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Abstract 

. 
“Between Corporate Philanthropy and Development: A Nexus of Funding Strategies 

for Achieving Optimal Results” 
 

By Caitlin Blacklaws 

 

This thesis will examine the distribution of philanthropic corporate funds that are directed 
towards development projects. It assesses different strategies in which a corporation can 

choose to distribute its earmarked financial contributions towards international 
development projects. Further, through the evaluation of corporations’ distribution of 

funds, this thesis will identify three types of funding strategies: The Fully Dependent and 
Controlled Strategy, that allows a corporation to attach the sale of its product to a 

philanthropic initiative; The Distinct but Controlled Strategy, whereby philanthropic 
projects are funded under the umbrella of the corporation through a philanthropic wing or 
arm; and, The Functionally Independent Strategy, defined as a philanthropic foundation 
funded by a corporation, where the former is a separate legal entity. This thesis argues 

that the funding and legal structure that clearly separates the philanthropic decision 
making and implementation efforts from those of the sponsoring corporation, is the best 

alternative to minimize the potentially negative impacts and maximize the potentially 
positive impacts that, according to the literature, philanthropic efforts can have on their 

beneficiaries through development projects. 
 

November 13, 2015. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1 Introduction  

Philanthropy has become a fashionable tool used by celebrities, corporations, and 

social elites to fund and engage with a range of development issues. Due to the vast 

capital at their disposal, they are able to leverage their funds to a marketable advantage by 

supporting developmental projects of their choosing in the Global South. Philanthropy is 

not a new idea; rather, it emerged in a precursory form in the early nineteenth century 

when Christian organizations would utilize funds to help the poor.1 However, since then, 

philanthropy has dramatically shifted.  Andrew Carnegie and John D Rockefeller were 

two of the first individuals that began to focus on corporate-sourced philanthropy in the 

early 1900s. Carnegie argued that it was crucial for large wealthy entities, such as 

corporations, to transfer funds to help the poor, disabled and elderly, as an extracurricular 

activity.2 Rockefeller, similar to Carnegie, called for a corporate philanthropic model that 

would result in empowering the poor and dissolving any barriers faced by marginalized 

populations.3 However, philanthropy has more recently grown from the ‘rich helping the 

poor’ to a strategy employed by wealthy individuals and corporations, to satisfy their own 

strategic-interests.4 Thus, the purpose of this thesis is to explore this shift and aims at 

examining what methods or strategies corporations currently utilize when directing their 

philanthropic funds towards development projects.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Lisa Ann Richey and Stefano Ponte, Brand Aid: Shopping Well to Save the World, (Minneapolis: 
Quadrant, 2009): 125.  
2 Richey and Ponte, Brand Aid, 125.  
3 Ibid., 125. 
4 Gavin Fridell and Martijin Konings (Eds.), Age of Icons: Exploring Philantropcapitalism in the 
Contemporary World, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2013): 7-8. 



	  

5	  

There are two central concepts that need to be defined for this thesis: philanthropy 

and capitalism. While philanthropy is an encompassing and complex term that can refer 

to an array of actions, this thesis will only be focusing its efforts on transnational 

corporate philanthropy, which can be defined generally as a transfer of capital or 

resources from a corporation to developing communities through diverse pathways. 

Transnational corporate philanthropy is an approach or act of a multi-national company or 

a company with international links using its resources to fund projects and programming 

directed at improving the welfare of others and/or providing a form of ‘public good’.5  

Throughout this thesis when using the term philanthropy it is referring to the 

transnational corporate variant, as opposed to celebrity philanthropy or other forms, 

unless stated otherwise. In addition, the term capitalism is used throughout this thesis, 

thereby requiring a clear definition. Often development critics of philanthropy use this 

particular term as a blanket reference to neoliberal capitalism, which they argue can be 

utilized to explain the current contemporary capitalist model. This neoliberal capitalism 

model advocates for economic liberalization, privatization, free trade, and the enhanced 

role of the private sector. When referencing capitalism, this thesis will be relying on an 

objective definition of neoliberal capitalism, drawing specifically on its core branches of 

financialization and globalization, which are premised off the circulation of monetary 

assets, the accumulation of profits, and corporate ownership of money.6  

Although this thesis is specifically examining corporate philanthropy, which 

includes corporate giving and external philanthropic endowments, it is essential to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Erin Ehrlich, “Defining Corporate philanthropy,” Double the Donation, Published September 2013, 
https://doublethedonation.com/blog/2013/09/defining-corporate-philanthropy/. (Accessed July 1, 2015).  
6 John Scott and Gordon Marshall, Dictionary of Sociology 
 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009): 60.  



	  

6	  

contextualize this theme within the larger framework of development and global aid. 

Although international institutions, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), states, and 

corporate donors are all players in the realm of development, this paper will explore but 

the private sector and their wide breadth of engagement modalities. The Hudson 

Institute’s 2013 Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittance further breaks down the 

role played by the private sector in the arena of global development aid. The Index begins 

by outlining that the financial flows between developed and developing countries have 

significantly changed in the last 40 years, now with over 80 percent stemming from the 

private sector and only 20 percent directly sourced from governments.7 In 2011, the total 

private sector philanthropy contributions originating from Development Assistance 

Committee (DAC) countries alone was US$59 billion.8 The Index furthers this analysis 

by breaking down the total philanthropic funds that were directed by corporations and 

external foundations. The Index cites that from 2010-2011 American philanthropic 

foundations, both public and private, and corporations gave US$4.6 billion and US$7.6 

billion to developing countries respectively.9 When examining the flow of funds, not 

international specific but also including domestic giving, American corporations and 

foundations gave significantly more. The National Philanthropic Trust outlines that in 

2014, foundations gave US$53.7 billion, up by 8.2 percent, while corporations 

contributed US$17.7 billion, up by 13.7 percent from 2013 both domestically and 

internationally.10 Outside the United States, the Index makes note that in 2010 Japanese 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 Hudson Institute, “The Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances,” Center for Global Prosperity, 
(2013).  
8 Hudson Institute, “The Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances,” 5.  
9 Ibid., 9.  
10 National Philanthropic Trust, “Charitable Giving Statistics,” http://www.nptrust.org/philanthropic-
resources/charitable-giving-statistics/ (Accessed August 15, 2015).  
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philanthropic contributions to international development amounted to over US$5.5 billion, 

significantly higher than the US$467 million that was provided to the OECD-DAC fund 

by the Japanese government.11  

  To place these numbers in context, the World Health Organization (WHO) 

projects that in 2016-2017 they will budget nearly US$4.4 billion to their focus areas of 

operation, outlining that this is an increase of US$236 million from the previous 2014-

2015 budget.12  The WHO’s budgetary allowance per year from member states is 

comparable to that of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, which has total net assets of 

over US$42.9 billion and, in 2014 alone, provided a total of US$ 3.9 billion to health 

related development programming.13  

Continuing this brief comparative analysis, USAID, one of the largest aid and 

development organizations in the world, highlights that although their total assets are 

valued at over US$34 billion, in 2014 they would spend but a third, at US$11.6 billion.14 

Although this is substantial, the above examples demonstrate the material resource and 

monetary contributions that corporations and private sector philanthropic actors provide 

to on-going international development and aid efforts. This thesis focuses its analysis 

specifically on this trend, arguing that while transnational corporate philanthropy is only a 

portion of total global aid distribution, it is, however, a burgeoning force and substantially 

relevant player in development endeavours, which necessitates further analysis. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Hudson Institute, “The Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances,” 11. 
12 World Health Organization, “Proposed Programme Budget 2016-2017,” Published April 30, 2015, 
http://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/WHA68/A68_7-en.pdf?ua=1 (Accessed August 2015).  
13 Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, “Foundation Fact Sheet,” http://www.gatesfoundation.org/Who-We-
Are/General-Information/Foundation-Factsheet (Accessed August 2015).  
14 USAID, “Ending Extreme Poverty: Agency Financial Report Fiscal Year 2014,” 
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1868/USAID_FY2014AFR.pdf (Accessed August 
2015): 29.  
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Of note, this is not to argue that these private sector actors are the primary or 

dominate source of funding in international development, but rather that they do give a 

large amount of capital internationally. The United Nations (UN) outlines that although 

the role of private and public foundations play a significant role in international 

development, they cannot compare to the net worth of Official Development Assistance 

that reached over US$135.2 billion in 2013.15  Indeed, data on private sector philanthropic 

contributions to international development is sorely lacking; The 2013 Index of Global 

Philanthropy and Remittance argues that emerging economies, such as Brazil, China, 

India, and South Africa, continue to be information black holes, due to their nature of 

governance and transparency, public reporting requirements, and their being both new 

and growing players. Thus, it can be difficult to find and measure the exact flow of 

philanthropic funds from foundations and corporations.16  

1.2 The Rise of Corporate Dominance 

When discussing the vast contributions from companies, through their 

philanthropic endeavours, there is a need to outline the growth in transnational corporate 

dominance to draw attention to how they have become global actors. In the early 1980s, 

with the implementation and continued Western governmental support of neoliberal 

policies, the state became a fostering environment for corporate growth.17 At the core of 

neoliberal policies is the emphasis on private-sector led economy growth, significant cuts 

on public spending, privatization of state and public entities, and the elimination of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 OECD, “Development Aid Stable in 2014 but Flows to Poorest Countries Still Falling,” 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/development-aid-stable-in-2014-but-flows-to-poorest-countries-still-
falling.htm (Accessed Sept 27, 2015).    
16 Hudson Institute, “The Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances,” 12.  
17 Fridell and Konings, 2013, 7-8.   



	  

9	  

regulations that limit the flow of trade and international investment.18  For example, every 

decade since the implementation of neoliberal policies in the early 1980s, foreign direct 

investment (FDI) tripled.19 In this context, FDI is important to examine because it is 

connected to the rise of corporate material wealth, influence, and power, which has 

fostered their financial ability to fund international development projects. Thus, the total 

of FDI in the 1930s was at a relatively small US$41.6 million but by the 1990s it reached 

an all time high of US$1.704 billion.20 This dramatic increase in FDI shows how the 

progression of neoliberal policies has shifted emphasis from state led economic 

intervention to market driven growth, thereby ensuring a lesser role for states, which in 

turn allowed corporations to accumulate significant financial resources and power. It is 

these policies that have shaped the political and economic frameworks that are still 

followed today, leading to an omnipresent manifestation of global capitalism.21 While 

within the current system of capitalism, the average income has soared for a selected few, 

it has only contributed to a growing gap between the rich and poor.22  The International 

Labour Organization (ILO) states that between 1990 and 2005 over two-thirds of 

countries faced a rise in income inequality.23 In addition, Oxfam International released a 

report that outlines that by 2016 the top one percent of the world’s population will own 

more than half of the global wealth. Further, since 2011 the top 80 individuals have 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 Fridell and Konings (Eds.), Age of Icons, 7-8. 
19 Alan Hedley, “Transnational Corporations and their Regulations: Issues and Strategies,” International 
Journal of Communication Systems, 2 (1999): 215.  
20 Hedley, “Transnational Corporations and their Regulations,” 216. 
21 Matthew Bishop and Michael Green, Philanthrocapitalism: How Giving Can Save the World (New York: 
Bloomsbury Press 2008):15. 
22 Fridell and Konings, Age of Icons, 8.  
23 Ibid. 
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doubled their wealth.24  In addition, the combined wealth of the top twenty richest citizens 

in the world now equates to a combined GDP of the forty-nine least developed 

countries.25 It is these wealthy ‘tycoons’ and corporate elites that have the ability to fund 

philanthropic development projects. The development aid agenda has begun to shift due 

to the increased influence and breadth of capitalism. As several states began to provide 

less support to social services and development issues, corporations have begun to fill the 

gaps, particularly as non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and official development 

organizations have now had to turn towards profitable firms for funding, as opposed to 

sourcing funding from robust national development budgets which have since been 

reduced in most OECD-DAC countries.  Although not the central focus of this thesis, it is 

noteworthy that there are numerous reasons why corporations are filling the gaps left over 

by state funders. For example, neoliberal critics argue that the primary reason 

corporations participate in philanthropy is because of the financial benefits they receive.26 

A more nuanced approach would argue that branding instils a positive image of the 

corporation with their consumers, therefore becoming the main reason why the company 

would fund development.27 However, there is extensive literature that argues corporate 

philanthropy is distinct from self-motivation, and rather it is practiced by those who only 

want to ‘do good’ for the world.28 The range of reasoning and rationale regarding the 

reasons corporations fund development projects is a complex and convoluted topic, and 

although not explored in this thesis it can act as a starting point for future research.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 Laura Kiesel, “The 1% Will Own Half of Global Wealth by 2016, but Oxfam Has a Plan to Even Things 
Out,” Mainstreet, Published May 7, 2015, https://www.mainstreet.com/article/the-1-will-own-half-of-
global-wealth-by-2016-but-oxfam-has-a-plan-to-even-things-out (Accessed September 19, 2015).  
25 Fridell and Konings, Age of Icons, 9.   
26 Ibid. 
27 Richey and Ponte, Brand Aid.  
28 Bishop and Green, Philanthrocapitalism.  
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To further outline corporate dominance, on July 26, 2000, then-United Nations 

Secretary-General Kofi Annan introduced a Global Compact, which would become one 

of the world’s largest corporate citizenship initiatives.29  Annan explained that through 

this initiative, the market and the role of corporations in development would be given a 

‘human face’. Thus, this voluntary strategy would support corporations adopting 

sustainable and responsible approaches to their business strategies. The Compact was 

launched with the support of several corporations, UN agencies, and a range of NGOs. 

The UN’s concept of partnership with corporations was furthered at the OECD’s South 

Korea Forum in 2011, where Ban Ki-Moon, the current Secretary- General of the United 

Nations, explained that ‘partnership is the way’ with the private sector in development, 

and that there must be conversations between governments, communities, private 

enterprises, and philanthropic and non-governmental organizations surrounding this 

partnership.30 Although the Global Compact focuses on responsible and sustainable 

approaches to development, and not specifically corporate philanthropy, this 

announcement by Ki-Moon further emphasizes the importance that has been placed, at 

least at the level of multilateral representative organizations, on the role of private sector 

actors in development.  

Further cementing the rise and recognition of corporation inclusion in 

international development through philanthropy by multinational entities is the Post-2015 

Development Agenda set by the United Nations to follow the Millennium Development 

Goals (MDGs). The Post-2015 Agenda includes the role of philanthropy and the private 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29 Andreas Rasche, “A Necessary Supplement: What the United Nations Global Compact is and is Not,” 
Business and Society, 48.4 (2009): 514.  
30 OECD, “Bussan Forth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness: Proceedings,” 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/Final%20file.pdf (Accessed November 8, 2014).  
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sector in its future goals for development, with the implication that there must be a 

presence from the private sector to achieve sustainable development despite not 

specifying what that presence may actually entail.31 Initially, with the implementation of 

the MDGs in 2000, philanthropy was not directly included in any goal that the 

Declaration outlined to reduce poverty.32  Although Goal 8 does focus on co-operation 

with the private sector, the collaboration between philanthropic donors and states was not 

present. The Post-2015 goals, however, now explicitly include representatives from 

philanthropic organizations and the private sector to strengthen development cooperation 

for the future development agenda. The United Nations Economic and Social Council 

will play an important role in the monitoring and implementation of the Post-2015 

Development Agenda and they have outlined the need for civil society, philanthropic 

organizations, and the private sector to be all directly involved in the framing and 

application of a future development agenda.33  

The current neoliberal economic system fosters a conducive environment which 

corporate actors can leverage to pursue (often self-interested) philanthropic endeavours, 

an approach that is often accepted and supported as an answer to this set of issues by a 

range of international agencies and organizations. In addition, the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has released articles that focus on the 

need to integrate corporations in decision-making regarding international development. 

As one of their representatives, Michael Green explains that in the past, private donors 

and states have kept each other at ‘arms length,’ meaning, that they would not build and 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31 United Nations, “Millennium Development Goals and Post-2015 Development Agenda,” 
http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/about/mdg.shtml (Accessed November 8, 2014). 
32 United Nations Millennium Projects, “What They Are,” http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/goals/ 
(Accessed July 1, 2015).   
33 United Nations, “Millennium Development Goals and Post-2015 Development Agenda.”  
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execute development strategies together. Today, however, it is asserted that philanthropy 

is becoming a central part of ‘global efforts’ to support and fund development. Indeed, the 

OECD argues that the success of future development projects and the management of 

these two actor-types will dictate future partnerships and progress in regards to 

development, for it is corporations that are funding the initiatives.34   

At face value, corporate philanthropy could be seen as a positive development in 

international aid architecture, for they are facilitating the flow of funds towards 

development projects but, as one might expect, there are numerous critiques and 

associated risks with the private sector becoming lead actors in the international 

development sector. With the escalation of philanthropy being recognized by 

international development organizations, it is central to examine how corporations are 

funding development projects. Recently philanthropy has been declared a ‘win-win’ for 

both the corporation and the recipients, however has been debated by both critics and 

enthusiasts.35  

1.3 Research Objectives and Research Question  

Corporations are funding and implementing philanthropic projects around the 

world, becoming more financially and materially influential players on the international 

development stage. It is therefore vital to examine and understand how they are funding 

development projects. Through an extensive literature review previously completed by 

Arthur Gautier and Anne-Claire Pache, published in 2013, on the role of corporate 

philanthropy and development, it is clear that the topic of funding strategies continues to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34 Michael Green, “Philanthropy and Official Development Assistance,” OECD and NET FWD, Published 
2014, 
http://www.oecd.org/site/netfwd/Philanthropy%20and%20Official%20Development%20Assistance%20A
%20Clash%20of%20Civilisations.pdf.  (Accessed November 9, 2014).  
35 Bishop and Green, Philanthrocapitalism. 
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sorely lack an invested research effort. 36 The authors explain that it is necessary to 

distinguish between different funding strategies, as often each approach is followed by a 

corporation for distinct reasons, as each strategy has a different relationship with the 

company’s structure and the decision making process. Thus, Gautier and Pache argue 

there is a need to further examine the different funding strategies followed by companies 

in order to address this academic literature gap, and provide an understanding of the core 

components of how transnational corporations are funding philanthropic development 

projects.37 As such, this thesis works to answer the following research questions: by what 

methods or strategies today do corporations fund international development projects and 

initiatives, and how might one method or strategy be more consequential to and impactful 

for international development, given the current global economic system? 

