has the biggest budget of all five regions (Interview, Watts 7.09.04). Asked how 
much money each arm disburses annually, Chamberlain could not say, except for 
the Foundation (R3m) and the CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) office (1.5m). 
Asked to hazard a guess, she could not. CSI is particularly hard to quantify since it is 
so dispersed throughout the company. Establishing what is spent in the regions and 
what it is spent on is not, it seems, possible. 

Unusually, Pick ’n Pay does not seem to make a distinction between CSI and 
CSR – they seem to be used interchangeably. Social responsibility, it says, means 
empowering individuals with the resources and opportunities necessary to grow 
and improve. This need, it notes, is particularly acute in this country, where a 
significant portion of the population has for many years been denied the most basic 
human need to be respected as human beings. Pick ’n Pay therefore, believes in 
providing people with the opportunity to feed, clothe and educate themselves and 
their families. The focus is on education and staff empowerment, and employee 
benefits, such as health care, a share incentive scheme, loans and bursaries. 
‘Community upliftment’ is an important aspect of the CSI programme, and includes 
education projects, a student bursary fund, nation-building and sports development. 
Supporting the arts through sponsorship and fund-raising is also high on its agenda. 
It claims that it tries to run its ‘business according to the principles of sustainable 
development aimed at conserving natural resources’. 
 
3.2 Who decides?: CSI decision-making 
Ackerman’s direct personal involvement in all aspects of the company –including, 
presumably, CSI – is not in dispute: indeed, he seems to see it as a principle: ‘From 
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the beginning I … saw no virtue in being free from mundane matters in order to 
plan big things like company strategy. Strategy should not be done outside day-to-
day business’ (Pritchard 2001). In other words, direct involvement by the chair in all 
aspects of the business is a management principle. This does not necessarily mean 
that the chair decides on all aspects of CSI - many decisions are, in theory, devolved 
to store level. But it does mean that he is likely to take a direct interest in decisions 
and to place his stamp on them. 

There is certainly little evidence of a ‘professionalised’ CSI operation. 
Traditionally, there has only been only one full-time staff member working for Pick 
’n Pay’s CSI foundation, Nicolette Hess, who also handles its other social 
responsibility activities. She took maternity leave recently and was replaced by a 
temporary incumbent, Carol Brown, in the CSR position, while an administrative 
manager – Anne Emmet – was appointed part-time to the Foundation. Chamberlain 
herself only works part of her time on CSI. 

Emmet, who joined the Foundation in 2004, is the only executive with any 
expertise in giving (she has a background as an activist in an NGO which directed 
funding from abroad during the apartheid years), as well as social science training. 
Hess was employed in the finance department and promoted to head CSR and the 
Foundation. Brown, now retired, was also a Pick ’n Pay employee. Emmet’s 
appointment may reflect an intention to adopt a more professional approach to CSI, 
but its impact is not yet clear. According to Chamberlain, the trustees are skilled in 
various areas, but it is clear that their major skills pertain to running a retail 
business, not development funding. Pick ’n Pay CSI decision-makers therefore lack 
the sophistication and the ability to strike up a rapport with social researchers which 
AngloGold Ashanti’s practitioners have in abundance. Whether that means that 
their social spending is less appropriate to society’s needs is open to question. 

Each of Pick ’n Pay’s regions has a person responsible for CSR with a 
monthly budget. They receive requests directly from the public and decide which to 
support. But they are also handed requests from the Foundation or CSR office to 
handle, either from their own budget – if they are small projects – or that of the 
Foundation or CSR office. They are also asked to help assess proposals and requests 
emanating from their regions (Interview, Swanepoel 28.07.04). 

According to Chamberlain, there are no calls for proposals or cut-off dates 
for submission, people simply approach Pick ’n Pay daily for sponsorship. There is 
no one office through which CSR funding is disbursed. Disbursement points include 
the corporate CSR office, the Ackerman Pick ’n Pay Foundation (based in Cape 
Town), the Pick ’n Pay Chairman’s Fund, the PnP CEO’s Fund, funds disbursed by 
the five regional CSR people and the 14 Pick ’n Pay Hypermarkets. Funds are thus 
distributed centrally as well as through the regions and stores. This strategy, 
according to Chamberlain, aims ‘to ensure that stores stay closely in touch with the 
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neighbourhoods that support them’. This is based on the Ackerman philosophy that 
‘doing good is good business’ and that it should involve all at Pick ’n Pay. So, while 
a national retail business is very different from a mine, the idea of some sort of 
organic relationship between the company and its local area is common to Pick ’n 
Pay and AngloGold Ashanti. 

