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The field of development ethics: an introduction

Des Gasper and Asuncion Lera St. Clair

Development ethics, according to a classic formulation, considers the “ethical and value questions posed by development theory, planning and practice” (Goulet 1977: 5). Its mission in Goulet’s view is “to diagnose value conflicts, to assess policies (actual and possible), and to validate or refute valuations placed on development performance” (1997: 1168). This volume reflects the field of thought that emerged under such a label in the 1950s (especially in French literature) and 1960s (in English, Spanish and Portuguese literatures). It appeared in response to the emergence of self-conscious fields—that include  organizations, policies and programmes, research, education and training—of ‘economic development’ and development economics, ‘social development’ and development sociology/anthropology, ‘politics of development’, and so on, and overall of ‘international development’ and ‘development studies’.
 Recent surveys of development ethics include Crocker (1991), Crocker (2008), Dower (2008), Gasper (2004), and Schwenke (2008). 

While sometimes under different names, the field has long relevant antecedents and clear forerunners, as we will see. Indeed the notions of societal and human development, in their current senses, and the associated questions about purposes and priorities, have been discussed intensively for at least two hundred years. In this volume we concentrate on work from the 1960s and onwards, to provide an introduction to the strongly growing attention to the role of ethical thinking in regard to national and international development and global North-South relations. This increased interest is seen for example in the deepening of the international human rights system and the growth of ‘rights-based approaches’ to development, the United Nations Millennium Declaration, intensified concerns with sustainability and business corporations’ responsibilities, and increasing numbers of relevant journals and of academic courses or modules on ethics and development. While providing context and cross references, we centre the volume around the tradition of interdisciplinary work that has explicitly called itself development ethics, as articulated and represented by authors such as Denis Goulet and David Crocker. 
This introduction gives an integrative summary of the selected papers and sets them in the context of the scope and trajectory, methods and debates seen in the field as a whole. 

Focus and structure
The collection falls into five parts. Part I opens with two papers which place work on development ethics in the historical and intellectual context of the growth of human powers to transform the human condition, notably in the past three centuries; and the growth correspondingly of enormous differentials of power and good fortune between different persons and groups within countries and between countries and regions. It follows up with two pieces which address the nature of development ethics as a field: a foundational statement by Goulet, and a reflection twenty years later on the achievements, limitations and alternatives for his formulation of the field.
Part II presents some major aspects of work in development ethics: consideration of meanings of ‘development’—as used by power-holders, by academics, and by ordinary people—and of the distribution of the benefits and costs in fundamental transformations of societies. Two key themes in development ethics have been that, first, the gains of some groups have been directly conditional on planned suffering for others—a theme for which we can take Peter Berger’s label ‘pyramids of sacrifice’ (Berger 1974); as in the suffering of slaves in the processes of generation of agricultural and mining wealth from the Americas, or of rural labourers displaced to become urban proletarians in the industrialisation of Western Europe and Russia. More generally, long term societal development involves enormous investments—such as the terracing of the Chinese landscape—by preceding generations to the benefit overwhelmingly of later generations not themselves. This has been induced in diverse ways: through forced labour, physical displacement, and capitalist wage-labour, or labour seen as loyalty, duty, honor, or self-fulfilment. Second, good fortune can generate unintended suffering for others, such as when booming incomes in some sections of society or some parts of the world pull food resources out of poorer areas and out of the affordable reach of the poorest people, leading even to famine and death. Besides this ‘calculus of pain’ (Berger’s term), including between people and across generations, Part II introduces what he called the ‘calculus of meaning’: how far does the acquisition of material comforts and conveniences bring or jeopardise a fulfilling and meaningful life? Berger’s own later work, within the tradition of Weberian historical sociology, notably his The Capitalist Revolution (1987), was strongly influenced by developments in East Asia and argued that a guided capitalism does better than comprehensive socialism, and acceptably well, in terms of both calculi.
Part III presents some ethical theories that are prominent in discussing, and attempting to guide and constrain, the calculi of pain and meaning: in particular we look at examples of theories of need, of capability and of human rights. In line with the book’s size and a pragmatic and policy-oriented perspective, we have largely selected theory essays that emphasise the link to practice. We adopt what Crocker (Essay 21) calls a shift in primary emphasis ‘From Moral Foundations to Interpretative and Strategic Concepts’, partly because many urgently needed changes can be justified from more than one type of moral foundation. Part IV then places abstracted theorising in a richer and more realistic perspective, by looking at the conversion of proposed principles and criteria into working methodologies for value-conscious investigation, evaluation and design which can help to guide action and policy. 
Part V contains papers on specific areas and themes in development policy—hunger, debt, and forced displacement – and in development practice, including on responsible advice and responsible life-styles. We have chosen policy papers that illustrate broad themes and methodological stances, because each of the policy and practice areas selected, and many others, could have been the subject of an entire collection. Essay 27, for example, by Ellerman, considers how international development assistance can respect and promote the autonomy of recipients but often fails to. Its ideas have relevance far beyond international cooperation.
The character of in particular the last two parts (IV and V) of the collection reflects that development ethics is an inter-disciplinary field and meeting place for disciplines and professions, and for interactions between theories and practice, rather than a more inward looking academic sub-discipline. The collection thus combines attention to real-world problems, theories, and practices – including policies, politics, programmes, methodologies  and movements.