The following thesis will aim at addressing this research or “knowledge” gap 

outlined by Gautier and Pache by looking at several case studies of how transnational 

corporations, define, prescribe, and manifest their (self) interests through the vehicle of 

philanthropy. By doing so, it aims to frame a taxonomy of the main funding structures 

used by corporations to fund international development projects. As such, this thesis 

argues for and conceptualizes a thematic breakdown of this research area as three primary 

funding strategies that corporations follow when they fund philanthropic development 

initiatives. Breaking corporate philanthropy into distinct strategies allows for necessary 

separation between different funding tactics. This fosters further investigation by this 

project into the benefits and drawbacks of each strategy, through the application of 

existing research by both corporate-led development enthusiasts and skeptics on the need 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36 Arthur Gautier and Anne-Claire Pache, “Research on Corporate Philanthropy: A Review and Assessment,” 
J Bus Ethics, 343 (2015): 363.  
37 Gautier and Pache, “Research on Corporate Philanthropy, 363.  
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of philanthropy to fill funding gaps leftover by government and traditional donors. As 

such, this thesis’ literature review will outline central debates, proponent arguments, and 

essential objections on and of philanthropy, breaking down the rhetoric and underscoring 

both positive and negative realities. While providing evidence for the existence of three 

common corporate-led strategies of funding development, this thesis will expand on 

authors whom have opted in their own research for a rudimentary, broad-strokes 

understanding of corporate philanthropy based on a binary position of it being either 

‘good’ or ‘bad’. Building directly from specific case studies presented for each funding 

strategy, the thesis argues that this field of study must now begin to take a more nuanced 

approach to understanding different funding strategies or risk oversimplification of the 

issue as a whole. Each case study will be reflected back to broad debates of the field, 

demonstrating how previous authors have succeeded or failed in their analysis, based on 

their aggregation of the methods by which corporations and private sector actors fund 

international development.  

Following the literature review, Chapter 3 is dedicated to analyzing the first 

identified corporate-led funding for development: The Fully Dependent and Controlled 

Strategy. By utilizing and investigating the example of TOMS and the methodological 

approach of the RED Campaign, it will be demonstrated that the first strategy is defined 

as the fundamental marriage of corporate financial gain, and a development brand. In this 

regard, a corporation builds its existence and overall business model on ‘selling 

development,’ and is thus unable to separate its organizational structure from the cause. 

Subsequently, Chapter 4 focuses on a second funding approach, termed The Distinct but 

Controlled Strategy. Through a detailed exploration of the philanthropic work done by 
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Coca Cola, this section argues that this strategy is comprised of a company and a 

philanthropic wing that are directly, both ideologically and physically, tied to one another. 

It is revealed that the corporation under this second strategy will persistently remain at the 

centre of decision making, sharing resources, and framing and setting the agenda of its 

Philanthropic wing. Finally, Chapter 5 outlines the positive and negative aspects that arise 

from a third strategy, when a corporation funds, but remains at arms length, 

organizationally distinct, physically independent, but ideologically similar to a related 

philanthropic foundation. Using the case study of the MasterCard Foundation, I argue that 

this third corporate funding strategy, although still problematic for some in the continuing 

debate on philanthropy, is the best possible and available option given the dynamics and 

characteristics of the current global capitalist system and the on-going interventions by 

private sector actors in international development.  

Due to the limited size and scope of this thesis, it is noteworthy to address that this 

paper does not exclusively focus on whether corporations are inherently altruistic or ‘evil’ 

nor on the individual, negative actions taken by companies when working in developing 

countries, although both are broached as part of critical perspective analysis and review. 

This thesis focuses instead, and specifically, on three possible funding strategies that 

corporations can and do follow when participating in international development. It is not 

an evaluation of whether corporate ‘giving’ is good or bad, but rather exploring how that 

giving is organized and takes place.  

1.4 Methodology  

In order to fulfill the research questions, this thesis will use a qualitative research 

methodology approach, complemented with the use of comparative analysis. I will work 
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to establish a baseline of corporate philanthropy through a meta-evaluation of existing 

literature. I will utilize literature from previously conducted investigations by academic 

sources, media outlets, independent international organization and observer reports, and 

publicly available corporate documentation and data sets to provide a baseline knowledge 

survey on the status of corporate philanthropy today. Further, using secondary source 

material allows this thesis to explore the debate surrounding philanthropy from the 

perspectives of corporate enthusiasts and private sector development skeptics and 

detractors. This spectrum approach will then be applied to each funding strategy to 

highlight the outcomes and opportunities received and obtained by both funders and 

recipients.  

Through this qualitative thesis, I will primarily draw upon secondary source 

materials when analysing ‘corporate philanthropy.’ Through the following discussion it 

will become clear that there are several pervasive gaps in current literature surrounding 

the governance structures that corporations follow when directing and diffusing their 

philanthropic capital. Based on these gaps and the research conducted for this thesis, I 

have created three distinct funding strategies which I argue are critical to understand 

when examining the role of corporate philanthropy in development. Via the use of case 

studies, I will make consistent reference to both the governance and financial structures of 

each of my strategies while also drawing reader attention to four additional elements of 

analysis: the role of the consumer in relation to the corporation and its philanthropic 

projects; the flexibility of a corporation’s ability to fund different types of projects; 

whether the corporation’s actions address symptoms or root causes of development 

issues; and, related brand and/or market development.  
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George Steinmetz explains that often qualitative research methodology is 

critiqued by positivists and incommensurablists for not being a scientific method. 

However, in the social science it has been proven to be an extremely useful approach.38 

Steinmetz explains that case studies and small-n comparisons should be seen as a, 

“privileged form of sociological analysis, due to the ontological peculiarities of the 

social.”39 Simply put, comparison studies correspond to events and social structures that 

can depict and illustrate the details and qualities of studied societies while allowing 

qualitative research to obtain a certain level of scientificity.40  Further, the use of 

comparisons have become a base of social science research as they allow for investigation 

into multiple examples, which supports the research in drawing out reoccurring patterns 

and similarities. The construction of sociological knowledge does not stem strictly from 

quantitative research; rather it encompasses aspects from many case studies, comparisons 

and theories. Therefore, this thesis will use a qualitative comparison of corporations 

funding development projects.  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

In order to understand the complex concept of corporate philanthropy, it is 

important to review existing literature including core arguments from both detractors and 

enthusiasts of this area of practice. This chapter will trace the use of different 

terminologies, arguments, and theoretic approaches, outlined by a range of literature, in 

order to deconstruct corporation philanthropy and its role in development. It will be 

broken into two main sections. First, there will be a review of literature that argues for the 

fundamental importance of philanthropy in development today. This section will 

investigate the arguments that philanthropy is a central funding mechanism for 

development projects and that it can positively fill material, financial, and resource gaps 

left by states as they withdraw from social spending. The second section will examine 

critical arguments that break down the ‘fantasy’ that corporate philanthropy is a positive 

evolution in international development practice. Although this thesis focuses specifically 

on corporate philanthropy, celebrity philanthropy is often referenced as it holds several 

similar tenets. 

2.1 The Defense of Corporate Philanthropy  

“Despite the economic crisis, philanthrocapitalism remains a vital 
force with the potential to transform how society solves its toughest 
problems.”41 
 

When corporations enter into global development initiatives they are often viewed 

with skepticism. Former U.S. President Bill Clinton argues, however, that it is through 

these philanthropic initiatives that corporations and the elite are able to transfer their 

private capital into advancing the public good, and as such, they should be embraced and 
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supported.42 Bill Clinton adds his voice to the growing chorus of commentaries which 

suggest that philanthropy from private elites or corporations is essential, although, he 

does argue that states and their role should still be prioritized as they formulate the laws, 

regulations, programs, and policies.43 The former President draws on several examples to 

show how philanthropy has been successful, funding projects that states have not been 

able or willing to do themselves. Clinton states that philanthropy has ‘‘the capacity to do 

great things’’ and corporations can use their capital to ‘‘save the world.’’44 In the book, 

Philanthrocapitalism, Matthew Bishop and Michael Green argue that in today’s economy, 

the act of philanthropy is crucial to fill the gaps where government financial support is 

limited, thus necessitating the work of many celebrities and large corporations in global 

development initiatives. Philanthrocapitalism, according to Bishop and Green, is using 

the tools of money-making to end poverty. They note that “politicians have elections to 

worry about, company bosses have their shareholders, and most NGOs are in constant 

fundraising mode. Philanthropists have no one to answer to.”45 Thus, they have both the 

financial means and opportunity to step in where governments have faltered or displayed 

inaction and provide new solutions to developmental projects across the globe.  

Adding to this, Robert Payton and Michael Moody promote the importance of 

philanthropy as a way to “make a difference,” particularly as a means to help with the 

realities of man-made or natural disasters. Often citizens in developing countries are at 

risk of not having the material resources at their disposal when hit with a natural disaster; 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42 Bishop and Green, Philanthrocapitalism, Forward.  
43 Bill Clinton, Giving: How Each of Us Can Change the World (New York and Toronto: Alfred Knopf): 
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44 Clinton, Giving.  
45 Bishop and Green, Philanthrocapitalism, 283.  
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Payton and Moody argue that philanthropy can fill these gaps.46 They suggest that if the 

state is unable to ‘step in’, philanthropy can be the response needed as these transnational 

corporate development actors have both the capital and ability. Along similar lines, 

Bishop and Green showcase the example of Wal-Mart and the company’s ‘exceptional’ 

response to hurricane Katrina in 2005. Wal-Mart’s Chief Executive Officer Lee Scott 

explains that due to the size and scope of the corporation, it was able to use its trade and 

shipping expertise to reach the hurricane victims faster than anyone, in order to provide 

clean water and supplies.47 Wal-Mart was able to use its pre-existing transport model to 

send over one hundred truckloads of free merchandise, water and food to the hurricane 

victims.48   

Building on a similar notion around philanthropy filling “gaps,” economist Jeffrey 

Sachs adds the argument that the rich should provide the financial support necessary to 

combat development problems in the Global South. According to Sachs the time for 

corporations and social elites “to do their special part” is when the states do not have the 

financial capacity.49 Sachs argues that market forces alone will not solve the problems of 

ending poverty, but rather there needs to be a focus on both public funding and 

transnational corporate philanthropy.50  

In response to the increased recognition of corporate philanthropic activity in the 

development sphere, founder and executive chairman of the World Economic Forum, 

Klaus Schwab outlines the importance of ‘‘global corporate citizenship.’’ He explains 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
46 Robert Payton and Michael Moody, Understanding Philanthropy: Its Meaning and Mission. 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2008): 63.   
47 Bishop and Green. Philanthrocapitalism, 189.  
48 Ibid., 187.  
49 Jeffrey Sachs, The End of Poverty: Economic Possibilities of Our Time (New York: The Penguin Press, 
2005): 346.  
50 Sachs, The End of Poverty, 367. 
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that due to diminishing state funding in this regard, corporations play an essential role in 

engaging with societies through development projects.51 He argues that if a corporation 

becomes a global citizen, through participating in philanthropic projects or social 

investments, it will be in its best interest and it will see financial returns. Further, Schwab 

argues that since state power has started to decline, the ‘sphere of influence’ for 

corporations and business has grown.52 Simply put, corporations must support global 

development because they trade with developing countries, and as such, it is directly in 

their interest to ensure a stable and reliable trading partner.53 Thus, Schwab asserts 

corporations have a “direct interest in helping to improve the state of the world.”54  

Agreeing, Peter Bernstein and Annalyn Swan suggest that although the work 

provided by governments is essential, philanthropy ensures that funds are flowing in 

directions that the state cannot provide due to their lack of networks and resources needed 

for certain development projects. 55  They further outline that in the United States, 

philanthropy is being used as a tactic to focus not on politics but on shaping policy  

“behind the scenes” by funding think tanks and projects which can generate new ideas 

around the world.56 

 Adding to the authors above, in the book Compassionate Capitalism, Marc 

Benioff and Karen Southwick showcase the importance of philanthropy as it provides 
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53 Ibid., 115. 
54 Ibid., 116. 
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their Fortunes (New York: Random House, 2008):16. 
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benefits to both a corporation and citizens.57 In it, the Chairman of the Hasbro Toy 

Company, Alan Hassenfeld, explains that if stakeholders and customers can see a 

corporation doing ‘good business,’ then they are likely to be more drawn to it.58  Bishop 

and Green reference this type of situation as a ‘win-win’ for both the corporation and 

funding and project recipients.59  Conducive to capitalist economy, a selected few make 

large amounts of capital, which in turn gives them the ability to put some of it to ‘good 

use’ through philanthropic projects. Bishop and Green explain that these projects then 

cause the corporation or individual to promote the ‘positive development work’ they are 

funding, leading the consumer to further support them, creating a cyclical feedback 

system. Thus, philanthropy can be seen as a significant benefit for all of the parties 

involved.   

Marc Benioff and Carlye Adler also provide an edited volume with twenty new 

perspectives on the importance of philanthropy for a company and local citizen. They 

outline how philanthropy makes ‘tremendous differences in the lives of others’ through 

its associated projects while providing positive branding for the company.60 For example, 

Jeffrey Swartz, CEO of Timberland, in the chapter “How to Make Boots and Save the 

World” explains how central corporate social responsibility and philanthropy have been 

to their business model because it benefited the company and its customers.61  Swartz 

argues that when adding a focus on social justice to his company it not only heightened 
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59 Bishop and Green, Philanthrocapitalism, 276.  
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morale among the staff but also fostered an innovative environment that ultimately lead to 

enormous benefits.  

Indeed, it would be hard to find today a large-sized company that did not have a 

philanthropic or corporate social responsibility (CSR) project in its annual reports.62 Both 

philanthropy and CSR are becoming broadened, as they no longer only include corporate 

giving but can be seen in numerous forms. Clive Crook explains that CSR is now an 

industry itself, instead of consisting of simply corporate giving.63 Corporations now ‘talk 

proudly’ and publically broadcast their social efforts, whether it is improving 

communities around the world, tackling environmental issues, building schools, or 

creating employment opportunities. Corporations are now using philanthropic projects to 

deem themselves ‘good corporate citizens.’ This contrasts with Milton Friedman who 

argued that ‘the proper business of business is business’, meaning that a company should 

put profit making above all else.64 Any form of philanthropic initiative that is being 

funded by a corporation is above the natural operation of a company and it should be 

recognized for this action. A corporation has no limits when directing its philanthropic 

funds as it has the free choice to support whichever good-will project it deems relevant 

and which will further instill a positive reputation among its consumers.  

Daniel Franklin adds to the above literature by explains that corporate giving has 

fostered ‘fertile ground for consultancies and think tanks.’65  This is essential to the field 

of development because it allows corporations to supply grants to these institutions, 
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which in turn support new initiatives and research. Franklin suggests that ‘doing well by 

doing good’ has become a fashionable mantra for corporations who are eager to become 

involved in philanthropy. He continues by noting that it is ‘just good business’ to 

participate in these projects as it provides the company with excellent marketing material 

that can be used and deployed to protect its reputation.66  

When reviewing the literature surrounding the importance of philanthropy, a 

reoccurring theme is the tactic of “strategic corporate philanthropy.” Peter Frumkin 

suggests that while there are serious complexities that must be overcome, corporations 

can maximize ‘both the public benefits of giving and the private fulfillment of donors’ 

through strategic philanthropic projects. He draws attention to three central problems with 

philanthropy: the question of effectiveness, as often the main goal of the projects is to 

meet the corporation’s philanthropic mission statement; the need for greater project 

accountability, and ensuring there be a transfer of power to the recipients; and, the 

concern that philanthropy is a ‘private mechanism’ being directed towards the public 

good, without the associative oversight of a state based institution.67 His work is tailored 

to combat these three critiques and provide a path for corporations to take: “strategic 

giving.”68 Frumkin offers five elements that need to be considered when implementing an 

effective strategic philanthropic project: deciding how the money will reach the targeted 

group; outlining what the money is specifically intended to do, which can be 

accomplished by clarifying its purpose; setting a manageable time frame; choosing the 
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level of donor engagement; and, assessing the ‘impact’ the contributions and funds will 

have.69  

Frumkin claims that philanthropic projects will be more successful to a company 

and recipients if they follow the steps of “strategic giving.” Following a similar logic to 

Frumkin, Paul Brest and Hal Harvey outline ways for foundations and corporate 

philanthropic wings to use strategic philanthropy to make ‘the world a better place.’ They 

argue that donors must understand the importance of having a clear agenda and to think 

strategically when implementing philanthropic projects.70  Michael Porter and Mark 

Kramer add to this by arguing that corporations should understand the link between donor 

and recipient in order to focus their giving.71 They propose that in order to get the greatest 

social and economic impact from projects, they should not just ‘give money’ but select an 

effective partner and build a ‘giving’ plan.72  

Adding to the conversation surrounding strategic giving, Davis Saiia et al. argue 

that as corporate philanthropy becomes increasingly practiced, companies are becoming 

more strategic to fit the evolving competitive marketplace.73 They argue that by using 

strategic measures, corporations have the ability to reap benefits while still “injecting 

some humanity back into what is generally thought of as an impersonal market 
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mechanism.”74 They further articulate that NGOs should convince corporations to partner 

with them for strategic projects where they will be able to see a financial return while 

participating in philanthropic projects.75 Further, Karen Maas and Kellie Liket articulate 

that it is also important to measure the impact of strategic philanthropy.76 They outline 

that out of the 500 firms that are registered with the Dow Jones Sustainability Index 

(DJSI) between 62 and 76 percent measure the impact of strategic giving both on the firm 

and society.77 Maas and Leket add to this by arguing that strategic philanthropy has led to 

more firms examining their philanthropic impacts, and this is important because it could 

lead to establishing a common measuring practice, as there is currently not one in place. 