Each store also has its own CSR projects, sponsored by itself. One store 
manager interviewed noted that his store gave churches vouchers for functions. 
Observing that ‘people don’t often approach me’, Piet Swanepoel of the Killarney 
branch said he gave ‘food that was still good’ to the Reeva Forman Foundation and 
two churches: ‘The food is still usable, it would be criminal to throw it away.’ This 
answer does not suggest a strong social science background. The food is ‘mainly 
bread and veggies’ and the value varies between R50 and R500 a day. This giving is 
not publicised. Swanepoel won’t fund political parties as he’s ‘an ethical guy’. He 
also noted that where a regular customer is down on his luck and ‘doesn’t have food 
in the house’, he would give him some vouchers to tide him over. A key concern is 
how to make sure a charity ‘is legit. There were some guys who pretended to be 
wildlife! There have also been cases of people collecting and then selling on. There is 
a need to check that your bread and veggies are going to the poor themselves’ 
(Interview, Swanepoel). 

But even on the ground, Ackerman’s presence seems to make an impact. He 
is respected by Swanepoel, who says he sets the tone for Pick ’n Pay’s giving: ‘He’s 
an energetic, entrepreneurial person. He walks into my store, knows exactly what is 
going on. He walks up to Thando in the fruit and veg section and pats him on the 
back. He knows that Thando has been here for five years’ (Interview, Swanepoel). 

Despite Ackerman’s influence over the company, there do seem to be a 
range of CSI decision-making sources in Pick ’n Pay: Jonathan Ackerman deals with 
some bigger projects; a board of directors is involved in a housing scheme and other 
national projects; the regional offices take some bigger decisions on causes to 
support, for example, Kids with Cancer, a project undertaken with Clover-Danone. 
One further sign of wider involvement is that the branches have a Vuselela hour 
once a month when staff come in earlier and discuss social responsibility and 
community issues, among other topics. Giving staff feedback is seen as important to 
‘create a positive vibe in the store’ (Interview, Swanepoel). 

Asked about the influence of the chair on the decision-making of the 
foundation, Chamberlain says the trustees make the decisions, not the chair alone. In 
any case, the chair has his own fund for causes he wishes to support. While store 
managers have some discretion over what to support, larger decisions are left to 
head office. But decisions do not seem any more centralised than at many other 
corporates. 
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3.3 What to support: Criteria for decisions? 
It should be evident by now that Pick ’n Pay CSI decisions are not the result of a 
sophisticated, ‘professional’, social science inspired process. But, beyond a vague 
notion of ‘showing that we care’, what criteria do shape decisions? 

A common assumption among Pick ’n Pay’s critics is that the desire to 
attract attention, publicity seeking, is the most important rationale. This raises 
important issues because some specialists insist CSI should not be used to market 
companies. Pick ’n Pay’s detractors say it is determined to look good in public, 
regardless of whether it is doing good. So, does Ackerman prefer publicity-attracting 
projects regardless of development impact? Or does he just have a nose for what his 
audience – the average shopper – wants? 

In Ackerman’s view, ‘publicity-seeking’ is an integral part of company 
strategy. He is aware of ‘one of the most common criticisms levelled against me – 
that I am a publicity seeker’. His response: ‘It is true that I have always used media 
opportunity to promote our principles as a company and my principles as an 
individual’ (Pritchard 2001:85). So publicity is, by implication, a resource for the 
company. It attracts consumer attention and, presumably, entrenches the idea that 
Pick ’n Pay cares about those whose patronage it seeks. If the company’s commercial 
track record is a guide, the approach reads accurately the requirements of a 
successful retail company. 