One may look at work in development ethics as comparable to other fields of public and professional ethics such as business ethics, medical ethics, and environmental ethics. A difference however is its all-encompassing scope, which renders it less a particular, even if huge, specialist area and more a meta-area that aims to link and inform many others. ‘Development’ of human societies can touch almost any topic. To avoid superficiality we have not attempted in this collection to cover each of a myriad of topics (‘the ethics of development-and-A, through Z’). The collection gives core attention to discussions of: 

1. the values proposed as constituting the meaning of human, societal and/or global development, and proposed as requiring respect, prioritisation and incorporation into legal frameworks and/or public action; (parts II and III)
2. evaluation of experience and alternatives (parts II and V);  

3. methods and methodologies for such discussion, analysis, evaluation, incorporation and action (parts IV and V).

We thereby follow the agenda articulated by Goulet in Essay 3: looking at debates about principles concerning what is the human good (and bad), how it is and should be distributed, and by what processes decisions are and should be made. The book’s structure is similar also to Crocker’s picture of development ethics (2008) as covering principles (our part III), evaluations (parts II and V), and proposals (part V). We have considered it important to highlight in addition to that:- methods, and the theorising around methods (part IV); and situating of the field historically and intellectually (part I).
Part I - The field of development ethics:  history and agenda 
The volume opens with an essay that challenges the common yet misleading perception that ‘development’ simply concerns the planning, funding and execution of processes of socio-economic transformation occurring in low-income, mainly newly decolonized, countries after World War II. In Essay 1 Cowen and Shenton set the historical stage, showing the emergence to prominence in early and mid 19th century Western Europe of a language of ‘development’, which referred to dramatic social change, the perceived associated societal problems, and how to respond to these. Thinkers like Saint-Simon, Auguste Comte, Friedrich List and J.S. Mill proposed theories and action aiming to diagnose and counteract damaging, disruptive or threatened effects of unguided societal transformation, which was seen as a quasi-natural process of ‘progress’ that must now be steered.
 Response to the radical changes that flowed from modernity was the raison d’être of much of the thought of the founders of sociology. Cowen and Shenton show us that critical evaluation and idealistic programmes have been core features of development thinking from the beginning, in societies exposed to rapid socio-economic change. The essay provides a historical and conceptual enrichment of interpretations of ‘development’, and undermines the notion that development thinking is a post-1945 phenomenon, a product of Cold War competition. It provides an introduction to their major book on pre-1945 thinking (1996), and helps to frame our collection, clarifying why debates about development outcomes and choices have always been debates about choices of values. 
Kitching (1989) and Lutz and Lux (1988) (see also Lutz 1992), amongst others, similarly draw out the shared structures of debate in the contemporary analyses of the costs and benefits of industrialisation in early 19th century Europe and in post-1945 discussions for Asia, Africa and Latin America. Lutz and Lux go further and identify a connecting trail of authors who called for the reorientation of ‘progress’ to give priority to human development, each author explicitly influenced by predecessors and in turn influencing their successors; including from Sismondi to Thomas Carlyle to John Ruskin to J.A. Hobson in the 19th century, on through R.H. Tawney and Gandhi in the early and mid 20th century, to E.F. Schumacher, the author of Small is Beautiful (1973) and ‘Buddhist Economics’ (1975). Other authors highlight the parallelism of much of the post-1945 discussions with debates in Russia