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PRESS STATEMENT BY PROETHICS 

22 JANUARY 2026 

 

Executive summary 

ProEthics notes the publication of two further articles by GroundUp on 20 and 21 January 2026 

concerning its historical contractual relationship with the National Lotteries Commission, which ended in 

November 2022. These articles were published despite ongoing legal proceedings, a prior ruling by the 

Press Ombud in ProEthics’ favour, and undertakings given by GroundUp not to publish any articles until 

20 January 2026 under circumstances where the court hearing would have been finalised. However, the 

court date had not been finalised by then, and GroundUp abused this by publishing its articles. The 

articles repeat and reframe allegations that have previously been found to be unsupported, omit material 

findings that contradict any implication of wrongdoing, and continue to cause significant reputational and 

commercial harm – that ProEthics was somehow complicit in ongoing irregularities at the NLC and has 

now been ordered to pay back certain sums of money, despite the SIU or the NLC never having 

contacted us in regards to this matter. This is a made-up story being pushed by the publisher in order to 

garner sensation for its articles. ProEthics rejects these allegations, reaffirms the lawfulness of its 

conduct, and will continue to defend its reputation through appropriate legal and regulatory channels. 

 

Legal proceedings against GroundUp and Raymond Joseph 

These articles were published despite legal proceedings against GroundUp and Mr Joseph being in 

process. It also follows a formal ruling by the Press Ombud in favour of ProEthics, in which GroundUp 

was instructed to correct earlier reporting that had materially misrepresented the company’s conduct.  

 

Background  
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The Press Ombud has already ruled in favour of ProEthics in relation to earlier reporting by GroundUp, 

finding that the publication had materially misrepresented the company’s conduct and caused 

demonstrable reputational harm. GroundUp was instructed to correct this reporting. In another instance, 

GroundUp also had to “self-correct” a false report about us being involved with an NLC flashmob event. 

They did this seven months after publication. 

 

The Ombud specifically recorded that no accusation had been made that funds received by ProEthics 

amounted to the proceeds of crime, nor that ProEthics knew of any improper attempt to bypass National 

Lotteries Commission rules. At no point has ProEthics been contacted by the SIU, nor has any authority 

found that the company engaged in money laundering or any form of criminal conduct. 

The Press Ombud specifically found that: 

 

“Crucially, however, no accusation has been made that the money amounted to the proceeds of crime, 

whose origins needed to be hidden. It has also not been established that ProEthics knew there was an 

improper attempt to bypass NLC rules." 

 

This ruling is not incidental. It goes to the core of the allegations that continue to be implied through 

subsequent reporting. Despite this finding, GroundUp has persisted in publishing articles that repeat, 

amplify and reframe substantially the same narrative, while omitting the Ombud’s conclusions and other 

material context that contradicts the implications of wrongdoing. Continued publication in these 

circumstances undermines the corrective purpose of the Press Code and perpetuates harm that has 

already been formally recognised. 

 

Continued publication  

Mr Joseph contacted ProEthics on 15 December 2025, threatening to publish another article about 

ProEthics and the NLC. In response, ProEthics approached the courts for appropriate relief, including an 

application for an interdict. GroundUp and Mr Joseph are the respondents in our case. They suggested 

a postponement of the urgent application and committed not to publish until the matter is finalised by 20 

January 2026. However, the court date and therefore the application had not been finalised by the 20th, 

and while we were in the middle of these proceedings and awaiting a response from the Court, 

GroundUp went ahead with their publications despite the aforementioned. 
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The new articles repeat, amplify and reframe substantially the same narrative, while omitting material 

context and findings that contradict the impression of wrongdoing. It relies on confidential information 

such as the TSU report, which ProEthics was not privy to. It is uncertain how Mr Joseph obtained this 

information. According to documents supplied by GroundUp during the court proceedings, Mr Joseph 

received funding from an international organisation from 2017 onwards to write about the Lotteries, and 

has since written more than 220 articles on the topic. The question may be posed whether he has a 

financial motive to write about the NLC? It is clear that ProEthics, as a service provider of the NLC at the 

time, has been caught in the crossfire years after our contract ended, and our name is being used by Mr 

Joseph in an attempt to hold the NLC to account.  

 

Findings of the TSU investigation 

Central to GroundUp’s continued reporting is its reliance on the TSU report into procurement at the 

NLC. It is important to state clearly what that report does, and does not, find. 

 

The TSU report confirms that ProEthics was appointed through a competitive bidding process. It does 

not find that ProEthics engaged in money laundering, fraud, or corruption, nor does it find that ProEthics 

personally benefited from funds allegedly irregularly disbursed within the NLC. The proclamation to 

which GroundUp refers speaks to whether ProEthics was appointed through a competitive bidding 

process. The TSU investigation confirms this to be the case.  

 

ProEthics did not and could not have known what the internal administrative, financial or operational 

processes of the NLC were, including how payments were authorised or how internal procurement 

compliance was managed. Any implication that ProEthics participated in, caused, or was aware of 

maladministration within the NLC is thus misguided. 

 

Where ProEthics paid third-party service providers, it did so on the express instruction of the NLC, 

without any knowledge that such payments were later alleged to be procedurally irregular. The report 

itself records that ProEthics did not retain the bulk of these funds, but disbursed funds to service 

providers on the NLC’s instruction – a practice which TSU ultimately recommended should not be 

followed in future. 

 

To the extent that TSU made recommendations regarding the possible recovery of certain fees, 

ProEthics has never been contacted by the NLC or anyone else for such purposes, much less told us to 
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“pay back money”, as these new articles claim. This is yet another clear example of GroundUp and 

Joseph’s style of journalism. 

 

Reputational harm and public interest 

ProEthics provides ethics, governance and compliance services to both public and private sector 

institutions. We actively promote ethical leadership and lawful governance. The harm caused by 

inaccurate and sensationalised reporting in this context is not abstract; it has had real commercial and 

reputational consequences. 

 

While ProEthics fully supports investigative journalism conducted in the public interest, such reporting 

must still comply with the Press Code, must be grounded in fact, and must distinguish clearly between 

evidence, inference and speculation. 

 

ProEthics is not a large corporate entity seeking to suppress legitimate scrutiny. It is a woman-owned 

microenterprise with two full-time employees. For context, according to LinkedIn, GroundUp has around 

40 employees. The continued publication of inaccurate and misleading reporting has therefore had a 

disproportionate and deeply damaging impact. Unlike large institutions with extensive legal and 

communications resources, ProEthics operates in a sector where trust, credibility and reputation are 

central to its ability to function at all. The financial harm caused by this reporting is significant, and the full 

extent of the reputational damage cannot be precisely quantified. 

 

GroundUp’s repeated framing of this matter as a struggle between powerful corporate interests and 

investigative journalism is misleading. It obscures the reality that a small, ethically focused consultancy 

has been repeatedly named and implicated in narratives of wrongdoing despite the absence of any 

finding of unlawful conduct. 

 

Conclusion 

ProEthics remains confident in the lawfulness of our conduct and in the findings of the Press Ombud. 

The company will continue to defend its reputation through appropriate legal and regulatory channels, 

while remaining committed to transparency, ethical practice and cooperation with all lawful processes. 

Clients and stakeholders are encouraged to consider the full factual record and Mr Joseph’s motives, 

rather than his selective and misleading reporting. ProEthics welcomes good-faith enquiries and 
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remains available to provide clarification or context.  

 

Dr Janette Minnaar 

Founding Director 

Janette@proethics.co.za 

  

 