Certainly, a large chunk of Pick ’n Pay giving does not seem to respond to 
the current development agenda. While Chamberlain cited the usual priorities – 
HIV/Aids, education, joblessness, and economic growth – as major challenges facing 
South Africa, she said the company does not focus on any particular areas of need or 
social concern. Instead, the philosophy was to benefit as many people and projects as 
possible. This mostly means supporting the small projects that many other 
companies will not support. She says this is a deliberate strategy to ensure that small 
projects are also supported. Support ranges from soup kitchens, to school books, to 
the Springbok Rugby team. Marketing and social investment seem intertwined: 
sponsorship of the rugby team during the World Cup included raising money for 
the Starfish Foundation through a donation of R5 000 for every try scored. The 
interest in sport may reflect a particularly clear case of ‘chairman’s whim’. 
Ackerman says, ‘Most of the happy times which I remember revolved around 
sharing sport with my father. Sport always formed a strong bond between us’ 
(Pritchard 2001:19). Chamberlain says the company has always believed in the 
unifying power of sport, which builds understanding, tolerance and goodwill. For 
this reason, sports sponsorship and development are a priority. 
 According to Chamberlain, community upliftment, an important aspect of 
the CSI programme, includes sponsorship of the Pick ’n Pay 94.7 Cycle Challenge, 
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bursaries of some R1.3m and raising R1.5m for the Sunflower Foundation, an NGO 
which raises money to increase the database of the SA Bone Marrow Registry. A key 
beneficiary is the Cape Argus Pick ’n Pay Cycle tour, which Pick ’n Pay has co-
sponsored since 1991. All proceeds accrue to the Cape Town Cycle Tour Trust. The 
beneficiaries are the Rotary Club and the Pedal Power Association, which develops 
cycling in the Western Cape. Most proceeds are distributed to the communities and 
used in developing cycling. 

Again, however, sports sponsorship, with its clear marketing focus, is 
combined with development projects. The Rotary Club uses the proceeds to support 
projects such as: 
 

• Bicycling Empowerment Network, launched in 2002 to promote use of 
bicycles as low-cost transport and access to opportunity, employment and 
education; 

• Noluthando Youth Centre, under construction in Khayelitsha for disabled 
sports people; 

• Umtha Welanga, aimed at training foster parents and families to care for 
HIV/ Aids infected children; 

• a day care centre under construction at Tygerberg Hospice; 
• Learn to Earn, an empowerment project providing jobless people with the 

skills to find employment or set up small businesses; 
• an annual picnic and day of entertainment for 600 orphans; 
• a trauma centre under construction linked to the Kraaifontein Police Station 

where domestic violence victims can be accommodated until alternative 
arrangements for their welfare can be made. 

 
According to the Pick ’n Pay Legacy and Citizenship Review 2004, by supporting so 
many programmes in this indirect manner, Pick ’n Pay stays true to its commitment 
to social responsibility and sustainable development (Pick ’n Pay 2004). But it clearly 
does so in a way designed to enhance marketing impact. 

The company also funds arts and culture; community and rural 
development; and job creation. Its arts and culture programme includes the College 
of Magic, which trains youth in the art of magic. Many, it says, can provide for their 
families with these skills. Madesa is a design skills development programme: 
students are taught design, business and financial skills. Most find employment with 
well-established design companies, says the company (Pick ’n Pay 2004a). Mkhaya 
School of Music is a job creation project in which youths are taught traditional 
African dancing and how to play indigenous instruments, and through their skills 
earn a living. Students at the Goldsmith, Art and Design Training Project in 
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Atteridgeville, Tshwane, are taught jewellery making and design (Pick ’n Pay 
2004b). 

In theory, the company has clear criteria for deciding whether to give. 
Chamberlain says she receives requests daily and assesses these against a list of 
criteria developed by the Foundation, including its trustees. The general policy is to 
try to help as many people as possible. If a whole project cannot be supported, at 
least a part may be. Then the Foundation would try to leverage the rest from other 
sources using the company brand (Interview, Chamberlain). 

The first step is to assess whether a request is regional or national. If it is 
regional, it will be referred to a regional office; if it is national, Chamberlain will be 
involved in the assessment. A clearly written proposal with budget and objectives is 
needed, a clear description of the project: background to the project as well as the 
geographic area it is meant to serve. Finally, the proposal must reflect on impact and 
expected outcome. Projects must have a reasonable business plan and must describe 
who will benefit, whether they have bought into the project, whether it has 
networked linkages in the community, how the community will participate, how 
many people will be employed, sustainability details, performance indicators, and 
how and when the company will view project performance. Beneficiaries must be 
willing to accept involvement from the Foundation but must be able to operate 
independently. If the project is ‘for profit’, it must disclose the nature and extent of 
profits, who the stakeholders are, and to whom surpluses are to be distributed 
(Interview, Chamberlain). 

 
Projects are not considered if they involve: 

• competitions; 
• tours - whether educational or not; 
• functions; 
• transport; 
• political organisations; 
• individuals; 
• infrastructure and buildings (unless part of a development project); 
• projects outside the borders of South Africa. 