in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Common to these two bodies of experience was the fate of co-existence with already dramatically more economically powerful countries in Western Europe and North America. The Russian intelligentsia elaborated theories that either justified seeking to follow the West European path; or argued that the very existence of advanced Western Europe made that path unnecessary or impossible so that a nationally specific and/or revolutionary path must be found; and/or held that West European experience showed the undesirability and inhumanity of the path of capitalist industrialisation, which should be rejected; or rejected industrialisation as a whole. The same range of options structures the later discussions in and for other countries (Callinicos 2007).
In Essay 2 Bhikhu Parekh, one of the leading present day theorists of multiculturalism, puts into global context the discussion opened by Cowen and Shenton on responses to societal transformation. He looks at the inter-national rather than intra-national power differentials opened up by European advances, and at the views of a series of European theorists on the ethics of relations between more economically powerful and less economically powerful countries and peoples: Christian evangelists such as Bartolomé de las Casas, liberals such as John Locke, Immanuel Kant, and John Stuart Mill, and socialists such as Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. All advocated European colonialism. It would save the souls of the colonized, or save them from sloth and inactivity and raise their productivity and happiness, or at least prepare them to achieve those goods after a social revolution. Parekh sees considerable continuities between the European Christians, liberals and socialists, which he traces to an underlying Christian worldview. Ter Haar and Ellis (2006: 354) remark similarly that development thinking ‘has incorporated a vision that is specifically Christian in origin, and that still bears the traces of its genealogy. Briefly, Christians traditionally believe in the prospect of a new and perfect world that will come into existence with the return of Christ to Earth. Over several centuries, politics and states in Europe assimilated these originally Christian ideas of perfection (Burleigh, 2005)’. Dreams of perfection have often been used to justify drastic manifest imperfections along what is alleged to be the unavoidable path to reach the perfect state.
It is also the case that some Christian thinkers saw the fundamental problems that flow from a type of global capitalism that accumulated, in part, by dispossessing others. A reframed, more humane vision of an economic system was one of the key inspirations for development ethics, notably through the influence of the French social economist and theologian Louis Joseph Lebret (1897-1966). In 1941 Lebret founded the movement Économie et Humanisme. It promoted a forerunner of the present day idea of human development, generated in an open dialogue between economics, other social science, theology and philosophy. Lebret’s school had an important impact in Latin American thinking, including in the formation of liberation theology. He was the ghostwriter of Pope Paul VI’s encyclical Populorum Progressio, one of the most influential sources for liberation theology and its thesis of ‘the option for the poor’ (Novak 1984:134 in Hebblethwaite 1994: 484). Unfortunately not much of his work on socio-economic development has been translated into English.
Lebret was the key inspiration for Denis Goulet (1931-2006), who became probably the most prominent single writer on development ethics through the 1970s and 80s and whose work continues to be influential. Goulet led the emergence in English-language literature of an area of thinking under the name ‘development ethics’. He drew from the more longstanding French literature that included Lebret’s school of thought, and connected equally to literature in Spanish and Portuguese. Variants of Lebret’s theme of humanization of the economy, and the liberation strand, both continue strongly in the writings of contemporary Latin American philosophers and social theorists, such as Enrique Dussel (1978, 2007).  