In addition, Heile Bruch and Frank Walter add that there is no reason a company should 

not follow strategic measures and treat philanthropic endeavors as part of their core 

business practices. They explain that if a corporation can maintain a strategic ‘win-win’ 

approach it will guarantee the corporation keeps interest in the development projects.78 

Deddie McAlister and Linda Ferrell further this by articulating that when you align your 

core business practices with the philanthropic projects, and draw heavily from the 

company’s recourses, staff, and information, a corporation can improve and monitor their 

overall performance.79  

Recently, there has been significant focus in the literature regarding 

philanthrocapitalism and using money to solve development issues. Michael Edwards 
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explains that this concept reflects the use of ‘business and markets’ to transform the realm 

of philanthropy and corporate aid.80 Edwards argues for its relevance as a mechanism to 

‘unlock new sources of money, energy and innovation,’ which will, in turn, help battle 

poverty, hunger, and disease.81 It is noteworthy that there is no single, comprehensive 

definition of philanthrocapitalism, however, the term often refers to philanthropic projects 

that utilize ‘creative capitalism’ to ‘solve the problem of development.’82 Creative 

capitalism can be defined as using capitalism to acquire wealth but then using this same 

system and tenets to ‘give’ or fund philanthropic projects.83 As Bill Gates explains, “it is 

the ability to make self-interest serve the wider interest.”84 Philanthrocapitalism is thus 

the applying of a business-like approach to traditional philanthropy, one that is strategic, 

market conscious, impact-oriented, knowledge-based, and intended on maximizing 

donors’ financial self interests.85 

Michael Moran adds to this conversation by outlining three core principles of 

philanthrocapitalism. First, he articulates that through this strategy, individuals and 

corporations are able to participate in development as ‘hyperagents’ to instill ‘good’ 

around the world, and, therefore, a single individual or corporation can make a 

difference.86 Second, a corporation’s business model, involving the structures, employees, 

and profit seeking tactics, can be directly applied to the non-profit sector or development 
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projects.87 Third, philanthrocapitalism formulates a ‘social contract’ between capitalism 

and philanthropy, which in turn binds together business, the state, and society.88 Moran 

emphasizes that this is positive because it forces business to be accountable and 

transparent when they implement philanthropic projects.  

Further, the idea of “venture philanthropy” is also at the core of 

philanthrocapitalism. Carrie James and Paula Marshall focus their attention on venture 

philanthropy, which merges business practices with social change. Although controversial, 

venture philanthropy has become a common practice by philanthropists who want to ‘try 

a new approach’ in order to produce positive development project outcomes. They argue 

that it is a systematic framework ‘that mimics the vaunted for-profit venture capital 

model.’89 Venture philanthropy is the act of investing in a project or individual that will 

lead the donor to see a return and arguably provide monetary benefits for the donor and 

the recipient.90 It is a strategy used by philanthropists that are willing to take on capital 

risk and try new approaches within difficult conditions or environments that could 

produce measurable results.91 This model is fast becoming popular as it allows donors or 

‘venture philanthropists’ to make a financial return on funding a development project.   

 Building on the previous literature, Lester Salamon introduces a new outlook on 

philanthropy, arguing that, although there have been great successes seen by 

philanthropic projects, it is clear that a ‘new frontier of philanthropy’ has emerged that 

incorporates more ‘yin-yang’ ideals. New philanthropy now brings together partners that 
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historically would be opposed to working with each other, thus the title ‘yin-yang 

deals’.92 Salamon adds that it has now become common for foundations, investment firms, 

international institutions, and corporations to work together to ‘combat poverty’ instead 

of working against each other.93 Further, Salamon provides a rounded summary of four 

ways philanthropy has been changing in the twenty-first century: ‘more diversity, more 

entrepreneurial, more global, and more collaboration’.94 He argues that these four tenets 

are changing the way philanthropy will be approached when addressing poverty 

alleviation, environmental improvement, the strengthening of civil society and 

improvement of lives.95 Adding to the above, Peter Frumkin argues that philanthropy can 

be used as a ‘vehicle’ for development and as an ‘instrument’ for corporations and private 

elite to become involved in projects they deem relevant.96  

Pamala Wiepking and Femida Handy further the discussion surrounding 

philanthropy and corporate giving through a comprehensive analysis of twenty-five 

countries and one region, examining their non-profit and philanthropic sectors. In 

analyzing these case studies, they argue that there are at least eight factors that facilitate 

corporate and private sector giving to development: a culture of philanthropy, public trust, 

regulatory and legislative frameworks, fiscal incentives, the state of the non-profit sector, 

political and economic stability or growth, population change, and international giving.97  
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This section has shown that there are multiple arguments for the need of 

philanthropy in development, including: corporations have the ability to fund projects 

when a state cannot; companies can use strategic measures to gain a profit off 

philanthropy while simultaneously (and presumably) ‘helping the world’s poor’; and, 

philanthrocapitalism is conducive for corporations to direct a significant amount of funds 

that are a win-win for both the firm and recipients. It is this ideal that everyone gains from 

philanthropy that makes it attractive to corporations and other participant private sector 

actors.  

2.2 Critical Perspectives of Corporate Philanthropy  

“Corporate philanthropy allows corporations to engage in social devastation 
and pollution, while supporting good causes such as anti-poverty projects or 
reforestation, and solar energy initiatives.”98 
 

This section will showcase the arguments that draw attention to the above 

oversimplification of the complexities of philanthropy. Marc Benioff, for example, 

outlines a straightforward view that corporate philanthropic projects typically begin for 

one of two reasons: either, a CEO has become very passionate about a specific project 

and earmarks company funds towards that cause, or, a philanthropic strategy is used 

primarily as a public relations (PR) marketing tool to instill a positive reputation among 

the consumer base.99  

In his book, Small Change: Why Business Won’t Save the World, Michael 

Edwards argues that in no way should social transformation, internationally or 

domestically, stem from market forces, corporations, or the ‘whims of billionaires’. 

Edwards provided extensive research to support his claim that it is more beneficial to 
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support the ‘energy and creativity of millions of ordinary people,’ than to prescribe top-

down ‘global planning.’100 Edwards explains that although corporate philanthropy can 

provide needed drugs, fast loans, or supplies, it does not address the system that has led 

developing countries to ‘not develop’ in the first place.101 He explains that these projects 

do not change, or attempt to address the structures that could fundamentally alter the 

social and political tenets that stand in the way of real, sustainable development. Along 

similar lines, Gavin Fridell and Martiji Konings, Peter Dauvergne and Genevieve 

Lebaron, and Ilan Kapoor add to Edwards’s argument by proposing that philanthropy 

may tackle some of the direct negative symptoms of capitalism, but it does not focus on 

the root causes. Rather, philanthropy provides band-aid solutions, which often provide 

more benefits for corporations and social elites that fund and implement the projects 

rather than contribute to meaningful development.102   

Fridell and Konings situate corporate philanthropy within the context of the rise of 

neoliberal polices and growing inequality. They argue that investigating the coupling of 

global icons, such as celebrities or corporations, with “neoliberal optimism’s highly 

seductive appeal,” is crucial to understanding their actions.103 The authors argue that the 

commodification of a celebrity serves to perpetuate their branding and consumption in 

response to global crisis, which can also be seen with corporate actions.104 This will often 

benefit the corporation (or celebrity) because they will gain wealth and power from the 

positive branding that is obtained from their relief efforts. Fridell and Konings emphasize 
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that with celebrity and corporate philanthropy, “neoliberal capitalism becomes the 

solution to the problem of neoliberal capitalism.” Again, these authors show how 

philanthropy, whether celebrity or corporate, does not address the problems that are 

arising from the capitalist structure, such as inequality, but that these projects only 

reinforce the benefits of the current economic structure that keeps the wealthy population 

profiting from the ‘poor’. Years earlier, economist John Kenneth Galbraith argued that 

corporations should not focus their attention on what is good for society; rather the state 

should monitor the companies actions because often, as more recently argued by Fridell 

and Konings, corporations are profit driven and do not have the ability to separate those 

motivations from what is best for society.105   

For example, Jerome Himmelstein argues that in 1997, when philanthropy was 

becoming a ‘hot topic,’ academics and observers began to question whether corporations 

and celebrities were using philanthropy as a means of ‘looking good or doing good?’ 

Himmelstein argues that philanthropy must be recognized, at times, as a calculated tool, 

the terms for which are dictated by corporations as a means to further its own self-interest 

of ‘looking good’ that provides it with a profitable return.106 Himmelstein’s question can 

not only be applied to philanthropy as a general concept, but equally to more specific 

cases, including the RED Campaign founded by Bono, which Lisa Richey and Stefano 

Ponte critique as supporting the notion of ‘compassionate consumption.’ The latter 

authors argue that organizations such as RED are a backbone of the concept of ‘brand 
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aid’, which helps the public ‘feel good’ by becoming consumers, spending money or 

buying products and goods to ‘help the children in Africa’.107  

Rather, campaigns, such as RED are a fallacy. By being branded as supporting an 

end to global poverty, it is, in reality, perpetuating the capitalist system by inducing 

consumer consumption; it uses people’s desires to help the poor to convince them to buy 

more iPads. RED is one of the largest cause-related marketing campaigns in the world, 

supported by over twenty corporations and numerous celebrities. However, Colleen 

O’Manique and Momin Rahman argue that it has done more harm than good. O’Manique 

and Rahman recognize that although this campaign is supported by many, it legitimizes 

the global financial centered capitalist system, thus rendering the need for a ‘collective 

and democratic response’ which is agreed upon in a democratic manner108 In addition, 

they show how the consumption of RED products and the profits directed towards the 

campaign do not outweigh the negative externalities that arise from the current global 

capitalist system. The authors explain that when a consumer purchases a RED Apple iPod, 

US$10 is directed towards its ‘global fund.’109  However, the significant human and 

environmental costs from the manufacturing of that one iPod, such as Colton mining and 

exploitation of low-wage labour, offset any benefit received from the programme’s 

financial donation.110 This is another example of how a cause-related marketing campaign 

through the philanthropic actions of celebrities and corporations perpetuates exploitation. 

This debate surrounding cause- related marketing will be further investigated in Chapter 3.  
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Adding, Peter Dauvergne and Genevieve Lebaron provide a rounded summary of 

how the involvement of corporations in development has changed the role of NGOs and 

activism. They argue that due to the power and influence of corporate donors, NGOs are 

being ‘pushed’ into the direction of becoming more like businesses by adapting an 

internal corporate model that is conducive and appealing to companies funding its 

projects.111 Although philanthrocapitalists would argue for the importance of the adoption 

of a ‘business model,’ Dauvergne and Lebaron counter that there are significant 

associated dangers. Many grassroots activists are fighting against capitalism, yet they are 

employing similar strategies for its internal management and are increasingly turning 

towards corporate philanthropic wings for funding to secure its financial need to pay staff 

and implement projects. 112  For example, one of the world’s largest environmental 

organizations, the Sierra Club, accepted more than US$25 million from the oil and gas 

industry between 2007 and 2010.113 A large portion of this money came from Chesapeake 

Energy, which is a leading promoter of fracking, a notoriously harmful extraction process 

for the environment.114 Fracking requires up to 600 chemicals be used in its associated 

fluid, which is subsequently pushed into the ground during the extraction process.115  

Supporters of the Sierra Club questioned the ethics behind the organization when they 

released a statement taking a ‘pro-gas’ stance.116 In addition to Sierra Club, the World 

Wildlife Fund (WWF) has partnered with Shell and British Petroleum (BP), companies 
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that are notorious for harmful impacts on the environment as a result of their extraction 

processes.117  

Adding to the arguments presented by Richey and Point, Dauvergne and Lebaron 

outline that NGOs are partnering with corporations or celebrities to market the ‘saving of 

the world’ and projects that conform to this fantasy instead of fighting core issues. In this 

regard, the consumer simply has little choice but to buy into the capitalist philanthropic 

model instead of understanding the root causes. For example, the Coca Cola Company 

and WWF have marketed for years that if you ‘buy a coke you save a polar bear’, or if 

you purchase a bottle of Ethos water from Starbucks you will supply clean drinking water 

to children. 118  According to Dauvergne and Lebaron, these are only examples of 

consumption capitalism, as the consumer is buying a product in order to fund a 

development project, however they are only perpetuating the very cycle that produced the 

inequalities.  

Building on this burgeoning library of philanthropy literature is Ilan Kapoor’s  

Celebrity Humanitarianism, which adds an in-depth critique of three major actors seen in 

international development today: celebrities; billionaires and corporations; and non-

governmental organizations (NGO). Kapoor posits that philanthropy is the, “ideological 

phenomenon of the times,” responsible for promoting a star-power dominance in the 

development field, as chosen projects often become individualized and isolated from 

prevailing national and international strategies, resulting in a general depoliticization.119 

Kapoor uses the Žižekian notion of ideology to critique philanthropy as fantasy rather 

than a suitable method of development. On the subject of transnational corporate 
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philanthropy, Kapoor introduces the concept of ‘decaf capitalism,’ referring to the idea of 

giving with one hand and taking with the other.120 He explains that Bill Gates earned his 

wealth by privatizing knowledge and information through Microsoft, which has formed a 

monopoly over the computer software market, “as a result of its copyright and licensing 

arrangements.”121 For him, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation operates according to 

decaf capitalism, as it “balances out their ruthless profitmaking with charity work.”122 

Kapoor questions how their money is obtained, which is then used for philanthropy 

projects. Žižek adds to this by outlining the ‘two faces philanthropy’. The author draws 

on the complexity of George Soros as he is a ‘ruthless financial exploiter,’ famous for 

having sunk national currencies causing major social crises, but then is also a 

humanitarian.123 Žižek draws attention to Soros’ focus on financial gains and using the 

capitalist system to maximize profits, while then providing philanthropic projects to those 

who are being oppressed by the system that ‘creates his wealth.’124 Thus, Žižek argues 

that Soros’ actions could be labeled as purchasing redemption for the negative aspects of 

consumption from the very product itself. This leads to the question: does his ‘doing good’ 

and ‘looking good’ mask the unspoken, generally accepted actions that make Soros rich 

in the first place?  

In addition, Devon Curtis, Joanna Macrae and Mark Duffield draw attention to the 

importance of humanitarian actors, corporate or celebrity, and the need to understand 

their role because the system of aid is complex and there are now several components. 
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They articulate that philanthropists must not be driven by the need to ‘solve the world’s 

problems’ or brand a person or corporation.125 They explain that a central challenge to 

humanitarianism is the politics behind aid; in order for there to be successful 

philanthropic projects there needs to be a stark division between these two features.126 

Fiona Fox adds to this by arguing that politics cannot be separated from international aid 

or involvement nor can it be divorced from governments, international institutions, or 

large-scale aid organizations. However, she argues that it is critical to ensure that 

humanitarianism is not being manipulated by politics.127  

When examining the ramifications of the current global capitalist system on 

philanthropy, philanthrocapitalism itself must be further addressed. Edwards explains that 

philanthrocapitalism has not proven to be more beneficial than the state centric 

development funding systems already in place nor is the power, held by these 

corporations and individuals, healthy for democracy. 128  Thus, corporations and 

billionaires are using philanthropy to become involved in public services such as health or 

education for the reasons outlined above, including questions of accountability and 

neutrality. For example in 2008, Dalhousie University was gifted CDN$2 million from 

defence contractor Lockheed Martin, however was met with significant protests from the 

students. They argued that defence contractors who provide arms to global conflicts 

should not have any ‘say’ or influence in a University setting.129 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
125 Devon Curtis, Joanna Macrae and Mark Duffield, “Politics and Humanitarian Aid: Debates, Dilemmas 
and Dissensions,” The Journal of Disaster Studies, Policy and Management 25.4 (2001). 
126 Curtis, Macrae and Duffield, “Politics and Humanitarian Aid.” 
127 Fiona Fox, “New Humanitarianism: Does it Provide a Moral Banner for the 21st Century,” In Politics 
and Humanitarian Aid: Debates, Dilemmas and Dissensions Ed. Devon Curtis, Joanna Macrae and Mark 
Duffield (2001).  
128 Edwards, Small Change: Why Business Won’t Save the World, xi. 
129 The Charlatan, “Dal Students Protest Lockheed Martin,” Published on March 6 2009, 
http://www.charlatan.ca/2009/03/dal-students-protest-lockheed-martin/  



	  

39	  

Further, Andrew Benett, Cavas Gobhai, Ann O’Reilly and Greg Welsh add to the 

discussion by outlining how important branding has become to a company’s reputation, 

which heavily influences its profits. They provide a guidebook for corporations that 

includes several studies which show how a more ‘‘ethical approach to business reaps 

riches.’’130 It is no secret amongst corporations that participating in philanthropic projects 

and marketing its so-called ‘ethical approach’ will have a positive effect on consumers.  

Fridell and Konings argue that philanthropy has allowed celebrities and 

corporations to brand themselves to a particular cause or development issue. Michael 

Barnett and Thomas Weiss further this by discussing the implications of branding and 

how large sums of money provided by corporations regularly come with ‘heavy burdens.’ 

Barnett and Weiss explain that corporations will not simply ‘hand over money’ for 

development projects, but rather they will demand oversight and quantitative data on 

relevant outcomes and efficiency in order to market consequential ‘positive results’.131 

Stephen Hopgood provides the example of Wal-Mart, explaining that it is no secret the 

private sector has infiltrated international development, as evidenced by this company’s 

slogan: ‘In everything we do, we’re driven by a common mission: To improve the quality 

of life for everyday people around the world.’132 He outlines a selection of several 

allegations made against the corporation, including discrimination, union busting, 

crushingly low pay, unpaid overtime, and demolishing local competition.133  However, 

this has not stopped companies from branding a positive image through development 
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work as they have the ability to grant US$ 200 million to CARE’s emergency fund, in 

return for publicizing its involvement.134 Corporations have the ability and financial 

means to brand themselves towards a particular cause, fund it, and publicize the results.  