 
Where capacity for administration or finances is lacking, the foundation often 
capacitates the group by bringing in someone to train them. It will also visit projects 
which are already in place to peruse their books and see if they are sustainable. Once 
a recommendation has been made, all the foundation trustees review the 
information supplied to them by Chamberlain, and measure it against the vision and 
mission of the company and the Foundation. A meeting is then held to discuss this 
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with the trustees and a decision is made (Interview, Chamberlain). According to 
Emmet, two kinds of funding are provided – for projects below and above R50 000 
(Interview, Emmet 3.08.04). 

The criteria seem detailed, but do not go much beyond specifying the 
context in which gut feel can be exercised: beyond the rather broad list of what is 
excluded, they would be of little use to an applicant trying to determine what the 
company would support. 

The projects are, therefore, highly eclectic and, in some cases, well off the 
‘beaten track’ of current corporate giving: there are surely few firms which would 
sponsor a college of magic. The criteria employed to make decisions are vague and 
seem to amount to little more than a sense that a particular project is a ‘worthy 
cause’. This does seem to confirm the view that ‘whim’ or ‘gut feel’ plays a 
prominent part. However, the divide between Pick’n Pay’s ‘whimsy’, and 
‘professionalism’, may be less obvious than it seems. 

As noted above, the great irony of Pick ’n Pay’s approach is that it may be 
nearer the current ‘professionalisation’ norm than that of many other firms, 
including those who endorse the ‘professional’ approach. The key goal of its CSI 
seems to be to build a relationship with the shopping public, by raising its profile 
with consumers and projecting a caring image to enhance consumer awareness of 
and affection for its stores. Since this is intended to enhance consumer enthusiasm, 
prompting a decision to shop at one of its stores, Pick ’n Pay has indeed made CSI an 
integral part of its core business. It is worth noting that, when the company was the 
victim of an extortion campaign in mid-2000 - food was poisoned in an attempt to 
extract money from it - its share price actually rose slightly, a dividend, presumably, 
of its attempts to build relations with consumers over the years (Heese 2003:2). 

The imperatives of a retail business are, of course, fundamentally different 
from those of a gold mining company – for Pick’n Pay, the client base is all and 
‘publicity seeking’ CSI is central to the core business. If Pick’n Pay is fundamentally 
about image and its CSI an image-building exercise, then its CSI is close to the core 
business of the company. Indeed, while AngloGold Ashanti reports its CSI in a 
lengthy and carefully compiled Report to Society (AngloGold Ashanti 2003) and Pick 
’n Pay does not (although it may now be planning this), the latter seems to have 
made far more impact on the public consciousness. 

Significantly – and logically - working with government does not seem a 
Pick ’n Pay concern: there is little government involvement in its CSI. This is 
consistent with an approach which sees CSI, like most other company activities, as 
an attempt to burnish the relationship between it and its clientele. Wooing the 
customer, not the political authorities, lies at the centre of its strategy. And, while 
Ackerman was apparently happy to give a R50 000 cheque to the Business Trust, 
when he found out the formula he would have to comply with, Pick ’n Pay did not 
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join in. If CSI is about marketing, not winning the confidence of government and 
politicians, the Trust has little to offer it. 

Pick ’n Pay’s spending patterns may be good for the company, critics might 
reply, but not particularly good for the society, since they are not ‘developmental’. 
But who decides what is developmental? What evidence has shown conclusively 
that helping the government’s education department build rural schools is more 
developmental than teaching township youngsters to make jewellery, dance – or, for 
that matter, become magicians? And, if our argument made elsewhere is accepted 
(Friedman, Hudson and Mackay forthcoming) – that the key social function of CSI 
should be to fund projects and activities others will ignore - Pick ’n Pay’s proclivity 
for small projects may be more ‘developmental’ than some other companies’ interest 
in professionally administered educational projects. Certainly, the company does 
fund projects which no-one else seems willing to support. And so it is responsible 
for as much innovation as AngloGold Ashanti, or more. 

These arguments are not offered to lionise Pick ’n Pay’s model in contrast to 
that of AngloGold Ashanti. There are, of course, strong arguments for a rural schools 
programme or other more conventional development interventions. Since 
AngloGold is not a consumer-oriented company, it would not gain from the Pick ’n 
Pay approach. But there is surely no way in which the publicity-centred and 
idiosyncratic Pick ’n Pay approach can be shown to be less developmental than the 
‘professional’ approach. Indeed, as a way of advancing the interests of a retail 
company, it may be more considered than that of many other firms. And if it is 
accepted that innovation is the most important property of CSI, it clearly is an 
innovator. 