Goulet’s paper on Tasks and Methods in Development Ethics (Essay 3) was the keynote lecture at the founding conference of the International Development Ethics Association, in Costa Rica in 1987. The paper examines negative effects of dominant theories and practices which had marginalised ethical discourse, and outlines an agenda for development ethics which informs this volume. Development ethics considers the contents of worthwhile development, the acceptable distribution of its costs and risks as well as its benefits, and the ethical quality of its methods of analysis and practice, including the questions of who should decide and who should act. Goulet argued that ethical thinking that was to make any real difference must become ‘the means of the means’, ‘a moral beacon illuminating the value questions buried inside instrumental means appealed to by decision-makers and problem-solvers of all kinds’ (Essay 3, p.157). Since the fate of general intentions depends upon the character of the concrete means which are assigned to fulfil them—the institutions, rules, persons and procedures—so ethical ideals must be well embodied in those concrete means, must pervade and guide their detailed operation. The agenda for development ethics includes then not just abstracted theorising but detailed attention to its linkages to attitudes, public action and policy making, to the roles of national and global institutions and civil society, and to the nature of practice-related ethical thinking in these contexts. 

Gasper’s article (Essay 4) reviews Goulet’s ideas about the scope of development ethics, its methodology, lines of influence, and organisational format and identity. It examines his legacy in relation to subsequent work, and suggests aspects that demand further attention whether by rediscovery, deepening or replacement. Goulet emerges as a profound exponent of the notion of ‘human development’, but whose work illustrated different theoretical and methodological emphases from what is now the mainstream view seen in and around the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)’s Human Development Reports founded by Mahbub ul Haq in 1990. While Goulet’s vision of the scope of development ethics and its lines for influence seems sound, his pictures of methodology and organisational format require reconsideration or supplementation. The type of existential immersion that he advocated brings vital insights but is neither the only relevant methodology nor compatible with his notion of development ethics as a separate new (sub-)discipline. Ethics as the ‘means of the means’ is effected situation by situation, in particular professional, physical and social niches, rather than by a cadre of super-generalists. At the same time, a widely influential development ethics requires also robust general theories—such as of needs, human rights, capability and deliberative democracy, and of how such frameworks connect—in order to motivate and guide action and to communicate across wide spans of professional and physical territory. 
Overall, the papers in Part I position development ethics as an interdisciplinary space of reflection which has a particular substantive set of tasks. 

Part II - Development and underdevelopment: experiences, meanings and evaluations
The idea of modernity has many aspects and is also, inevitably, multiply interpreted. As a general idea it refers to a society which has distanced itself from an inferior past and discovered the secret of unending advance. Second, more specifically, it refers to a particular type of society—commercialised, industrialised, urbanised, individualised. Following Weber, many interpretations see rationality as the underlying common thread. The modern is seen as the result of rational action. But the modern can also lead to traps, to ‘iron cages’, and to disenchantment. Thirdly, then, modernity refers to the type of lived experience found in that type of society—‘in an environment that promises us adventure, power, joy, growth, transformation of ourselves and the world—and at the same time, that threatens to destroy everything we have, everything we know, everything we are’ (Berman, 1983: 15) (cited by Callinicos 2007: 301). This is the society of simultaneous high promise and high vulnerability. 
Development ethics arises as reflection on aspects of this lived experience, including reflection on the poverties within modernities that may bring disenchantment, alienation and loss of meaning, and from concern for the vulnerable and those who suffer. ‘Some get the gains, others get the pains’, remarked Michael Cernea (2006), the first and leading sociologist in the history of the World Bank, after a lifetime of observation of forced displacement of low-income populations. The creation of national parks, for example, has typically been comprehensively at the expense of the previous residents. Development ethics reflects then on what development means and ought to mean; it critiques the narrow conceptions often found in development policy bureaucracies. McNeill and St.Clair (2009) argue that, as the colonised countries gained independence, much of what we call ‘development’ activity became a sort of business: a specialised arena dominated by professional development experts and by ‘agencies’ dealing with ‘recipients’. These experts shared an arcane language in which fundamental ethical issues  and self-reflection on the costs and risks of their planning were absent or, when present, stripped of any direct and painful human content.
‘Development’, like ‘modernity’, figures as a family of concepts: as a desirable endpoint, or the criteria for defining such desirability; as the pathway(s) towards such desired states; as the activities and investments required to proceed along the pathway; and so on. Essay 5 is an introduction by Nobel Prize winner Amartya Sen to his normative conception of development, a general idea of improvement. Development is presented as meaning good quality of life (including longevity, the quantity of an individual life)—or at least, real opportunity for good quality of life—rather than high quantity of inputs or high volume of economic activity. Assessing quality of life is understood as an evaluative question, not merely a measurement question. It is complicated by value heterogeneity across people, though Sen expects a significant degree of homogeneity, and by value endogeneity across time, since values are affected by life experiences and they also change across generations. Specifically, Sen proposes a concept of development as increase in the ‘doings and beings’ that we have reason to value, and/or increased real access thereto. The concept has been widely adopted and worked with, including in the Human Development Reports at global, national and local levels. In India every District is now required to prepare its own Human Development Report.
Following up the theme that the quantity of a person’s life is central to ‘quality of life’, Essay 6, also by Sen, analyses a series of major famines: the Bengal famines of 1943-4 and 1974 and the Ethiopian famines of 1973 and 1974, with reference also to 19th century famines in India and Ireland. Famines are examples of lives wasted, often due to dramatic differences in endowments and entitlements across groups and across nations. Sen presents a theory of famines as caused not necessarily by lack of food but by poor people’s lack of market power to command food, which can occur partly as a side-effect of richer people’s greater power to command resources (Sen 1981; Dreze and Sen eds. 1990). Mike Davis (2001)’s account of the late 19th century famines in India, China and Brazil which led to tens of millions of deaths takes this insight further.
 