Andrew Cooper breaks down the complexities of celebrities becoming involved in 

development work, for they are often brought in as the face for corporate philanthropic 

projects. He argues that often they are caught in a ‘simplicity trap,’ meaning, their 

involvement becomes trivialized as ‘stars’ are not differentiated.135 Cooper argues that 

there should not be a ‘one-image-fits-all’ perspective when analyzing the role of 

celebrities or even corporations working in the field of development. Further, Cooper 

provides a snapshot of how philanthropy has become a significant tool in the realm of 

international development, as through it they have gained the capabilities to reach out to 

members of the Group of Eight (G8) or high-level politicians.136  

Jo Littler adds to this by examining the problems that can arise with cause-related 

marketing that is often used to brand corporations or celebrities. She explains that 

corporations regularly link themselves to a certain NGO or cause that it believes will be 

most marketable.137 For example, Sony is linked to Breast Cancer research, TESCO is 

focused on ‘books for school’ and companies such as Armani, Apple, Gap and American 

Express all market their support for Product RED.138 The central problem apparent with 

this particular strategy is that they are often linked to ‘safe-topics’ that do not represent 

the development areas in most need, for the latter are not marketable as ‘sexy.’ John 
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Cameron and Anna Haanstra observe the implications of corporate branding development 

and its switch from the ‘pornography of poverty’ to making ‘development sexy.’139 They 

explain that, in 2007, Motorola released an advertisement for its new RED line of 

cellphones. This advertisement consisted of models, in red bikinis dancing with the 

slogan ‘development is sexy.’140 Cameron and Hannstra argue that not only does this 

provide a sexy image for the corporation, but the representation of development is 

significantly problematic because it is being simplified. Therefore when a consumer buys 

a Motorola, they feel like they are contributing to a worthy cause and they are making a 

difference; however development is significantly more complicated and cannot be boiled 

down to the purchase of a product.   

Rebecca DeWinter specifically examines corporations and their ‘need’ to be seen 

as acting responsibly and to brand this image. She begins by stating that corporations, 

such as Nike, Wal-Mart and GAP, have a primary interest of maximizing profits and 

satisfying their shareholders before acting ethically.141 Using the example of the anti-

sweatshop movement in the apparel industries, DeWinter argues that corporations 

identifying themselves as ‘moral agents’ is a concept that has been socially 

constructed.142 DeWinter explains that in the mid 1990s, several corporations were 

publically exposed for having poor working conditions in international sweatshops 

regarding: long workdays, low wages, unsafe working conditions, and physical and 

psychological harassment.143 For example, the workers in a GAP factory in El Salvador 
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were under these strenuous working conditions and were continually threatened if they 

tried to participate in any social movement.144 Once several corporations were ‘outed’ for 

these inhumane conditions, they tried to save their ‘image’ by employing ‘codes of 

conducts’ and regulations to ensure they act responsibility. Shortly after, GAP stores 

changed their window displays to represent this idea by hanging jeans beside a banner 

that read, ‘freedom,’ ‘independence,’ and ‘we the people.’ 145  This philanthropy 

awareness-raising campaign was used as a tactic to instill the faith back into the consumer 

that GAP is an ethical company and to protect it from negative publicity.  

 In addition to philanthropy being a method of branding, it can also provide tax 

benefits. Bishop and Green question the source of funding used in celebrity and 

philanthropic projects, with celebrities often participating in tax evasion or other illicit 

actions that they deem should be disregarded because they are ‘saving Africa.’146 For 

example, in 2006 Bono moved his band U2’s corporate base away from Ireland to the 

Netherlands because the Irish government ended the tax exemptions that ‘‘allowed the 

band to collect royalties tax-free.’’ This is problematic because Bono is calling for every 

citizen to donate to ‘saving Africa’ yet he is avoiding his responsibility to pay taxes that 

would support Ireland’s social programs, aid programs, education, and health 

infrastructure.  

Historically, while philanthropy was simply the ‘rich elites’ giving money or 

running foundations, today, however, it has developed into a business run by 

philanthrocapitalists, connecting philanthropy to a company’s image and thus boosting its 

profitability. Philanthropy is a complex issue and should not be over-simplified so as to 
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disregard its dependent linkages to global, financial centered capitalism. This section has 

sought to draw out the main arguments against corporate philanthropy, including: 

corporations using it as a tool for increasing their public image as a ‘globally responsible 

actor’; corporations persuading consumers to buy into their business in order to raise 

funds for the development projects, whilst only contributing instead to consumption 

capitalism; and, corporate philanthropy addressing the symptoms rather than the root 

cause of underdevelopment.   

2.3 Conclusion  

This literature review has summarized the main divides and arguments 

surrounding corporate and private sector driven-philanthropy as a new actor and 

contributor manifestation in international development. Bishop and Green, coupled with 

several other authors, present arguments that are seductive and appealing, as these new 

players are seen as providing actionable, practical solutions to ‘saving the world’. Indeed, 

their book begins with a persuasive look at the financial contributions to international 

development for 2009 from the top nine American individuals and the totality of 

American corporations: $70 billion and $12 billion, respectively. 147 These statistics, on 

the surface, make it difficult to outright ignore the potential of possible positive 

externalities that might coincide with this brand of philanthropy. Defenders argue that 

philanthropy can lead to greater creativity and partnership between donors, efficiency and 

enhanced funding mechanisms; critics, in contrast, argue that it draws attention away 

from the most pressing issues by simplifying complex development problems. As such, 

the latter half of the above review breaks down the simplistic view that corporate 

philanthropy is key to ‘pulling people out of poverty’ and demonstrates that ulterior 
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motives and reasons for why corporations choosing to participate in this area do exist, 

including as a mask for poor and harmful corporate behavior regarding labour conditions, 

human rights, and environmental records.  

In the corporate world, there is now an implicit expectation that businesses 

practice and contribute to philanthropy, as the latter is now publically and internally 

framed as beyond motivations of ethics or morality, and instead as an essential corporate 

obligation.148 Corporate philanthropy is generally understood by academics, policymakers, 

and the public as encompassing all charitable actions taken by corporations, examples of 

which could include providing a scholarship to a student, raising money for a cause, or 

using staff to engage in developing country projects. While at face value, this could be 

seen as a positive action, for a corporation is presumably drawing public attention to and 

providing funding for a development cause, these actions, however, require further 

investigation. One such method to do so is dividing and defining corporations’ 

philanthropic actions as within three different funding strategies, thereby simultaneously 

filling an endemic knowledge gap in current literature. Corporations that direct significant 

capital to philanthropic development projects have the ability, the mandate, and the self-

interest to choose a funding strategy that best suits their company’s needs whilst giving 

them tangible and intangible benefits.  

As shown in the above literature review, there exists a prominent debate in 

research on whether corporate philanthropy holds a positive or negative impact for 

international development, but which neglects to address how specifically corporate 

actors fund and govern initiatives and projects. The main gap in literature, as identified 
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above, is in regards to the financial and governance structure that corporations use to fund 

development projects. Therefore this thesis will work to fill in the gaps presented in this 

literature review by outlining three possible funding strategies used by corporate actors in 

development work. Additionally, when analysing each funding strategy there will be an 

investigation into the role of the consumers, the flexibility of each strategy, whether it 

addresses root causes or symptoms of development issues, and, the strategy’s brand or 

market development.  

As outlined above, in 2006, Peter Frumkin’s work on the ‘strategic giving’ of 

corporations, in which he highlights both the flaws that arise from philanthropy, and its 

possible support for development, presented to the reader a possible balanced or ‘strategic 

alignment’ that should be met in order to negate the negative elements of philanthropy 

with the positive. In this light, the following thesis will employ a similar approach, 

drawing attention to the gaps in literature from both sides of this on-going debate, and 

using this space to assess three corporate funding methods in development. By using this 

approach, this thesis will not pervasively argue that one side of the debate has more merit 

over the other, but rather it will draw tenets from both sides in order to argue for the 

critical and immediate importance of examining those corporate funding strategies 

themselves. The lens of balance through which this thesis regards the topic of corporate 

driven international development will allow for a more nuanced analysis, ultimately 

arguing that its third proposed funding strategy is the most appropriate strategy for 

corporations to follow when involving themselves in development projects.  
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Chapter Three: Funding Strategy One 

As noted in the previous chapter, this thesis will break down corporate 

philanthropic funding strategies into three distinct streams. This chapter will focus on The 

Fully Dependent and Controlled Strategy, which is followed when a corporation markets 

a philanthropic project that is directly related to consumer consumption, meaning that the 

firm is directly linking a development project to the sale of a product. Under the umbrella 

of this strategy there are two primary approaches, which can be differentiated. First, is a 

corporation that at its most basic level is unable to divorce itself from development 

branded marketing. The corporation and the marketing strategy are organizationally one 

and the same. Second, for companies that are not built from this marriage of cause-related 

marketing and organizational structure there are independent, external tools that they can 

employ to achieve the same development orientated marketable results. 

This strategy, and its two constituents approaches, draws aspects from cause-

related marketing, venture philanthropy and strategic philanthropy, thus allowing the 

corporation to use its resources not only to gain a financial return but also to fund 

philanthropic projects by trying new profit seeking strategies that are relatable to 

development projects. This chapter will begin by further outlining the two approaches of 

this funding strategy, drawing on the examples of TOMS shoes for the former and Project 

RED for the latter to demonstrate and provide evidence that this particular stream is 

focused on marketing a product to consumers that is being sold as a ‘solution to poverty’. 
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3.1 The Funding Strategy 

   

As noted in the literature 

review there has been recent 

attention towards venture and 

strategic philanthropy, which consist 

of merging for-profit capitalist goals 

with funding of development 

projects.149 This strategy gives companies the ability to use ‘philanthropy’ as a tool to 

maximize financial benefits for themselves while raising funds for development projects. 

A fundamental argument of venture and strategic philanthropy is that the projects employ 

a ‘win-win’ for both parties because both sides, the company and the project recipients, 

see direct benefits. However, authors, such as Frumkin, Žižek, and Kapoor, argued that 

this ‘win-win’ does not benefit the recipients of corporate development projects and often 

can be responsible for more harm than good.  The first stream is fundamentally defined 

by a corporation’s participation in what is termed cause-related marketing, which entails 

the attachment of the sale of physical products or services to consumers which are 

marketed as ‘socially good,’ thereby providing for those consumers a sense of wellbeing 

or positive contribution to development cause, whether warranted or not. The difference 

between this stream’s two approaches comes from development branded marketing being 

either the principal objective defining organ of a company, or an external tool, which a 

firm can utilize and employ to achieve the same result. 
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In the early 1970s cause-related marketing emerged in the West as a tool that 

allowed a corporation to not only attract the customer but also the well-being and social 

health of domestic and international society. 150  Developed into a strategic 

communications and public relations plan used by a range of corporations, the main goal 

of this strategy is to have the public become a consumer partner in development, and 

target to a corporation’s philanthropic marketing contributions. Using philanthropy as a 

marketing tool has allowed corporations to not only gain the good will of consumers but 

also fund projects that are based on consumers’ purchases, which provides the former a 

profitable return. 151  For example, through a cause-related marketing campaign, a 

corporation may promote ‘giving one dollar for every product purchased,’ while still 

making significant profits off large margins. O’Manique and Rahman argue that this 

action legitimizes the current financial centered capitalist system which creates and 

renders high levels of inequality around the world.152 This type of approach puts the 

corporation’s profit seeking agenda above that of development.  

The consumer, as a primary financial driver of this particular stream as a whole, 

‘buys into development’ while simultaneously providing profits to a corporation through 

the purchase of their products. Richey and Ponte have coined this type of actor 

relationship as ‘compassionate consumption,’ as it involves persuading consumers to buy 

into development through the purchase of a product.153  They further argue that this 

model has “shifted conscious consumption to compassionate consumption” which 

markets to the consumer that there is a quick, convenient, and relatively inexpensive fix 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
150 Gautier and Pache, “Research on Corporate Philanthropy,” 348. 
151 Gautier and Pache, “Research on Corporate Philanthropy,” 348. 
152 O’Manique and Rahman, “(Product) RED.”	  
153 Richey and Ponte, Brand Aid. 



	  

49	  

for the issues they are marketing as solving; thus, this instills tenets of deception and false 

advertising when the consumer buys a product with expectations of a particular social 

impact. 154 This social impact is often romanticized or exaggerated by the company155.  

Cause-related marketing has allowed corporations to become directly linked to 

development issues they deem relevant, albeit through different methodologies such as 

the two outlined here, playing into the power dynamic between corporations and those 

most directly impacted, as the company will inevitably choose development projects that 

are most marketable. This strategic action gives a corporation the means to ensure 

Western customer loyalty whilst normatively framing themselves as ‘philanthropic’ or 

‘socially good.’156 Further, Strhilevitz and Myers argue that consumers are often drawn to 

cause-related marketing because it takes away the guilt they develop from buying ‘non-

essential, expensive products’.157  It is for this particular reason that this strategy is 

increasingly popular among corporations, as part of their origin story and subsequent core 

organizational definition.   

In addition, Matthew Berglind and Cherly Nakata argue that in 1983, as an 

example of this approach, American Express was one of the first corporations to put 

significant resources into a cause-related campaign and the returns and dividends were 

considerable. American Express proposed to consumers that they would donate one cent 

for every purchase with their cards, and one dollar for every new card activated, towards 

the reconstruction of New York City’s Statue of Liberty.158 The campaign not only raised 
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US$1 million for the cause but American Express card usage grew by 28% and new 

applications increased by 17%.159 Although not an example of ‘development,’ it does 

exemplify the ability of these types of campaigns to improve capital inflow to a 

sponsoring firm. The case equally demonstrates a quintessential example of a ‘win-win’ 

scenario, as both the firm itself and its targeted cause were the beneficiaries of substantial 

financial influx, after a philanthropic project was utilized as a marketing tool to improve 

consumption of a particular product. The implications for international development of 

using The Fully Dependent and Controlled Strategy, and its two approaches, will be 

further investigated below through the case examination of TOMS shoes and Project RED.  

3.2 TOMS Shoes  

The case of TOMS shoes, demonstrates how a corporation can be founded based 

on a cause-related marketing strategy. TOMS, for its purposes, markets a solution to 

poverty through the sale of their products; donating shoes to developing countries, whilst 

simultaneously growing the wealth of their shareholders, and becoming a globally 

recognizable brand. TOMS’ entire organizational premise is derived from the concept of 

‘buy one, give one,’ meaning that for every pair of shoes bought, they will also provide a 

pair of shoes to an impoverished child in a developing country.160 In short, TOMS cannot 

divorce itself from the cause-related marketing that defines its internal structure and 

external objectives, thus giving it minimal flexibility. TOMS notes that it has provided 

over thirty-five million pairs of shoes through this philanthropic strategy.161 This business 

practice has developed into a lucrative corporate strategy; not only are they making the 
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consumer ‘feel good’ about providing shoes for a child, but the corporation is also 

making a significant financial return by inducing consumption. Blake Mycoskie, Chief 

Executive Office and Founder of TOMS, explains that this business model has been 

successful in helping “the impoverished” around the world by joining business and 

philanthropy to be one strategic model.162 Mycoskie argues that through their purchasing 

power, the consumer has the ability to change lives in a developing country. For him, this 

is why his business has been so successful: a simple idea creates a company to provide a 

‘simple solution’.163 

Beginning in 2006, TOMS exploded as a business model with over two million 

pairs of shoes sold in developed countries in its first year.164 The company proposes that 

this model will help the poor to avoid health risks arising from lacking proper footwear 

and thus having to walk barefoot, the latter of which can expose them to hookworms or 

viruses.165 The perspective has received criticism, including from the online development 

organization, WhyDev, which argues that if there was a village that is commonly affected 

by hookworm or other viruses, due primarily to the prevalence of untreated wastewater, 

TOMS’ solution would simply be a temporary, superficial remedy. WhyDev argues that if 

TOMS provides one thousand pairs of shoes to a developing community, it would cost 

Western consumers approximately a selling price of US $27.00 per pair, or $27,000.00 

total, roughly half the cost of the product’s in-store price for the same volume.166 It is at 

this point WhyDev argues that TOMS’ business model falls apart. They articulate that 
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while the corporation will spend roughly US$27,000.00 to provide shoes for 1000 people 

in the community, a similar financial donation could be spent in more practical and 

effective ways than a topical solution to an on-going issue. The equivalent of US$27,000 

could go towards more meaningful preventions, such as latrine facilities, medication, or 

infrastructure, which, could provide benefits for the whole community rather than only to 

those receiving a pair of TOMS. For example, if the capital was directed towards a local 

public health organization, they could build cement latrine facilities for approximately 

US$2,000.167 Thus, US$27,000 could be spent in a manner that would remedy the 

problem of untreated waste rather than providing a ‘simple band-aid solution’ to a very 

complex problem. However, it cannot be disregarded that although TOMS may not be the 

most practical development model it is still a partial solution, as children in developing 

countries that need shoes are receiving them. WhyDev has provided an extremely critical 

argument against TOMS, although when applying this lens it can lead to 

oversimplifications because applying a band-aid solution is not a long term sustainable 

development approach; however it is at least giving shoes to those in need.  

The reason TOMS is not an adequate solution is that it does not deal with the 

problems that are facing these communities, but rather oversimplifies the solution in order 

to stimulate consumption. Kapoor’s argument can be applied to this case study because he 

emphasizes that the root causes of underdevelopment are not being addressed, rather only 

a band-aid solution to a much greater problem is being applied. Drawing from Žižek, he 

articulates that philanthropy, and humanitarianism more generally, remains self-serving 

and it is used to rationalize any inequalities that a corporation creates. Buying into TOMS 

is an attractive purchase to Western consumers. TOMS is not in a position to employ 
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projects that focus on the root causes of the critical issues facing many development 

communities, nor can it adjust itself to move beyond its core mission objective without 

fundamentally restructuring the company as a whole. It has, however, the financial means 

to work with partner organizations that do have this ability; a similar approach that others 

have taken when using tools such as RED, which is explored below. The money that 

TOMS raises through their ‘buy one, give one’ mandate is significant; however, their 

entire business model is based on selling a solution focused on making profits. Thus, the 

‘simple solution’ that Mycoskie argues for should not be the only remedy applied to 

complex, multi-dimensional, and deep-seated development problems. 