Pick ’n Pay’s case illustrates both that the divide between ‘whim’ and 
‘professionalism’ is much murkier than current analyses would have us believe – 
and that ‘whim’ may have just as much claim to developmental impact as 
‘professionalised’ corporate giving. 

There are signs that Pick ’n Pay too may be ‘professionalising’ its CSI and 
social responsibility. A report in 2004 on its plans to introduce an employment 
equity programme notes too that ‘Pick ’n Pay’s latest annual report is the first in 
which it has begun to measures its performance with a “triple bottom line”’ 
Ackerman and his CEO, Sean Summers, have been quoted as saying that the group 
also intends to work towards compliance with global reporting initiative standards 
and plans to have information about its CSI independently verified (Mathews 2004). 
Ironically, the analysis presented here suggests that this ‘professionalisation’ could 
reduce the effectiveness of its CSI. 
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4. Conclusion 
To a degree, the case studies confirm the conventional wisdom. 

AngloGold’s decision to fund political parties does confirm its reputation as 
a pioneer. Godsell and his senior staff with responsibility for CSI were able to talk at 
length about their vision of a symbiotic relationship between a community and a 
mining company and of the difficulty of trying to enforce this in a context where the 
head office vision had to be merged with the concerns of mine management. Its 
social investment fund is presided over by trustees who carefully consider 
applications. A clear policy gives priority to communities in which company mines 
operate, and Hollesen is charged with evaluating CSI interventions by mines and 
ensuring that adequate explanations for decisions are submitted to his office – and 
that those who cannot adequately account are coaxed into taking defensible 
decisions. The Social Summit does show a desire to harmonise CSI within the 
corporation. By contrast, Pick ’n Pay spending seems not to be underpinned by a 
vision based on a particular understanding of society and development needs. 

But a closer look suggests that the difference between the two is not nearly 
as great as it seems. Not all AngloGold’s funding decisions seem consistent with 
policy – funding for universities, for example. All significant funding decisions are 
filtered through Godsell and three other executives (Interview, Simelane). Critics 
complain that procedures are ignored when funding is needed for projects close to 
the chair’s heart. While support to universities is clearly necessary, there are no 
‘objective’ criteria which can demonstrate its superiority over any of Pick ’n Pay’s 
projects. 

This analysis, then, points to the dangers of drawing a stark contrast 
between ‘whim’ and ‘professionalism’ by demonstrating how much ‘whim’ is 
employed by the company regarded by its peers as the most ‘professional’ in the 
business. AngloGold is hardly the only company which seems to find it difficult to 
make decisions based on considered policy alone – the problem is almost universal. 
This is illustrated by the ‘Madiba Schools’ – schools built at the request of former 
president Mandela. Not a single interviewee suggested that they were an 
appropriate contribution to development, and all those who considered their CSI 
more professional acknowledged that their policy did not provide for giving in 
response to requests by saintly individuals. And yet just about all acknowledged 
having funded one of these schools (interestingly, AngloGold Ashanti and Pick ’n 
Pay are notable exceptions, suggesting that their particular brands of ‘whim’ 
produce decisions which depart from the corporate norm). 

These cases seem to confirm that ‘the chairman’s whim’ may be a far more 
inescapable feature of CSI decision-making than current orthodoxy suggests. 
Corporations are not parliamentary democracies: their chief executives are, despite 
accountability to shareholders, expected to exercise far wider prerogatives than 
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those afforded to elected politicians. They are expected to take charge of decisions 
and be judged by their results rather than their responsiveness or accountability. It is 
therefore perhaps inevitable that, where a CSI decision seems essential to company 
well-being, the chief executive will insist that it is made, whether or not policy 
allows for it. 

Second, most companies’ relationship with the society and its governing 
elite make them vulnerable to special pleading or personalised appeals. Most are 
white-owned businesses considered to have benefited from apartheid and are 
therefore under some pressure to show they are committed to a democratic South 
Africa. This raises the stakes of saying ‘no’ to politicians and activists. They are also 
almost certain to receive repeated requests because the society's past has, for 
complex reasons, produced a widespread assumption that appeals to the largesse of 
business are often preferable to legislation if resources are needed (Matlou 2001). 