At issue is not simply that tens of millions of poor rural people died appallingly, but that they died in a manner, and for reasons, that contradict much of the conventional understanding of the economic history of the nineteenth century... Millions died, not outside the “modern world system,” but in the very process of being forcibly incorporated into its economic and political structures. They died in the golden age of Liberal Capitalism; indeed, many were murdered, as we shall see, by the theological application of sacred principles of Smith, Bentham, and Mill. (Davis 2001: 8-9)
Davis recounts how the impacts of climatic shocks caused by el Niño currents in the Pacific Ocean were mediated by new systems of global trade connections and economic ideology. Comparable shocks in the 18th century in China and India had been managed with far less loss of life, by governments that did not believe that starvation reflected immutable economic laws. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, with markets left free to determine allocation, some groups in drought-hit areas ended with no enforceable claims over food. Food flowed instead between regions and social groups in response to demand from those with money, locally and internationally. This relational explanation is presented by Sen in Essay 6; it is still not well enough known in comparison to his related thesis that major famines tend not to occur in democratic countries, thanks to more open information and to public pressure upon governments which need public support. 

Who the poor are and how to respond to their situation have long been a subject of research for ‘experts’, often economists, both in rich and low-income countries. Largely missing pages in the history of poverty and development studies are the views of the poor themselves. A leading exception is the remarkable Voices of the Poor research project, summarised by Deepa Narayan in Essay 7. Narayan directed the project for the World Bank as background work for the World Development Report 2000/1, Attacking Poverty (World Bank 2001). The three volumes of Voices of the Poor (Narayan, Patel, et al.  2000; Narayan, Chambers et al. 2000; and Narayan and Petesch 2002) present poor people’s ideas about well being and ill being, drawing from views expressed by over 60,000 respondents around the world. This gives vivid insights into their everyday constraints and periodic crises; and shows them as active agents who manage their lives, via diverse coping mechanisms and immense resilience. Many of the component studies used a participatory methodology derived from pioneering work led by Robert Chambers (e.g., Chambers 1997). Voices of the Poor gives dignity back to those who have historically been treated as objects studied and assisted or acted on by the ‘experts’. 
A classic piece by Denis Goulet (Essay 8) generalises and applies the themes in the previous three papers. It sketches a theory of value criteria relevant for development outcomes and development processes, and examines the value-conflicts and costs in typical development processes, with special reference to technology transfer (see also Goulet 1977).  Essay 9 functions as an extension of Essay 8. Goulet here added attention to the importance of understanding religion, faith-based value systems, as held by perhaps most people around the world, especially in lower-income countries. Material means, important as they are for a life of dignity, are insufficient for a truly human life; further, the meanings and use of material things depend on people’s own values. Goulet’s essay conveys strongly voiced perspectives from the South, as in liberation theology (such as by Leonardo Boff and Gustavo Gutierrez) and from Buddhist traditions (such as in Gunatilleke ed. 1983); and advised development ‘experts’ that it may be impossible to design and implement projects well without understanding the roles that faith based values often have in people’s own conceptions of quality of life. The paper helped to stimulate much subsequent work (see from this genre, e.g.: Marshall and Keough 2004; ter Haar and Ellis 2006; Hicks 2000) and has a force and energy that give it continuing value. 