TOMS is an example of a corporation following a funding strategy that is not the 

most practical or long-term solution. TOMS began in The Fully Dependent and 

Controlled Strategy primarily due to it being a successful business ideal, premising that 

entire model on attractive cause-related marketing campaign to consumers, whilst only 

offering a solution to superficial consequences of a root development problem.168 In short, 

TOMS uses its brand to argue that giving shoes is a successful and necessary step towards 

sustainable development. However, the central problem is not that people in developing 

countries do not have shoes, but it goes much deeper to the root causes of why they do 

not have the means to buy shoes. The problem, in reality, stems from citizens being 

marginalized or suffering historical legacies which have led them into poverty and does 

not foster an environment for them to buy proper footwear. Žižek articulates that TOMS 

has built their corporate model within the ‘exploitative global structure that produces 
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inequality’ while they ‘pretend’ to offer a solution.169 Žižek agues that it does not provide 

a sustainable development solution, instead, “it just gives people shoes.”170  

Since the birth of the company, TOMS has come under much criticism from 

NGOs, development professionals, and academics for only addressing the symptoms of 

development issues. This criticism includes undercutting local shoe markets (e.g., when 

TOMS are given to a community the local shoe maker loses business) and labour issues 

related to where TOMS’ shoes are being made.171 In 2010, TOMS addressed the 

criticisms surrounding the production of shoes they are selling. TOMS released a 

statement that in January 2014 it would open a shoe manufacturing facility in Haiti and, 

by the end of 2015, they would be producing at least one-third of their shoes in countries 

where they are being donated.172 During an interview with Huffington Post, Mycoskie 

articulated that opening a factory in Haiti is the first step towards creating more jobs, for 

which TOMS would pay fair wages.173 However, this needs further analysis because the 

factory in Haiti only created one hundred new jobs, a small number relative to both the 

number of international garment workers and the total unemployment rate in Haiti, which 

sits at 40.6 percent of total population after 2010.174  
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Beyond the failure to improve working prospects, those with jobs must then face 

poor working conditions.  The major factories that produce TOMS products are in China; 

the President of TOMS, Laurent Potdevin articulates that the company, “would not be 

what it is today without (the low production costs) in China.”175 However the corporation 

is not particularly transparent with information regarding the working conditions of these 

factories. TOMS argues that they send staff to monitor the factories on a regular basis.176 

Although these are the words of the company, it is hard to find independent research 

confirming their assurances that these products are produced in ‘regulated’ factories. 

Kelsey Timmerman writes on the transparency of the supply chain followed by TOMS, 

outlining that TOMS is notoriously vague about the production of their shoes. She 

explains that while the company claims to be providing their staff with fair wages, and 

ethical working conditions and treatment, evidence provided consists of three unverified 

pictures on their website.177 TOMS does not provide a direct link to its production 

information nor manufacturing practices or policies. 178   Since TOMS argues it is 

providing a solution to development, it is critical to understand where and how their 

products are being made. Due to the lack of transparency from the corporation is raises 

important questions: Who are producing the shoes that are being sold as a solution to 

poverty and are the workers in TOMS factories witnessing proper labour standards?  

TOMS is not the world’s most maleficent corporation, but it is also not the most 

appropriate model for the transfer of corporate funds to development projects. In this 
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regard The Foundation Strategy detailed in Chapter 5 endeavours to remediate many of 

these problems. Indeed, what makes TOMS dangerous is its insistence that there should 

be a ‘simple solution’ to development issues, despite answers being necessarily complex. 

They are using their consumer breadth, reach, and power to convince consumers that all 

they need to do to ‘save Africa’ is buy a pair of their shoes.  

In 2011, the blog “Good Intentions are Not Enough” launched a campaign, aptly 

named A Day Without Dignity, against TOMS, calling for the company to step back from 

their development strategy and look at what is truly required in a developing 

community.179 TOMS has made all of its profits on selling poverty and making the 

Western consumer ‘feel good,’ demonstrating how marketable, and simultaneously 

ineffective, this approach can be. Himmelstein argues that philanthropy has thus 

transcended into a model that fosters an environment where corporations are able to ‘look 

good’ to the public and make the consumer ‘feel good’ by marketing a fast solution, 

instead of actually ‘doing good,’ despite the latter harbouring a deeply subjective and 

often immeasurable connotation. It is this marketable business model that makes 

companies profitable, simply by selling a consumer-driven solution to poverty.  

Continuing, the following section will explore the alternative approach to this stream in 

the RED campaign: a tool for companies seeking the benefits of cause-related marketing 

without having being founded on such a premise.  
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3.3 The RED Campaign  

One of the most prominent examples of this particular funding strategy is Product 

RED, launched in 2006.180  Ignited by Bono and Bobby Shriver, RED has developed into 

“a business model to raise awareness and money for the Global Fund” by partnering with 

the world’s largest corporations to produce RED-branded products.181 It is distinct from 

the first approach in this stream for these companies were not founded as only the 

producers and retailers of these RED products. In short, RED came afterwards as an 

attractive strategy to achieve the same results as TOMS.  

The Global Fund is an international financing organization that aims to prevent 

and treat HIV and AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria. It is consumer purchases of these RED 

products that dictate how much money a corporation earmarks towards the Global 

Fund.182 RED products became available in stores such as American Express, Apple, Gap, 

Dell, and Starbucks, among others.183 Notably, only a percentage of profits from the RED 

line are given to the Global Fund. Each corporation pays a licensing fee and signs a five-

year contract to sell and promote the RED products.184 In exchange, they are able to 

market themselves, often through the use of numerous celebrities, as participating in the 

fight for global health, while drawing consumers into their stores. RED is targeting a 

customer with a social conscience, imploring them, as said by Bono, to “shop till it 

stops.”185 
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Superficially, this seems like an appealing tool for corporations to buy into, as not 

only do they increase their revenue by attracting consumers but they are also branded as 

‘helping the fight against HIV/AIDS,’ without having to be indefinitely married to the 

issue area by virtue of organizational mission structure.  The reality of the funding 

strategy employed by RED’s corporate customers is, however, not as flawless as Bono 

and Shriver might argue. RED proposes that its main goal is to raise capital for the Global 

Fund but as of 2015, participant corporations have only directed a total of US$275 

million towards it and in 2014 RED directed only US$64 million.186 Although this is a 

large contribution, it is but a small percentage of the US$14.8 billion that the Global Fund 

has available in its coffers.187 While RED is not one of the main contributors to the 

Global Fund, through effective marketing, they have become significantly linked and 

branded as if they were. The executive director of the Global Fund, Dr. Richard Feachem, 

endorses this funding strategy as a way for corporations to help turn their customers into 

‘socially responsible consumers.’188  

When a corporation signs an agreement with RED, they are required to direct 

between 5 and 50 percent of the profits of the RED product to the Global Fund. The total 

contributions from each corporation participating in the RED Campaign are not disclosed; 

it is therefore impossible to verify publically how deep their participation goes.189 By 

2011, the RED Campaign directed US$170 million towards the Global Fund, but 

Advertising Ages magazine reported that RED had thus far spent over US$ 100 million 
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on advertising during that same period.190 This magazine’s investigation, sparked by a 

Super Bowl commercial advertising Dell’s new RED laptop coupled with the slogan ‘Buy 

Dell. Join RED. Save Lives.’ was rebuked by RED officials who argued that the 

Campaign had only spent US$ 50 million for marketing purposes.191 The RED campaign 

allows corporations to use minimal funds to leverage and emphasizes their participation 

to the cause.   

RED offers corporations an outlet to participate in philanthropic development 

projects coupled with a financial incentive. The fact that RED does not direct a large 

amount of capital to the Global Fund, and that they have almost spent as much on 

marketing as on development projects is only half the problem. The other half stems from 

the supply chain of those products being marketed as RED. For example, Gap, in using 

RED as a cause-related marketing tool, introduced an associated line of t-shirts that was 

supported and marketed by Oprah, Penelope Cruz, and Kanye West in 2006 when they 

signed with the Campaign.192 Gap directed half of the profits of these t-shirt to the RED 

Campaign and the other half remained with them. Not only did this allow Gap to brand 

their philanthropic work with RED but, additionally, they still are able to make a profit on 

t-shirts they would not normally be selling, fundamentally allowing them to profit on 

global ‘poverty.’ Additionally, Gap by virtue of being organizationally separate from 

RED, unlike TOMS and its own cause-related marketing, is able to leave the campaign as 

it so chooses. Attention must be brought to the t-shirts they are selling, for Gap has faced 
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a long history of sweatshop allegations.193 Ponte and Richey further this argument by 

articulating that often the corporations that buy into RED do not focus philanthropic 

projects on the workers themselves that produce these products at extremely high 

volumes and low costs. Rather they are argued to employ RED campaigning tactics 

because it “increases sales, visibility, and brand equity” without the firm having to dive 

into and addressing the fundamentals of their pre-existing ‘hard commerce.’194    

As of 2007, Gap had over 3,000 contracted factories around the world, with a high 

volume of products coming from Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascar, Mauritius, and 

Bangladesh.195 In 2012, Gap’s net sales were over US$15.7 billion, making it one of the 

largest garment producers in the world.196 In their 2011-2012 Social and Environmental 

Responsibility Report, Gap outlined all of the positive work they are doing around the 

world. In the report, they claim to hold a high value for human rights, labour standards, 

and the protection of an ethical supply chain behind their products.197 They outline that 

this year marked a turning point for the company as they began focusing more directly on 

improving the working conditions for garment workers. The corporate document 

articulates that workers receiving higher wages will make the factory more efficient, 

which will lead to an increase in productivity, thus ensuring their stockholders increased 

profitability.198 The tone of this report emphasizes that Gap is a company “deeply 

committed to social and environmental responsibility.”199  
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The data provided in this report, however, tells a different story. In the Human 

Rights Data section, Gap charts out the number of factories it has by geographical region 

and the percentage of those factories that meet their working and human rights standards 

of Excellent, Good, Fair, and Action Required.200 There is not a single region that has all 

factories that meet the standards of only Good or Excellent. For example, in Greater 

China there are a total of 343 factories of which 22.4% are in Need of Action and 32.4% 

are only rated as Fair in regards to human rights.201 In South Asia out of the 332 factories, 

while only 8.1% are in Need of Action, 47.9% are ranked in the Fair category; just 8.7% 

of the factories are ranked as Excellent in meeting human rights standards.202 When 

representatives of the corporation evaluate the standards of human rights there are four 

main areas that are examined: management system; environment; labour; and, working 

conditions. Although this report continuously emphasizes the positive work Gap is doing 

for development, their own data shows that in 2012 only 16.1% of factories had reached 

the standard of Excellent in regards to human rights.203 Indeed, the significant presence of 

sub-standard working conditions and treatment in Gap factories came to a climax in 2013, 

when reports from a Bangladeshi sweatshop were publically disclosed.   

Workers claimed that they were being forced to work over 100 hours a week with 

few breaks and were being paid a very low wage.204 Morium Begum, a Bangladeshi 

sweatshop worker in Ashulis, was one of the many women that was quoted in a report 

released by the Institute for Global Labour and Human Rights, which focused on routine 
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punishments, illegal firing, and lack of maternity leave.205 Further, the Washington Post 

reported at length on criticisms surrounding Gap factories in Bangladesh having their 

employees work 14 hours a day for seven days a week.206 These allegations against, in 

particular, the supply chain of Gap have been prevalent since the company’s formation in 

1969.  Participating in the RED Campaign has allowed Gap to mask or launder their 

brand by positioning themselves as ‘helping developing countries,’ thereby gaining 

increased customer support and profitability while maintaining the by-line that they are 

‘saving Africa.’ It should be noted that when Gap first joined the RED Campaign, they 

spent US$7.8 million dollars on advertising in the fourth quarter of 2006 alone.207 This 

example clearly shows how Gap is helping with one development problem, while 

simultaneously creating another.  

GAP is not the only example of a corporation selling a RED product which itself 

is not ethically produced. As previously outlined in the literature review, with the 

purchase of a RED iPod, there would be US$ 10 directed towards the Global Fund. The 

coltan used in its production, however, entails human and environmental externalities that 

may be much larger that any RED iPod benefits.208  

The RED Campaign was built as a tool for Western corporations to help their 

consumers feel like they are supporting the fight against HIV/AIDS in Africa by 

purchasing product that will help ‘distant others.’ Consumers can even go to an ‘impact 

calculator’ through the RED website, click the product they want to buy and the 
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calculator will show you exactly how many lives in Africa they are saving.209 Richey and 

Ponte would define this as an example of “creative capitalism,” as it is asking consumers 

to buy and spend their money in order to save an ‘African child’ or ‘fight HIV/AIDS.’ 

RED has acted as an external tool for corporations to promote their philanthropic work 

and label themselves as ‘cool’ and ‘caring,’ while allowing them to build profits on 

‘helping the distant others.’210 Although this type of funding strategy is different from 

traditional philanthropy, it is fast becoming common in the corporate world.211 In addition, 

this relatively new form of philanthropy has merged the once divided concepts of giving 

and profit accumulation.  

3.4 Analysis    

As seen from the examples above, this particular stream draws from two 

approaches. First, a company can found itself entirely on the premise of consumers 

purchasing a branded product, for which in turn the company will perform, some sort of 

obligated social good. Alternatively, corporations can buy into an external mechanism to 

achieve the same results, whereby the total sales of a particular product will, in turn, 

determine the percentage of profits directed to a development project. In both cases, a 

corporation puts their philanthropic development projects in the hands of the consumers’ 

‘buying’ and ‘spending.’ Further, this strategy as a whole has developed to be focused 

primarily on marketing, as a corporation often spends a significant amount of capital to 

brand themselves to the specific cause. The use of this strategy, drawing from venture and 

strategic philanthropy, allows corporations to use tactics such as cause-related marketing 

campaigns to profit off of poverty while making the consumer feel good about their 
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purchases. Both variants of this funding strategy have become common practice for 

corporations, as they not only provide them with a more positive brand, but ultimately 

make them more profitable.212  

Although RED has provided a sustainable flow of money from the private sector 

to fight the spread of HIV/ AIDS and TOMS has delivered shoes to children around the 

world, neither case can be seen as inherently positive or negative, nor can they be seen as 

a sustainable approach that focuses on long term development.  Simply, TOMS can be 

understood as a band-aid solution inhabiting a core organizational mandate and RED, a 

cause-related marketing tool.213 Development issues are very complex and often when 

corporations aim to address only their symptoms and not root causes of 

underdevelopment, disease or poverty, other significant problems can arise (recall Gap 

using exploitative labour conditions to fight HIV/AIDS).  

These examples show that through effective marketing they can brand themselves 

to a cause that they argue to be most prominent to development, despite both examples 

demonstrating an endemic oversimplification of problems.  Bishop and Green contend 

that these cases are examples of how these private sector actors have been able to 

contribute in a way that governments are unable, through direct source funding.214  

However, both TOMS and the followers of RED have built their respective business 

models on the unbalanced marriage of giving and profit accumulation, while also 

overlooking the root causes of developmental problems. This first funding strategy 

oversimplifies problems in order to induce consumption. Each issue, whether it is the 

fight against AIDS, improper sanitation, or lack of footwear, should not completely be 
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devolved into consumption as solution model, as this only perpetuates a capitalist system 

that is commonly held as responsible for the marginalization of many developing 

countries that these corporations are aiming to help. Simply put, this particular funding 

strategy ‘replaces virtuous actions with mindless buying.’215 
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Chapter Four: The Philanthropic Wing 

The second funding model, titled Distinct but Controlled Strategy, entails a 

corporation funding development projects through a philanthropic wing. In comparison to 

TOMS, this strategy exists as a corporation establishing an in-house philanthropic wing 

or office, that is organizationally distinct, separate and fundamentally independent of the 

“approaches” it takes to achieve developmental results. Simply put, the corporation does 

not solely rely on their development agenda to make financial capital, as they are selling a 

product or service that is disconnected from their philanthropic goals. TOMS, due to its 

core, indispensable adherence to one issue area, is fundamentally married to it, without 

possibility of separation. In contrast, a philanthropic wing has the ability to employ tools 

such as RED to conduct their corporate philanthropy on an as-needed, situation specific, 

and/or corporate requirement basis, while being divorced from any one particular 

development issue. Put another way, a philanthropic wing, as alluded to in the previous 

chapter, can use and attach itself to any such RED-type tools whenever and wherever its 

corporate leadership decides. The philanthropic wing can become any number of 

“Temporary TOMS,” by using tools such as RED, or developing their own cause-related 

approaches, without having to fundamentally restructure their core when switching issue 

areas. In addition, this strategy is not always and eternally related directly to the sale of a 

product, although depending on the tool used it can be; but rather each philanthropic 

endeavor is funded mainly by a corporation at the centre of decision-making, initiating 

philanthropic projects through the wing, often sharing both staff and resources, including 

a board of directors and other leadership.  

Further, this second funding strategy allows corporations to engage with 
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philanthropic projects under the umbrella of the firm, meaning that a corporation has 

direct association to projects and control over where their funds are being oriented. The 

strategy itself can take these four forms: a corporation can adopt a RED like tool; a 

corporation can outsource output delivery but not control to a charitable organization; it 

can develop in-house programs, products, and campaigns; or it can employ a 

collaborative model. 

This section will begin by outlining this funding strategy, breaking it down into 

the four possible sub-methods noted above, which will be followed by a case example of 

the Coca Cola Company, as it deploys projects that fit into each sub-method. The section 

will end by analyzing this funding strategy against the arguments extracted through the 

literature review, drawing out the spectrum of enthusiastic and skeptical perspectives 

pertaining to this method.   

4.1 Funding Strategy 

The second funding 

strategy presented here is argued to 

allow corporations to fluidly 

associate with projects and causes 

through a philanthropic wing 

directly under the control of that 

company, providing for minimal 

separation between development projects and their primary funders. This funding 

approach is very common among corporations that are participating in development, 

particularly those that lack the will, interest, or material capacity to set up an independent 

Figure	  2 
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philanthropic foundation. Gautier and Pache explain that as it has become increasingly 

impossible for corporations not to participate in philanthropic projects due to burgeoning 

public pressure for improved social responsibility from the private sector, this strategy 

gives a company the ability to deploy its philanthropic participation to a range of issue 

areas and then brand that participation in a favourable way.216 Specifically, creating a 

philanthropic wing to deploy development projects not only supports positive branding 

for a firm but also allows them to broach a particular causal area that may be financially 

beneficial to the company at that time while avoiding the development issue trap of an 

actor like TOMS. Further, this funding strategy does not require a company to set up a 

separate foundation or organizational entity, but instead, by virtue of its being attached to 

the corporation, it can reduce associated costs by using the latter’s resources and staff, 

therefore instilling that the governance and financial structure runs directly through the 

company.  