Third, the divide between ‘whim’ and considered decision may be 
exceedingly thin, not only because, as noted earlier, some ‘professional’ decisions 
may be disguised ‘whim’, but also because ‘whim’ may be less whimsical than it 
seems. We have already dwelt on the first issue. To fellow intellectuals, Godsell’s 
preference for a party funding formula which privileges opposition parties may 
appear the result of a sophisticated assessment of the environment, while 
Ackerman’s projects may seem designed simply to attract publicity to his company. 
But Ackerman’s preferences may be less arbitrary than current understandings 
would suggest. One interviewee suggests that business people (like other people) 
are motivated by a desire to impress those whose opinions they value or whose 
approval is important to them, whether for strategic or psychological reasons – CSI 
decisions are, she suggests, prompted by an assessment of what that target audience 
values (Interview, Favis 5.10.03). In this view, the decisions of a ‘whimsical’ chair are 
not simply impulses but assessments of what the audience important to the chair 
values. Given Pick ’n Pay’s assiduous attempts to demonstrate its friendliness to 
consumers, its chairman’s ‘whim’ may be an attempt to appeal to the average 
shopper rather than the political scientist or development professional. Whereas 
other decision-makers may be motivated by a desire to win approval from people of 
a similar background and social status or of politicians whose goodwill is assumed 
to be necessary. There is nothing arbitrary about this – decisions are a product of 
social networks, cultural backgrounds and strategic calculations. Thus, if we know 
the criteria used by a particular decision-maker, we may be able to develop an 
accurate account of their likely CSI decisions. In Ackerman’s case, it is clearly a sense 
of what ‘the average shopper’ wants and the company’s commercial record suggests 
that it is an uncannily accurate assessment. 
 Since there is little consensus in SA on which interventions work and which 
do not, we have no way of demonstrating that a CSI decision taken as a result of a 
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chance conversation at a cocktail reception is any less able to produce development 
than one taken by a sociologist turned business executive. While we may expect 
Godsell’s or Keeton’s training to better equip them to understand the environment 
in which they are spending than that of a person skilled in retailing, the academy’s 
record in development is hardly a glorious one, and it remains possible that the 
considered approach is producing sophisticated mistakes, the arbitrary one inspired 
interventions. It may be worth noting here that, while O’Dowd’s Chairman’s Fund is 
seen as the pioneer of ‘professional’ giving, he is honoured partly for the quality of 
his ‘gut feel’: ‘He was able to recognise and support good ideas, often on gut feel.’ 
His instinct, it is said, has won the respect of key beneficiaries (Interview, G. Keeton 
4.12.03). In the view of one interviewee, effective CSI ‘is about feel, not 
science’(Interview, Appelbaum 5.05.04). 

The implication of this analysis is not to preach an unalloyed laissez faire 
theory of giving, one in which no decision can ever be said to be superior to another. 
It is, rather, to argue for the importance of diversity in approaches rather than 
attempting to shoehorn CSI into a single, ‘professional’ paradigm. A simple 
relativism would hold that there is no way of distinguishing between the effects of 
CSI approaches. The attitude proposed here rejects this because it insists that it is 
possible to establish which approaches bring greater welfare to beneficiaries and 
more benefit to society. But it insists, too, that this can only be demonstrated by 
experience and that experimentation is possible only if a wide diversity of 
approaches is encouraged. It could, therefore, be argued that ‘the chairman’s whim’ 
is not only inescapable but, in a sense, desirable if, by encouraging a diversity of 
perspectives, it leads to a wider array of approaches to giving. The stress on 
‘professionalism’ may, therefore, be discouraging innovation. And if, as this analysis 
has argued, innovation rather than ‘professionalisation’ is the key to CSI capable of 
enhancing development, then ‘professionalism’ which encourages adherence to 
current intellectual fads – or government preoccupations – detracts from the 
effectiveness and development impact of CSI. 

Most important of all, then, Godsell’s decision to fund political parties and 
Pick ’n Pay’s ‘whimsical’ funding of cyclists or magicians share an important 
property – they innovate, providing funding for that which would otherwise not be 
supported. In this way, they open up more possibilities to society and ensure a more 
diverse, more creative, and potentially more sustainable environment. They both do 
this by deploying ‘whim’, albeit in different contexts and of different sorts, the one 
based on social analysis and political preference, the other on marketing ‘feel’. If a 
multiplicity of ‘whims’ also means a range of innovative projects spanning the full 
range of the South African social experience, then the two case studies illustrate why 
we need more, not less, CSI ‘whim’. 
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