In Essay 10, Alan Thomas, the founder of the UK Open University’s global Development Management programme, identifies the issues and challenges of development beyond only the agendas of government development agencies and aid agencies, which often remain within the perspectives of liberal capitalism. It is important to look at the whole range of ‘developers’, including from civil society, such as human rights organisations, and to step outside the world of immediate practice and take time for theorizing and ethical reflection. Thomas applies Cowen and Shenton’s dissection of concepts of development (Essay 1). In his view, current ideas of development continue dominated by a focus on interventions led by large formal agencies, which fails to grasp the complexity and ambiguity of processes of social transformation, and must be deepened to become more ethically reflective self-critical practice. To contest dominant forms of development requires revealing the historicity and the value basis of processes of development. The best preparation for action is to reflect on visions of development, with attention to issues of justice, sustainability and inclusiveness. Thomas’s paper helps to set the stage for Parts IV and V below on methodologies and policy practice.  
Part III – Ethical Criteria
Part III selects, from the great range of ethical perspectives and criteria that are used and debated in development ethics analyses and development practice, three perspectives which have received specific elaboration in development ethics, namely needs, capabilities, and human rights, and the issue of their mutual relations. In doing so, it gives attention also to other perspectives, including variants of utilitarianism and libertarianism. Those are discussed too in the articles by Parekh, Sen, Hoksbergen, and Crocker. (Collections such as those by Aiken and LaFollette 1996, Aman 1991, and Goodin and Pettit 2005 complement the essays presented here.)  
The Chilean economist and politician Manfred Max-Neef, known for his work on ‘Barefoot Economics’, elaborated a form of needs theory that is influential in community development practice worldwide (Max-Neef et al., 1989, 1991). It grows from a stream of human development theorizing in Latin America (including, for example, the work of Paolo Freire), and provides a rich format for discussing life-situations and priorities in particular communities. In contrast to needs theories which involve an expert specification of priorities, Max-Neef’s approach is concerned not only ‘to promote the transformation of an object-person into a subject-person’ but ‘to respect and encourage diversity rather than control it’ (Essay 11, p.198). 
The distinction between needs and their satisfiers is central to Max-Neef’s work. However, some types of needs theory prominent in development economics have treated the satisfiers as the needs; for example, a house of at least a certain size and quality. The emphasis then became on needs as a set of things, rather than on needing as a relationship between  priority values and specific personal and local situations, within which diverse potential satisfiers exist. Insistence on the difference in significance of a particular good according to the nature and wishes and situation of the person who has or uses it, led Amartya Sen and others towards the idea of capabilities. (See e.g. Crocker 2008, pp. 129-40, for detailed exposition of these background arguments.)
Martha Nussbaum (1947-) is after Amartya Sen and Denis Goulet perhaps the best-known academic voice in the development ethics of the last generation, prominent as a theorist of ‘human development’ (e.g., Nussbaum 2000). Essay 12 is a statement of her capabilities approach, as revised substantially in the late 1990s. Nussbaum argues for a set of fundamental capabilities, as requirements for a human life with dignity, that provide the grounding for basic rights claims. The essay characteristically combines ethical theorising with vivid accounts of lived experience, covers gender issues in detail, and discusses the links between capabilities theory and the human rights tradition. 
Amartya Sen (1933-) has opened many bridges between ethical theory, normative economics, and policy design, using evocative integrative concepts like ‘capability’ and ‘entitlement’ and innovative and subtle reasoning. Sen has elucidated many inherently ambiguous concepts without seeking to misleadingly expunge that inherent ambiguity. His innovativeness and use of everyday language in often non-everyday senses bring however sometimes misinterpretations by others. Essay 13 by Gasper attempts a clarification and evaluation of the ‘capability approach’ work of Sen and his school, and its relationships to the work by Nussbaum and other writers on human development and human security. While Sen provides an open-ended framework for use in policy design and evaluation, Nussbaum tries to build foundations of a just constitutional order. Some valuable books which expound, compare and extend their work in greater detail are by Alkire (2002), Deneulin (2006), Alexander (2008) and Crocker (2008).