As noted, the first method a corporation can follow under this second funding 

strategy is to utilize pre-existing tools, such as RED, to meet changing development 

objectives. Philanthropic wings can buy into these external opportunities on an as needed 

basis, while each remaining distinct entities that are temporarily united by virtue of a 

business’ and a wing’s interests. This is opposed to a philanthropic wing building its own 

in-house campaigns and strategies.  

Bryan Husted explains that there are three additional ways in which senior 

management can choose to distribute their philanthropic funds in a manner that would be 

most beneficial to the company: outsourcing to a charitable organization; developing in-
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house programs; or, employing a collaborative model with a non-profit organization.217 

Husted has formulated these three techniques from a business perspective, allowing a 

corporation to use the resources at its disposable to ‘make every investment count’ 

including philanthropic projects.218  

Husted clarifies that while corporations have the ability to produce social benefits 

for target communities, they will generally only participate in these projects if it provides 

them with in-kind economic benefits. In this case, these benefits would likely be 

presented as an increase in their public image, revenues, and marketability.219 Further, 

Husted has outlined these three methods to help corporations choose a funding structure 

or model that will be most effective for achieving their own self-interest. For example, if 

a corporation chooses to spend their philanthropic funds on the fight against HIV/AIDS, 

they must decide which approach would be most beneficial to them financially. The firm 

could choose to fund not-for profit organizations that are already focusing on HIV/AIDS, 

they could use the corporation’s resources to find a ‘cure,’ or they could collaborate with 

universities to form a research project on HIV/AIDS.220 These methods are opposed to a 

company opting in to a private sector-focused and income generating tools, such as RED. 

However, regardless of which approach is taken by a corporation, this particular strategy 

remains hallmarked by it being still directly attached to, and controlled by, the company 

as will be explained in detail below.  

The second sub-method broached by this chapter involves a company choosing to 

direct their philanthropic funds towards a charitable organization. This is the most 
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indirect or hands-off approach a company can take in this particular strategic stream.221 

These charitable contributions from a corporation are characterized as a ‘transfer of 

finances or resources from a firm to a non-profit organization’ for domestic or 

international development projects.222  In this method, a corporation can direct their funds 

towards organizations that are experts in a defined field or sector, and which understand 

complexities of the issue in question. Moreover, if a corporation follows this funding 

method their role in the outcome of a project is minimal, with their main focus instead 

being the decision-maker for deciding which organizations to fund as they are not the 

project implementers.  Therefore, Silk and Lintoll explain that this method is the simplest 

and easiest because it only involves selecting a donation destination and ‘signing of a 

check’ to a charity or cause that is most appealing to a company, and which that latter has 

selected for the purposes of serving its own marketing, branding, image, and profit-based 

agenda.223 This strategy is most employed by a firm that wants to relinquish control over 

the execution of a project on the ground, placing the responsibility with an external 

organization, while remaining interested in garnering the “publicity, the kudos, and the 

goodwill that attend the announcement of such financial gifts.”224 This can be seen as an 

example of Salamon’s ‘yin-yang’ approach, as corporations have the ability to fund an 

organization with which that the company would not normally work. In short, this means 

that a corporation now has the ability to transfer funds to an outside organization with 

pre-existing structures, personnel, and both subject and institutional knowledge on a 
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development issue, while the company can use any positive work done by the 

organization to boost its own image.  

  The third method under this strategic approach is that corporations can internalize 

their philanthropic projects, which involves more extensive participation from 

corporations while using their own resources.225 This approach means that a corporation 

itself allocates philanthropic funds, designs projects, and is responsible for 

implementation. When a corporation chooses this method, their in-house philanthropic 

wing retains control of associated development projects.226 Husted explains that this often 

leads to donors and recipients becoming more dependent on each other as corporations 

want the project to succeed and recipients are reliant on the former’s continued financial 

support. Often the financial costs of employing this in-house approach is significantly 

higher as a corporation will fund the budget in its entirety, and needs to employ staff to 

execute the projects.227 The main advantage of this method is a company can target 

projects or recipients that would meet the specific self-interested and profit motivated 

needs of the company. Simply put, if a company is receiving negative media attention on 

a specific area or topic, it can respond by designing an in-house philanthropic project that 

addresses these issues. Building a school, for instance, to remedy public image issues 

surrounding the destructive externalities of an industrial facility could be a method 

employed here. Although a school would only be a band-aid solution, it would allow the 

corporation to promote the ‘positive work’ they are doing in the community.   

The fourth sub-method is a collaborative approach, meaning that a corporation 

works closely with partner organizations, often an NGO or university, to execute a 
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philanthropic project. 228  This strategy involves a company providing funding and 

resources to a partner in order to achieve a successful outcome by working together. In 

this strategy the implementation of a project does not fall solely on the corporation, but 

the partner organization also offers their expertise on the related topic. This popular 

method formulates a high degree of mutual dependence as the partner organization and 

corporation form a tight working relationship to generate a successful outcome.229  

4.2 Coca Cola   

Within this funding strategy it is common for corporations to follow one of the 

sub-methods when distributing its philanthropic funds, however, due to its vast size, the 

Coca Cola Company funds projects using three of the four methods. Through its 

philanthropic work, it directly funds several organizations, employs numerous in-house 

projects, and has various partner organizations. This case study will investigate the 

possible benefits and drawbacks of this funding strategy while drawing on both corporate-

led development enthusiasts and skeptics. It should be noted that while Coca Cola has 

labeled the philanthropic arm as a foundation, it still remains directly associated to the 

company, through shared staff and recourses, thus it does not fit into the third funding 

strategy of this thesis.  

In 1984, the then Chairman and CEO of the Coca Cola Company established a 

philanthropic arm, which is a charitable ‘foundation’ under control of the company.230 By 

2013, Coca-Cola had used this arm to direct and diffuse over US$98 million in 

development funding, while the company directed US$45 million to specific projects in 
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over 122 countries.231 While doing so in that same year the company had gross profits of 

over US$28 billion.232 In addition, Coca Cola spent US$7 billion in 2014 for promotional 

and marketing programs alone and in 2013 the company spent US$3.3 billion on global 

advertising.233 By contextualizing these figures, it places into focus how small the 

amounts directed towards development are, in relation to the size of the corporation’s 

annual turnaround of sales and expenses.  

Coca Cola states that it works together with its foundation to ‘deliver the power of 

capabilities, expertise and funding to communities around the world.”234 Further, the 

company articulates that the work of its philanthropic arm aligns with their corporate 

objectives, which allows them to work together when funding projects. Coca-Cola 

advertises on its website that the company directs ‘one percent of its prior year’s 

operating income’ to philanthropic projects employed by the foundation.235 The Coca-

Cola Foundation directs its funds based on their parent company’s priorities, tax 

requirements, legal compliance, and preference of the former’s board of directors.236 

Although it directs this significant amount of funds, the company publicly states that the 

above tenets influence how funds are directed.  

 On paper, the Coca Cola Company, with the help of their philanthropic arm, is 

helping to ‘save the world’ through development projects. Coca-Cola’s philanthropic 
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wing markets that its priority areas for fund distribution are women, water, and well-

being, meaning that the majority of its projects will focus on at least one of these areas.237 

They argue that the company has provided millions of dollars to address these issues 

worldwide and thus should be seen as ‘doing good’. Indeed, the company has directed 

significant capital towards development projects that have had a positive impact for 

developing communities in these priority areas; however, it is important to question how 

the corporation became profitable enough to direct these funds and further investigate 

how developing communities were affected by production of Coca Cola products.  

The example of the Coca Cola Company and its philanthropic foundation is a 

possible manifestation of what Ilan Kapoor calls ‘decaf capitalism,’ a term previously 

discussed in Chapter Two. Kapoor argues that decaf capitalism is followed by 

corporations who are using their philanthropic endeavours to mask any negative actions 

they might have participated in to become initially profitable.238 Coca Cola has received 

significant pressure from citizens around the world that have been directly impacted by 

the production of its products. These individuals argue that the company has committed 

crimes around the world and, through excellent marketing; many of these detrimental 

actions have been brushed behind the supposed positive philanthropic work the 

foundation is achieving. For instance, in India, there are several communities that have 

been subjected to the company draining vast amounts of public water, virtually turning 

their farming land into deserts as a consequence of their bottling process.239 In January 

2004, over 500 protesters rallied together to condemn the negative externalities that arose 
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from the presence of this corporation in India. The protest focused on three communities 

in particular that were experiencing significant damage to their water supply: Plachomada 

in Kerala; Wada in Maharashtra; and, Mehdiganj in Uttar Pradesh.240 The protestors 

argued that Coca-Cola was not leaving enough water for the communities to survive and 

the water that remained was polluted from use in production facilities.241  After years of 

protests in Uttar Pradesh, the company was forced to close one of their factories, thanks 

in large part to the exposure of  practices of extracting groundwater above the allowed 

legal limit and polluting the surrounding environment with toxic substances.242 Although 

it was but one factory in India, of the 58 bottling facilities it owns and operates, the Uttar 

Pradesh Pollution Control Board stated that the success of the protests was a ‘great win’ 

for the local communities situated in the plant’s immediate vicinity.243  

This can be seen as an example of decaf capitalism because Coca-Cola is using its 

profits to directly fund their philanthropic foundation to ‘fix’ or ‘help’ issues that it may 

have had a hand in creating. For example, it is extracting water from communities around 

India, yet with its philanthropic arm it is implementing projects that focus on the 

importance of clean water and insuring access of clean water to citizens around the world. 

If Coca-Cola was truly concerned with water as a development issue, it would not only 

direct profits to its marketable foundation, rather it would push itself to extract water in a 

sustainable and ethical manner, respecting the needs and environment of local 

communities.  
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Further, another example of decaf capitalism can be shown through the 

domination of Coca Cola products in developing countries versus its marketing for the 

importance of proper nutrition and health. In many developing countries the cost for clean 

water can be significantly high; the 2006 United National Human Development Report 

explained that if you live in a slum in Manila the cost for clean water would be more per 

person than for those living in London.244 As a consequence, local populations in 

developing countries often search for cheaper alternatives to expensive clean drinking 

water, a void regularly filled by Coca Cola, which is quite often cheaper and more 

accessible than water.245 Therefore these communities have become a profitable market 

for Coca Cola because citizens are buying its product rather than clean water because the 

cost is lower.246 For example, Coca Cola Femsa, the company’s largest subsidiary 

bottling facility that supplies all of Latin America, regularly reaches out to indigenous and 

impoverished areas in Mexico to set up shop fronts that advertise and sell its product.247 

Coca Cola has also been known to set up stands that only sell its products at the entrances 

of schools to attract the business of children, whom do not have access to clean drinking 

water.248   

Although there are a vast number of negative allegations against this company, it 

has still managed to be named recipient of both public figure and social responsibility 

awards. For example, regardless of the undesirable attention surrounding the 
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environmental practices in India, Hindustan Coca-Cola Beverages, a Company-owned 

bottler in India, still won the Golden Peacock Environmental Management Award each 

year from 2006-2009.249  This award is given in coordination with the World Environment 

Foundation and the Institute of Directors to a corporation or NGO that ‘takes pride in its 

environmental management’.250 However, whenever the award was won by the company, 

there was an associated lack of discussion on a number of topics: Coca Cola’s 

environmentally destructive practices; how the president of Coca Cola India, Sanjiv Gupa, 

sits on the executive council of the Institute of Directors, which is an Indian organization 

that aims to set high standards for business;251 and, how Coca Cola Company contributes 

financially to the World Environmental Foundation, the latter two which could possibly 

point towards a conflict of interest.252  

In continuing our examination of this strategic stream, it is indeed centrally 

important to analyze the power dynamic between the corporation, its philanthropic arm, 

and the development projects they deploy and fund. Power dynamics are at the core of 

this second funding strategy as the corporation does not relinquish full control of a project, 

rather maintains a steady influence through all sub-methods. The philanthropic arm of 

Coca Cola was established in the United States and registered as a charitable organization 

under Act 501(c)(3), which is based on Section 501 (c ) of the United States Internal 
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Revenue Code.253 Through this Act, the Internal Revenues Services (IRS) grants tax-

exemption to corporations for their charitable contributions.254 This Act clearly states that 

the tax exemption is granted as long as there are not direct financial benefits for private 

interests.255 Thus, the capital spent by Coca Cola is not subjected to taxes regardless of 

any indirect benefits they receive from participating in philanthropic projects. It seems 

that their funding of a philanthropic arm has become a way to use untaxed capital to 

enhance their marketable, positive brand image to consumers. The American tax system 

is conducive to giving tax breaks towards corporate giving under this strategy, Arthur 

Gautier, Anne-Claire Pache and Valérie Mossel discuss how the French system has begun 

to change to compete with international standards. For example they explain that in 

France in the 1980s there was almost no tax incentives for corporations or foundations to 

give funds, unlike the U.S.256 Since 2003, however, French law allows corporations to 

deduct 60 percent of their total giving from their corporate tax.257 Corporations, such as 

Coca-Cola, are drawn to countries that provide tax incentives because, as core to their 

company’s nature, they still remain profit-seeking entities and such tax-related benefits 

are one of the enticing features of corporate giving.  

 In addition, the board of directors that is responsible for directing philanthropic 

capital is directly associated with the corporation, thus further instilling the lack of 

separation between the two entities which allows the latter to maintain control over the 
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former. For example, Lisa Borders is the Chair of the Coca Cola Foundation while 

maintaining her position as Vice President of Global Communities Affairs for the 

company.258 Further, while an independent chairwoman, Julie White, heads the Australian 

branch of Coca Cola’s Foundation, every other board member is a representative from the 

corporation itself.259 Similarly in India, there are four main directors for their foundation 

and all are employed directly by Coca Cola260 While there are independent members on 

the Foundation’s advisory board, power remains in the hands of representatives from the 

company.  

It is common to now associate ‘saving polar bears’ with Coca Cola, through its 

partnership with World Wildlife Foundation (WWF). Notably, Coca Cola will only direct 

US$2 million over five years towards their Arctic Home campaign for saving polar bears, 

yet it has become directly associated with the company due to its excellent marketing 

campaign.261 As always, it is important to recall that despite whichever sub-method a 

corporation chooses within this second funding strategy, the company remains at the heart, 

for better or worse, of associated philanthropic projects.  

4.3 Conclusion 

As with the previous funding strategy, philanthropy via consumption, this 

approach needs to be further evaluated. This strategy gives corporations the freedom to 

participate in philanthropic projects it determines to be attractive to consumers, without 

having to provide significant rationale behind the choices. Although this does increase the 
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flow of corporate funds to development projects, Porter and Kramer draw attention to 

how projects are often ‘diffused and unfocused’.262 They articulate that corporations will 

often grant cash transfers towards development projects, universities, or charities in 

‘hopes of generating goodwill’ in the eyes of their consumers. 

 In addition, Husted adds that projects funded by corporations are often over 

simplified as they only focus their attention on the most marketable development issue, 

despite development issues being complex and convoluted in multiple factors. Further, it 

is very common for there to be different results of a project than what was expected.263 

Building on this, Husted explains how this method places significant power in the hands 

of the donor, or corporation, as it has the ability to pull funds or collaborate with other 

organizations if the outcome of the project is not what is best for the firm.264 The 

corporation is able to switch their funding strategy based on ‘current needs and the 

changing of social trends,’ or otherwise said, what is brandable to their consumer.265 

Therefore, if a corporation is funding a project that is long-term, but does not provide 

them with quick-wins, they have the power to take their philanthropic donations and 

direct them instead to a project or tool that will give fast, marketable results.266  

Consumers are attracted to results that they can see, but this does not foster long-

term development solutions. To the consumer, building a school would seem a beneficial 

objective, however, the communities might not need a school or have trained teachers to 

fill it when built. In relation to Coca Cola, its partnership with WWF formulated fast 

marketable results that were captivating for the public. Indeed, this overall funding 
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strategy gives corporations the freedom to support development projects in numerous 

ways while maintaining control and deriving significant indirect benefits.  A 

philanthropic arm is able to spend a small amount of the company’s capital, tax-free, on 

development projects, while supporting that company’s public image in a positive way. 

This is done while keeping the financial and governance structure attached to the 

corporation. Unfortunately, where the capital initially came from, how the corporation 

earns its revenue, and what the benefits beyond quick wins for a community or population 

at large are rarely questioned; a conversation this thesis hopes to spark.   
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Chapter 5: The Foundation Strategy 

This chapter focuses on a third key philanthropic funding approach, The 

Functionally Independent Strategy, for development, based on corporations funding a 

philanthropic foundation that exists apart from the former as a separate entity; differing 

from the other two strategies mainly because a corporation does not have complete 

control over where they direct their funds, nor are the projects directly related to only 

consumer purchasing. The third funding strategy entails corporations keeping their 

philanthropic work at arms length.  They offer financial assistance to a foundation that is 

internally responsible for self-directing these philanthropic funds based on expert 

recommendations and input. The strategy itself allows for more long-term projects, as 

independent foundations are not handcuffed by a corporate desire for rapid returns on 

investment. Consequently, this would normally entail a foundation having a separate 

board of directors and distinct employees that are responsible for development projects.  

This chapter will analyze the case study of the MasterCard Foundation to explore 

the benefits that the company obtains from funding a philanthropic foundation. This 

chapter will argue that the third funding strategy, although still the object of significant 

critique, involves a potential shift in the power dynamic between the corporation and the 

foundation, placing decision-making in the hands of field expects whom are educated on 

development strategy, policy, and practice, and thereby resulting in a more conducive 

environment for effective philanthropic efforts.  

 

5.1 Funding Strategy  
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Corporate philanthropic 

actions have evolved into an 

‘organizational phenomenon,’ 

meaning that they are 

calculated and often part of a 

pre-formulated business plan. 267  When a corporation creates a separate philanthropic 

foundation, it is faced with a decision of how much power and control to relinquish. 

Creating a separate foundation is allowing the decision-making on and about 

philanthropic projects to run through the executive of a foundation and not of a 

corporation. Gautier and Pache explain that it is most common for corporations with high 

net assets or net income to create and fund a philanthropic foundation, as they tend to 

direct larger financial contributions because they have the funds available268 Not only do 

they have the financial capacity to make these annual contributions, but they also have to 

meet higher expectations to its consumer base and the general public if they want to 

remain a ‘good philanthropic company’.269  

Although in the second funding strategy, Coca Cola’s philanthropic arm was 

labeled a foundation under Section 501(c)(3) of the U.S. Tax Code and given large tax-

exemptions, it was still significantly connected to the corporation. Anheier and Toepler 

explain that there has always been vagueness when legally defining a ‘foundation’, which 
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allows a variety of organizations to claim this status.270 However, the third funding 

strategy proposed in this paper focuses on foundations as separate entities, meaning they 

are independent from their funders.271 For this strategy, it is noteworthy that ‘independent’ 

means that decisions of the philanthropy can be make without the influence of the 

company that created it, ensuring that decision-making authority is not as specifically 

defined by corporate interests and desires as opposed to Coca-Cola’s philanthropic wing 

being labeled as a foundation. 

In order for a foundation to become financially viable, it requires endowments, 

donations, a percentage of an associated firm’s profits, or a combination thereof.272  Often, 

when a corporation is participating directly with projects it mimics the company’s values 

or those of the CEO; the same cannot be said in all cases of an independent foundation.273 

Gautier and Pache explain that foundations employ development practitioners rather than 

a case of employees from the corporations simply working on the philanthropic 

projects.274 

There are three main reasons why a corporation would choose to fund a 

philanthropic foundation. First, a foundation can benefit the development projects by 

sheltering them from the ups and downs of the business cycle. Second, there are 

significant tax benefits to the funding corporation. Saning and Yetman explain that in 

most countries, contributions to a foundation (including your own) are tax deductible.275 
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Third, it strengthens the corporation’s image as it signals to the public, shareholders, and 

competitors that the company is socially responsible, as was the case in other 

strategies.276 Corporations use foundations as a vehicle for philanthropic projects because 

of these benefits; however, the possibility remains for negative ramifications arising from 

corporations using this funding strategy. It is noteworthy that Canada, U.S, and France 

are not the only countries that offer significant tax benefits for corporate giving and 

foundation. The South Korean government, for example, has recently facilitated the 

authoring of new policies that support corporate philanthropic giving.277 Chulee Kang, 

Erica Yookyung Auh, and Younghye Hur outline that although South Korea has a 

relatively short history of corporate philanthropy, as the country was on the receiving end 

of these processes until the 1970s, this dynamic has since shifted dramatically. Currently, 

a corporation is eligible for a maximum of 50 percent deduction from their revenue if 

they contribute to an organization that is on a list supplied and supported by the 

government.278 Pamala Wiepking and Femida Handy argue that because of these large tax 

breaks for philanthropy, South Korea has become one of the most “active nations in 

global philanthropy.”279  Indeed, tax incentives are one of the core components of 

corporate giving and philanthropy for they provide participants with a hard financial 

reason and incentive to use their resources to ‘do good,’ while making a monetary return.  
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In addition, Katina Cranenburgh and Daniel Arenas outline that when a 

corporation sets up a separate philanthropic foundation they need to examine and decide 

on three primary traits: first, the scope of how the projects will be funded; second, the 

level of influence any subsidiaries have on the projects; and third, how much time and 

resources can be allocated on measuring impact.280 Further, Corporations normally fund a 

foundation through payins, which are primarily based upon the former’s annual net 

profits; subsequently, the foundation then uses the capital for payouts through grants to 

NGOs or its own philanthropic endeavors.281 A corporate foundation does not generally 

have the same large endowments that a family foundation or a university would have; 

however, it acts as a mechanism for a company to channel its philanthropic capital while 

still reflecting positively on its brand.282 The payins from a corporation normally vary 

each year. Normally a firm will transfer capital to a foundation based on the company 

remaining in a particular tax bracket, as contributions made towards the foundation 

remain non-taxable.283 For example, if a company wants to remain in a certain tax bracket 

it is able to transfer a larger amount of capital to its foundation, ensuring they remain in 

the lower bracket. However, a foundation has the ability to keep payouts relatively 

constant because they have the ability to hold capital to fund projects long term, as they 

are not concerned with tax brackets. Thus, as one might expect, a foundation will base 

their payouts on capital they already have access to and not relying solely on a 
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corporation. In addition, it is noteworthy that a foundation is unable to transfer funds back 

to any parent company.284  

Further, if a company does not have a profitable year, a foundation’s 

independence grants it the ability to work with the partners of its choice to fund the 

philanthropic projects. In 2003, the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC), 

in analyzing the role of philanthropic foundations globally, explained that even if 

foundations apply for government funding, they are still essentially separate from 

government programs. They implicitly have the capacity and flexibility to take risks, and 

experiment with ‘highly decentralized organizational structures’. 285  Further, DAC 

explains that while government aid programs can often change with the tides of an 

election, corporate foundations normally have a self-renewing board, allowing them to 

focus on long-term projects instead of short-term ‘wins.’286  

5.2 MasterCard   

When MasterCard Worldwide became a publicly traded company in 2006, they 

established a parallel philanthropic foundation that would be responsible for the 

implementation of development work in the Global South.287 In the lead up to the 

company going public, it released a statement that it would gift 13.5 million newly issued 

shares to the Foundation, as an effort to evidence publically its commitment to 

contributing positively to international development.288  Deanna Rosenswig, the first 
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president of the MasterCard Foundation, used her thirty years of experience in banking 

and microfinance to infuse the norms, values, and objectives of the Foundation to focus 

on financial inclusion globally, a topic critical to the examination of this case study.289  

Shorty after, philanthropic expert Reeta Roy was announced as the new President and 

Chief Executive Officer.290 Following her appointment, Roy further honed the vision of 

the Foundation to focus on education and increased access to financial services in 

developing countries.291  

In 2011, The MasterCard Foundation had total assets of Cdn $3.8 billion and 

spent a total of Cdn $86.4 million on projects, which equates to 2.27 percent of their total 

assets.292 Currently, the Foundation currently has a net worth of Cdn $9 billion and 

considers itself to be providing philanthropic benefits to 5.6 million people in 46 

developing countries, primarily in Africa.293 As of 2006, the Foundation was registered 

with the income Tax Act of Canada, exempting them from Canadian income taxes.294 

The Foundation has maintained a focus on programs relating to inclusive 

financing through the advancement of microfinance and increased access to education. 

Further, the MasterCard Foundation sits organizationally and structurally distinct of its 

corporate benefactor; they do not share the same policies, board of directors, President or 
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CEO.295 It is this diffused power dynamic that allows decisions on the implementation of 

development projects to stay in the hands of the Foundation’s experts rather that 

corporate officials, demonstrating the above separation. Indeed, any employee of the 

MasterCard Corporation is prohibited from working at the Foundation or siting on its 

board of directors.296 As such, the Foundation is able to direct funds towards projects they 

deem relevant, without corporate oversight and intrinsic subjectivity. Indeed, the 

Foundation is not responsible for the implementation of all projects, but rather often acts 

as a financial donor, which then partners with NGOs, international organizations, and 

universities to enact and realize those activities.  

The MasterCard Foundation is involved in three distinct thematic project areas 

that focus on North-South relations. First, the Foundation’s dominant project is the 

Scholar Program, which has earmarked US$500 million over ten years towards the 

objective of educating a ‘new generation of leaders’.297 This particular project began in 

2011 and is designed to provide funds for youth to support their receiving of secondary 

and tertiary education, again primarily in Africa. The goal of this program, enabling 

access to education for youth, will subsequently allow them to equip themselves with the 

skills, knowledge, and values needed to succeed and make a difference in their 

communities.298 The Foundation emphasizes that it provides a ‘holistic program design,’ 

meaning that if awarded a scholarship, students will be entirely funded while equally 
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given access to career counseling and other support.299 Further, the program’s authors 

predict that the scope of this project will reach 15,000 ‘economically disadvantaged’ 

youth with the help of a global network of universities. Thus far the Foundation has 

partnered with nineteen universities from a wide variety of countries, including the 

African Leadership Academy, Duke University, McGill University, Stanford University, 

and Camfed.300   According to the Foundation’s 2013 financial statements, when it gifts 

any form of scholarship the funds are immediately placed in a restricted account to ensure 

these resources are available to any student that was awarded the scholarship, regardless 

of financial ups and downs witnessed thereafter.301 This guarantees that the student will 

be funded entirely through their post-secondary education. An important aspect of this 

initiative is that the distribution of the funding is placed in the hands of educational 

institutions and non-governmental organizations, therefore they have the ability to fund 

students and academics without any tied expectations.302  

The Foundation’s second thematic stream is focused on the community-driven 

education projects targeted at youth. The Foundation has partnered with several NGOs 

and organizations that work directly in communities to improve access to education, 

including: Education for Employment Foundation, Freedom From hunger, Save the 

Children, and Global E-School and Communities Initiative (GESCI).303 As an example, 

they have provided US$ 39.8 million towards a five-year project with Save the Children, 

which focuses on improving education opportunities for youth in the agricultural sector in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
299 MasterCard Foundation, “Projects.” 
300 Ibid.   
301 MasterCard Foundation, “2013 Financial Statement,” Published June 20, 2014, 
http://www.mastercardfdn.org/wp-content/uploads/2013-Mastercard-Foundation-Final-FS-2013-12-31-
signed.pdf (Accessed May 15, 2015).  
302 MasterCard Foundation, “Education,” http://www.mastercardfdn.org/youth-learning/the-mastercard-
foundation-scholars-program (Accessed July 1, 2015).  
303 MasterCard Foundation, “Projects.”  



	  

91	  

Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Egypt, Malawi, and Uganda, many of whom would generally 

have limited contact with such social services.304 This project, Youth in Action, is an 

example of the Foundation placing the decision making in the hands of the organization. 

Within this Project, Save the Children has had the ability to utilize their pre-defined 

Literacy Boost method as it has seen success in the past, rather that sticking to a 

development formula designed by the Foundation. The Literacy Boost approach designed 

by Save the Children has fostered a technique to engage youth to learn to read using a 

three pronged approach: measuring the skill level of students; training teachers a range of 

strategies to help students at all levels; and, involving communities in the learning 

process.305 This example emphasizes the importance of placing the funds and decision 

making in the hands of an organization who has experience or pre-constructed models 

that can be significantly beneficial to communities.  

Finally, the Foundation’s third project area is the ‘bringing [of] economic 

opportunities’ to marginalized populations through microfinance programs. The 

Foundation argues that investing in microfinance will act as a catalyst for economic 

development needed in developing countries.306 As such, in order to accomplish this 

objective, they have partnered with numerous organizations which focus specifically on 

the ethical, effective distribution of microfinance loans, including: the Boulder Institute of 
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Microfinance, Plan Canada, Microfinance Transparency, and Microfinance 

Opportunities.307  

Through the above projects, the MasterCard Foundation seems like it is a textbook 

example of a corporation that funds a philanthropic foundation that is ‘truly doing-good.’ 

Yes, the Foundation is funding several development projects around the world that are 

witnessing successful outcomes, especially through their education based programs, 

however, there remains a need to further breakdown the third project area surrounding 

microfinancing because it is a very controversial approach. At its core, the MasterCard 

Corporation deploys payment innovations using information technology, accessible to 

individuals across the globe.308 The corporation’s goal is to nurture a cashless society on 

the African continent as they witness economic growth.309 While there is still a focus in 

the Foundation on financial inclusion through microfinancing, this topical consistency 

with its originating corporation does not devalue the organizational and structural 

separation between the MasterCard, the company, and the MasterCard Foundation. The 

concept of microfinancing was coined in 1976 with a research project in Bangladesh 

targeting poor communities by providing small micro loans to help citizens gain 

opportunities and self-employment through the Grameen bank.310 Although currently 

debated as a development approach, since its inception, organizations, corporations, and 

NGOs have tried to use this model to alleviate poverty. This thesis is not arguing for 
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microfinancing to be at the center of corporate philanthropy, nor that is the answer to 

achieving economic growth and development. Like many approaches and strategies for 

development, there are some benefits, such as education, improved health and welfare, 

sustainability, and job creation, and there are also negative ramifications. However, the 

argument for this thesis does not focus on whether microfinancing is the solution to 

development or not, rather that the organization that employs the method is separate from 

its corporate parent.311  

 Although there are significant critiques surrounding microfinancing, the 

MasterCard Foundation nevertheless has kept it as a central pillar in its philanthropic 

work because it argues for its importance. As of 2014, the MasterCard Foundation 

entered a US$22.7 million, five-year partnership with Opportunity International that 

focuses on providing financial services towards millions of citizens in rural communities 

in Tanzania, Ghana, Malawi, Uganda, and Rwanda.312 The main goal for the Foundation 

is to lift these rural communities out of poverty by providing them with financial services 

that will link them to MasterCard and the credit programs offered.313  Reeta Roy explains 

that, Opportunity International is a non-profit microfinance organization that has proven 

itself an indispensable partner for the Foundation as they work together to provide 

microfinancing to developing communities.314 Opportunity International’s CEO Vicki 

Escarra expresses that “all aid is great, but microfinancing is empowerment,” thus should 
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be at the centre of development.315 This statement by Escarra and the partnership between 

Opportunity International and the MasterCard Foundation is an excellent example of how 

microfinancing is being accepted in the mainstream as a sustainable approach to aid and 

development. Jason Hickel argues, however, that this is only another example of a 

development ‘win-win’ where the Global North does not need to change in order to ‘help 

save the poor,’ but rather everyone triumphs if developing communities have access to 

microfinancing programs.316  

While the MasterCard Foundation supports the heavily critiqued microfinancing 

approach, it is not the only mechanism it uses to support the growth of financing inclusion 

in developing countries. The Foundation also directs funds and works with partner 

organizations to increase access to saving programs and banking services, with a focus on 

mobile banking.317 For example, the Foundation partnered with the organization Freedom 

from Hunger, which just completed a four-year initiative that provided education to over 

40,000 youth in Mali and Ecuador on saving mechanisms through formal and non-formal 

group-based savings accounts.318 These programs are extremely important because over 

two billion citizens around the world do not have access to basic financial services.319  

There are three main reasons as to why the MasterCard Foundation holds financial 

services as a main pillar of its development work. First, the MasterCard Corporation is a 

financial organization that has become profitable by providing credit; therefore, it is only 
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natural that the Foundation draws somewhat from the same sector. However due to the 

Foundation’s control over the decision making process for the allocation of project 

resources and funding, the Foundation is not limited to projects focused on financial 

inclusion. For example, the Foundation is currently partnered with ChildFund to train 

nurses and midwives and the International Youth Foundation to work with youth who are 

unemployed, as one of its main tenets is education.320 Second, the Foundation plants the 

seed and understanding of credit among citizens in developing countries, thus, becoming 

a known and trusted credit card company. Third, the work of the Foundation provides 

excellent branding for the corporation, allowing them to market the importance of credit 

in order to develop through the empowerment it offers. It is noteworthy that all three 

strategies are based partly on consumer consumption, as that is the key technique used for 

corporations to gain profits. However, what separates this third strategy from the first and 

second is that due to the foundation being separate from the corporation it does not fund 

projects based solely on the profits raised that year. Although the MasterCard Corporation 

is dependent on consumer consumption, the Foundation is only indirectly reliant on 

consumer activity because it is not buying or selling a product. The latter is, however, 

reliant on the stock price of MasterCard Worldwide, but the Foundation does not have a 

direct relationship with the consumer. For example, TOMS will only give as many shoes 

as they sell each year and Coke will only direct philanthropic capital if they have the 

means to do so based the profits they raised from consumer consumption. The 

MasterCard Foundation has the added advantage to fund projects regardless of the 

corporation’s annual profits.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
320 MasterCard Foundation, “Projects.”   



	  

96	  

Although the MasterCard Foundation provides significant resources and funds 

toward development projects in a range of sectors, the Corporation still gains profitable 

benefits. As emphasized in the last chapter, it is important to question the origin of the 

capital that is being used to fund these development projects. As mentioned above, the 

majority of the capital that is used by the Foundation was gifted by the Corporation in 

2006. MasterCard Corporation is a credit card company which became profitable by 

providing a financial service to individuals around the world. The MasterCard 

Corporation processes more than 23 billion transactions annually and earns revenue off 

each use. 321  Equally, 32 percent of its profits are derived from attaching fees to 

transactions, a tactic deployed even when consumers have no financial ability to repay the 

company. 322 The MasterCard Corporation benefits from citizens using its cards to 

purchase products or services, thereby not only perpetuating the financial centered global 

capitalist system but also encouraging consumers to use its card in the process. While 

credit provides access to capital, it can also lead citizens to get caught in a cycle of debt, 

which only furthers inequality. In essence, the corporation acts as a middleman to the 

capitalist notion of consumption, which inherently funds the MasterCard Foundation. 

This is another example of Ilan Kapoors notion of decaf capitalism, as MasterCard 

Worldwide is making its profits by promoting and providing access to debt, while the 

MasterCard Foundation’s main focus is on financial inclusion. It is noteworthy that one of 

the main criticisms of the MasterCard Foundation is that it has the ability to create 

markets for the company. For example, when the Foundation provides access to financial 
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inclusion in development communities, there is an implicit hope that these individuals 

will become consumers of the corporation’s services. This allows MasterCard Worldwide 

to have preferential access to emergent markets and customer bases.  

As shown above, the MasterCard Foundation does support microfinancing, which 

has been heavily criticized as a development approach; however, it still funds a number of 

other projects that focus on different forms of financial inclusion, education, and positive 

supported development or independent from the corporation’s purpose. This chapter does 

not argue that all the work employed and funded by the MasterCard Foundation is 

completely and absolutely positive for development. It is shown, however, that if a 

corporation sets up a structurally separate philanthropic foundation, it has shifted the 

power dynamic between these actors, providing a better possible environment in today’s 

economic system for the facilitation and nurture of a positive corporate impact in this area. 

What separates this foundation from others is that the two entities are distinct: although 

the company funds the Foundation, the latter is unable to sell a single share that it has in 

the MasterCard Corporation until April 2026.323 This facilitates the Foundation’s ability 

to look long term with its projects and development model because it will not be able to 

capitalize on its shares until 2026. Further, it is common for a company to gain a 

significant amount of positive branding from donating capital, which in turn is only a 

very small fraction of a corporation’s net profit. However, as of 2014 the MasterCard 

Foundation still owns 10.5 percent of the MasterCard Corporation due to the initial shares 

gifted, therefore emphasizing the financial capital available to the Foundation.324  
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5.3 Conclusion 

This third funding strategy, although having similar traits as the others previously 

discussed, primarily differs due to the power dynamic between a corporation and a 

foundation, which is evidenced by the distinctive decision making authority between 

MasterCard Foundation and MasterCard Corporation. A corporate funded foundation, 

akin to this third strategy, is often affiliated with the company by name, but remains a 

separate legal entity, as the governance and financial structure under this strategy is 

completely distinct from the corporation 325 By using its name, however, it still provides 

benefits back to the corporation through positive branding. It is the power dynamic that 

makes this funding strategy an appealing approach to pursue development projects, more 

than the other two strategies presented in this thesis. This strategy places the control with 

the foundation, rather than the company, marking a shift in power that removes the ability 

for a corporation in intervene when a project is not ‘successful,’ by multiple measures, 

while giving a foundation the power to direct funds in areas that they find deeply relevant.  

This funding strategy allows a corporation to direct a large amount of funds to a 

foundation that is normally (and hopefully) comprised of development professionals 

instead of using the resources within the firm itself. The foundation has the ability to 

direct these funds where they see fit, particularly towards long-term projects. Webb 

argues that there are significant benefits for a corporation in their creating a separate 

philanthropic foundation. She explains that this separation allows a foundation to thrive 

regardless of the direct financial stability of the corporation.326  Separate foundations have 

the ability to invest, or raise money on their own if the originating company did not have 
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a profitable year.327 In addition, there are significant tax benefits that come when a 

corporation earmarks a percentage of their profits to their arms-length philanthropic 

foundation, thereby providing a strong incentive for such action.328  

MasterCard Worldwide is an example of a corporation that has designed, built, 

and funded a distinct philanthropic foundation, which in turn has partnered with the not-

for-profit sector, universities, and international organizations who then engage in project 

implementation. Using the case study of the MasterCard Foundation, this chapter has 

provided evidence for the argument that the above third funding strategy allows 

corporations to fund beneficial development projects through an unattached foundation. 

Although there will always be positive branding and benefits that fall back on the 

company for participating in development projects, the power of decision making is 

placed in the hands of development experts which gives corporate philanthropy the ‘best 

chance’ at doing good for both themselves and for development recipients because it is 

not solely based on the ebbs and flows of a corporation and the decisions of its employees.  

This thesis is not arguing that this third funding strategy is exempt from the arguments 

against corporate philanthropy presented by Kapoor, Fridell and Konings, or Davergne 

and Lebaron. Instead, it is concretely proposing that we need to go beyond this 

rudimentary, binary debate and begin to dissect each possible funding and engagement 

strategy.  This third strategy, The Philanthropic Foundation, is significantly different from 

the model followed by TOMS or Coca Cola, as since it is not solely focused on consumer 

consumption for positive international development participation, and because the 

Foundation is not married structurally and organizationally to its initiating company, this 
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thesis argues that it is a better strategy for corporations to follow when funding 

development projects given their own interests, the global economic system writ large, 

and the needs of their recipients.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

6.1 Concluding Summary  

In 2013, Gautier and Pache have, after a careful review of the literature, 

established how the topic of funding and legal structure strategies continues to lack in 

research efforts. These strategies are essential as they have huge implications with regards 

to their enabling or disabling of positive and negative consequences that any 

philanthropic effort is bound to have on their beneficiaries, both individually and 

collectively. This thesis aims to fill this knowledge gap. It began with a recognition of 

corporate involvement in development and breaks it into a nexus of three primary funding 

strategies.  It is through the analysis of these three separate strategies that it becomes clear 

to the reader that, indeed, each one facilitates different direct and indirect benefits to the 

corporation. Further, it was explicitly not argued that philanthropy supports only positive 

development outcomes nor was it argued that this private sector approach should not be 

part of any future aid equation. Instead, the paper sought to emphasize that corporations 

do exist in this sector, and will likely not be departing any time soon, despite critiques. 

There must be a balance of critiquing certain corporate philanthropic actions, and the 

objective understanding of possible leveraging of their material resources. This thesis 

uses a comparative analysis approach when examining the role of corporations in 

development in order to analyse which funding strategy a corporation would be better 

placed to follow with their involvement.  

As seen in this thesis’ literature review, there are two main debates when 

examining the role corporations play when participating in development. From the first 

perspective, philanthropy can be seen as a tool that allows corporations to fill a funding 
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gap in development projects, thereby pursuing positive change in developing countries.329 

This standpoint calls for corporations to have a direct involvement in improving the 

livelihoods of communities around the world, especially areas that have a high corporate 

presence.330 Klaus Schwab, founder and executive chairman of the World Economic 

Forum, explains that as the power of states has “shrunk, the sphere of influence of 

business has widened” indicating that corporations are therefore being placed at the 

forefront of development, whether they or others want this to occur or not.331 Schwab 

explains that it is in the best interest of a corporation and developing communities if a 

firm becomes a ‘global citizen,’ tasked with addressing global development issues.332  

The counter perspective argues that when corporations participate in philanthropy 

aimed at development, they are only broaching symptoms of the financial centered 

capitalist structure that has fostered the firm to become extremely profitable, if they are 

creating any positive change at all.333 Kapoor explains that corporate philanthropy only 

provides Band-Aid solutions to more structurally complex issues. In addition, Kapoor 

reemphasizes that corporate philanthropy backwardly benefits the firm through branding 

and tax incentives, thereby using a small amount of good deeds as a tool to instil a 

positive imagine in public consciousness, while simultaneously masking their negative 

impacts on the world at large.334 

Corporate philanthropy is fundamentally complex, a grey area of study without 

clear boundaries; indeed, it was regularly seen that philanthropy can be driven from a 
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market need, or it was aimed at addressing problems that the corporation itself was 

responsible for creating. This paper’s attempt at bundling and breaking down various 

funding strategies is a first, and much needed effort, at bringing light to this 

misrepresented, and often misinterpreted arena. As outlined in the literature review, 

authors often lump philanthropic efforts together under a single masthead when either 

arguing that it is fundamentally negative for development or a win-win for both parties. 

There are numerous possible, specific, and unique strategies that corporations are now 

using to fund international development projects and programming, and this thesis argues 

that when evaluating corporate philanthropy, these must be broken down and explored 

individually. A blanket approach to corporate funding strategies of international 

development will continue the black/white dichotomous argumentation that remains 

pervasive and endemic in academic literature; it is time that we start exploring the grey. 

The literature review draws attention to the research gaps surrounding governance and 

financial structures of corporate philanthropic efforts and organizations. As shown in this 

thesis through the differences seen in governance and financial structures, four main 

characteristics emerge that showcase the variances in and between each funding strategy: 

the role of the consumer; project flexibility; symptoms versus root causes of development 

issues; and, brand/market development.  
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Figure 1.4 

As outlined, Chapter 3 reveals the first funding strategy is directly related to 

consumer consumption while the governance and financial structure are tied to a 

corporation. As shown this strategy has two methods; first, TOMS is a marriage of 

corporate objectives and cause-related marketing, while RED is represented as a tool, 

which can be leveraged by corporate actors, including philanthropic wings. Angela 

Eikenberry explains how one can now do good when walking through a department store 

purchasing already desired products now attached to a developmental cause. A chocolate 

bar that gives part of its profits to ‘promote peace,’ a bottle of shampoo that gives one 

dollar to a wildlife project, or a box of cereal that will support a child’s education; all of 

these are examples of this first funding strategy. A corporation has taken its product and 

branded it to a cause, which attracts a consumer and makes them feel good about buying 
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products. Under this strategy the development initiative is completely based upon 

consumer consumption; TOMS will only give as many shoes as are bought in Western 

markets. TOMS has also developed its corporate brand and market around a product that 

appeals to Western consumer. Thus, this strategy has a low level of flexibility, as TOMS’ 

development initiative and the corporation itself are indivisibly linked, meaning that the 

company cannot alter their development agenda, as their business model is fundamentally 

based on a specific cause. Drawing from tenets of venture philanthropy, strategic 

philanthropy, and cause-related marketing, this strategy induces consumer consumption 

in order to fund projects that focus on the symptoms of development issues.335 As shown 

through the case study of TOMS and RED, there are three main problems and concerns 

with this strategy-type: first, it regularly limits funding to only those projects which are 

seductive and marketable; second, it provides the corporation with a direct profitable 

return as a consumer literally buys into doing good: and third, often corporations spend 

more money marketing philanthropic campaigns, using approaches such as RED, than on 

the projects themselves. Further, since this funding strategy is premised on consumption, 

and is controlled directly by the corporation itself, the very act of “buying development” 

can create more problems than the philanthropic projects are addressing.336  

As shown in Chapter 4, the second examined funding strategy is when a 

corporation funds development projects through a philanthropic wing, while the 

governance and financial structure remains attached to the firm. Under this strategy a 

corporation is the primary funder of a project, therefore solidifying it and its board of 

directors at the centre of decision-making and project selection.  Due to the complexity of 
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this funding strategy, this paper subdivided it into four sub-methods of actualization: an 

external corporate interest based tool; funding projects; internalizing projects; and/or, 

working with a collaborator. As with the first strategy, there are three central problems 

with this approach that were detected when examining the case study of Coca Cola: first, 

when a corporation employs an in-house initiative, they often expect a positive outcome 

and will go through extreme measures to ensure a marketable result; second, since a 

company has high project flexibility it is able to direct funds towards any business areas 

that receive negative media attention, only providing surface level Band-Aid solutions to 

divert interest away; and third, this strategy is an example of Kapoor’s decaf capitalism 

which allows a corporation to take resources with one hand while giving back only 

marginally with marketable philanthropic projects. Within this strategy the consumer is 

buying into a firm’s product or service that then allows it to choose which philanthropic 

projects receive funding. This second funding strategy, as with the first, equally places the 

power and decision making in the hands of the corporation itself, allowing it an ample 

control, particularly as it is common for staff from the corporation to also sit on the board 

of directors of its philanthropic arm. In addition, this strategy explicitly links the 

philanthropic arm to material and human resources of the company, further negating the 

former’s independence. 

As shown in Chapter 5, the third funding strategy is when a corporation directs its 

philanthropic funds through a separate foundation. This philanthropic foundation may 

utilize the same name as the corporation; however, it is distinct from the corporation, 

thereby placing the governance and financial structure in the hands of a foundation’s 

development experts and not the employees of the corporation. As with the other two 
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strategies, the primary concern with this funding strategy is that it practices Ilan Kapoor’s 

notion of decaf capitalism, allowing a corporation to give philanthropic funds whilst it 

earns those same revenues in a less than ethical manner.  In addition, MasterCard 

Worldwide has a market everywhere, but the Foundation is creating a brand and potential 

consumer market through their philanthropic projects. What separates this funding 

strategy from the previous two, however, is a distinct separation in decision making 

authority in organizational operations and projects outputs. This eliminates the pressure of 

marketable success demanded by corporations participating in development projects, and 

allows there to be a focus on long-term projects that can address larger developmental 

issues. In addition, the role of the consumer is minimal and indirect as they are buying 

into a corporation and not its associated but independent foundation. This strategy also 

has high flexibility when directing philanthropic capital, as the foundation or independent 

organization has the ability to direct funds towards any project, which can often be 

focused on the long term.  

 This thesis does not argue that corporate philanthropy on its own is the only way 

forward for development projects; however, it recognizes its increased support as an 

approach. With this recognition of the corporate role in development, there needs to be a 

parallel research focus on funding strategies that are the best way to leverage positive, 

effective results from firms involved in development projects. Philanthropy is about 

branding and creating this ‘fantasy’ surrounding a corporation, which is a profit making 

entity, as ‘doing good’ in the world of development. As shown, RED or any cause-related 

marketing strategy is a significantly different approach than a corporation setting up a 

foundation. There needs to be a distinction between the dramatically different strategies a 
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corporation can use to fund a project. This thesis suggests that of the three categorized 

funding strategies studied, the construction of a separate philanthropic foundation may be 

the best available solution in the interim, for decision making power is shifted away from 

the corporation. Indeed, as is shown with the MasterCard Foundation, with the right 

precursory circumstances, a foundation can be endowed with a distinct, sustainable 

operating revenue stream, which further differentiates it from its corporate creator. This is 

not to suggest that this funding strategy does not have significant benefits for a 

corporation, nor that the way a corporation earns its revenues are ethical, but for an 

enduring capitalist economy like the one presently dominating the global system, this 

appears to be the better available option to satisfy the objectives of “doing good”.  

6.2 Ways Forward  

This thesis calls for future policy makers, academics, development practitioners, 

and the general public to go beyond the current debate of philanthropy as a positive or 

negative approach to development and focus instead on more of a nuanced, hybridized, 

holistic envisioning of different corporate charitable funding strategies. When examining 

how corporations are involved in funding development projects through philanthropy, this 

thesis demonstrates that the third funding strategy provides benefits to all involved 

parties: private sector actors receive significant indirect benefits; philanthropic 

organizations are free to direct funding as they deem appropriate; and, recipients are 

partnering with development practitioners through foundations rather than corporations.  

Indeed, it is common for each side of the debate to agree that corporations are profit-

driven. Some would say that this gives firms the capacity to fund development projects, 

while other say that companies are using profits to fund projects only to hide any negative 
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externalities. It is this debate that this thesis has attempted to break down, emphasizing 

the importance of different funding strategies for future corporate-philanthropic 

development projects.  

Evidently, as is always the case with social science, there is still a need for further 

research, particularly regarding the effectiveness of each funding strategy on-the-ground 

in developing countries. This work will need to build off the three funding strategies 

previously outlined by both breaking them down further into their nuanced, constituent 

components, as was done with the second proposed strategy type, and examining the 

outcomes of specific corporate philanthropic projects.  In addition, there is still a need for 

future research to be conducted concerning risk management. More specifically, an area 

for future research could be the development of a metric that accesses and measures the 

risk of each strategy, which would further the evaluation of effectiveness. Further, 

another area of future research that could be conducted surrounds corporations and 

individuals that participate in anonymous philanthropic giving and the implications that 

surround this approach. Also, this thesis briefly touched upon the concept of deception 

and false advertising that some corporations utilize. This would be an interesting starting 

point for future research and how it relates to corporate philanthropy. Due to the size and 

scope of these areas of future study, this thesis can only provide a base of knowledge for 

future research, a direction of proposed insight generation, and a suggestion for which 

area to begin.   

6.3 Policy Recommendations  

 The research and funding strategies presented in this thesis can and should be used 

as an informational base for future research and policy surrounding corporate 
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philanthropy. There is currently a need for governments and policy makers to recognize 

that corporations will structure their philanthropic efforts in a manner that is best for them 

while also conforming to the regulations and policies in place.  Presently there is a lack of 

conversation surrounding philanthropy and policy. Corporations are participating in 

philanthropy because they receive significant, tangible benefits from associated branding 

and large tax breaks. Corporations do not generally participate in philanthropy for the 

altruistic ‘social good,’ but civic and public expectations toward such are beginning to 

blossom and become popularized, thereby pushing firms to become more ethical and 

socially involved. As such, due to their increase in development practice, there is a 

significant need for more regulation into how corporations are directing their 

philanthropic capital. As shown throughout this thesis the role of the state is being 

weakened in regards to international development aid, and actors like corporations are 

filling these gaps. Thus, this research should be used as a base for governments to 

revaluate the incentives that corporations are receiving for their philanthropic work. 

Therefore, there is a need for further research surrounding the regulating framework 

offered by the host country; a policy recommendation is for states to provide 

supplementary financial and regulatory benefits for corporations to follow Strategy Three, 

rather than the other two. If such incentives existed, the outcome could be a more 

regularized transfer of power from corporations to foundations, thereby avoiding the 

pervasive issue of development projects being implemented only to appeal to private 

sector brands. When examining all three strategies, the author is under no illusion that 

each is beneficial, in some way, to corporate actors. Strategy Three begins to broach this 

problem by maintaining those benefits whilst transferring decision-making authority 
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away to another, independent body.   

6.4 Final Thoughts  

The conversation on the inclusion of corporations in international development is 

happening now, for they have already begun to step into the project funding gap left 

behind by economically depressed government and international organizations. 

Philanthropy has evolved as a mechanism for the corporate actor to direct its profits 

towards development projects around the world whilst gaining significant indirect and 

direct financial benefits, as is the case for most other traditional donor involvement in this 

field. Philanthropy is not a new concept, dating back to merchant families in the sixteenth 

century and pre-American civil war in 1861 with the actions of wealthy landlords, but it 

has since evolved and transformed.337 Today, philanthropy and development have become 

inextricably linked to the corporate world, becoming one of the best marketing tactics. 

This ‘new’ form of philanthropy has evolved from tradition donor and state funded 

institutions to private actors who do not have to report their actions or account to anyone 

specifically.  

As shown in this thesis, philanthropy is a complex phenomenon that cannot be 

divided into a simplified two-stream argument, whereby it is seen as either the way 

forward or inherently and completely detrimental to development. It has evolved to be a 

more complicated and nuanced concept that can be approached differently by various 

stakeholders. Philanthropic projects are normally taken to provide either direct or indirect 

benefits to the company through increasing its positive image, but this does not 

necessarily negate benefits to recipients on the ground.338 This thesis has proposed that 
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within the current, unwavering global neoliberal economic structure, the better scenario 

for corporation participation in development achieving positive all-party results is through 

the third funding strategy: the use of a separate philanthropic foundation.  

No argument can be comprehensively sustained if proposing that corporations 

alone will solve the world’s development inequalities through philanthropy. However, as 

Fredric Jameson explains, “it is easier to imagine the end of the world than to imagine the 

end of capitalism.” 339 As such, we may have to learn to operate within the economic 

environment given, using corporate engagement to subtly change their internal 

characteristics, rather than hope for the actualization of a call to societal revolution. As 

such this thesis has addressed and provided a possible funding strategy that is conductive 

to the world before us today, not that of an imagined tomorrow.  
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