In Essay 14 Mozaffar Qizilbash analyses not the differences between but the aspects shared amongst several perspectives that have been widely employed and extended in development ethics—theories of needs, of prudential values, Sen and Nussbaum’s variants of a capabilities approach, and the theories of John Rawls on primary goods and John Finnis on basic goods. His paper is not a substitute for the preceding three expositional papers but adds to them through a focus on what the perspectives share. For example, Nussbaum’s approach, while essaying more substantive content than Sen’s, similarly provides much space for variation in choices of valuable beings and doings, through respect for situational and cultural differences.
This open-ended character matches the interest in several papers (Essays 7, 11, 13, 19, 20, 25) in deliberative methodologies and multi-level societal deliberation about development choices, and in dialogue across diverse cultural contexts. In Essay 15 John Cameron and Hemant Ojha assess and selectively link relevant ideas from Kant and Dewey, Habermas and Bourdieu, and apply them to the hard realities seen in community forestry policy and practice in Nepal. A diverse set of actors and social groups with unequal power interact with each other and with nature. Drawing from French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, Cameron and Ojha argue that decision making is often dominated by those who hold symbolic power. Deeply held beliefs and practices then reinforce existing inequalities in voice between local and international elites, technical specialists, and ordinary people. Kant’s principles help to identify the unethical aspects of this ‘habitus.’ Using a conception of ethical thinking as a process, Dewey’s notion of ethics as relational, and Habermas’s conception of communicative action, the authors discuss how to counteract the undermining of people’s agency and to improve deliberation so that poor and marginalized groups can participate better in decision making that affects their lives. (Crocker 2008 takes such themes further.)
One achievement of the ‘human development’ paradigm created by Mahbub ul Haq (1934-98), Sen, Nussbaum and others, has been to bring a convergence of development thought with the project of universal human rights (Murphy 2006, Gasper 2009a). Related to the growth of separate bureaucracies for development and for human rights that began in the mid 20th century, the understanding of these two concerns took separate paths for several decades. In the same years as the rise of the human development paradigm and the associated capabilities approach, human rights thinking has become more central, in part through the engagement of former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan and former UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, Mary Robinson. Revived discussion on relations between so-called first generation human rights (i.e. civil and political rights) and second generation rights (i.e. economic, social and cultural rights) led on to revisiting the idea of the ‘right to development’. Often viewed as an abstract and inflated set of good intentions, the right to development as formulated in the 1970s and 80s had little impact in the work of development bureaucracies (McNeill and St. Clair, 2009). In Essay 16, David Beetham, a leading contemporary theorist of human rights and democracy (see e.g., Beetham 1999), seeks workability through specificity: restriction of the idea of the ‘right to development’ to ‘a nation’s or people’s right to economic development, … something distinct from the different individual rights of the international human rights covenants, but also intimately connected with them, both as a crucial means to, and as a product of, their progressive realization’ (Beetham, Essay 16, p.81). In this form the concept adds something, and we can see more clearly when it is infringed. It directs attention to the severe harm done to poor countries and poor people by features of the current world economic order, to which we will come in Part V. 
Part IV - Methodologies

The ethical principles propounded in the papers in Part III and in similar work are still distant from being full practical methodologies to guide analysis and action, even the more process-oriented formats described by Max-Neef and Cameron and Ojha. Part IV examines the next step, to build and use working systems of investigation and evaluation. 

Essay 17 by Roland Hoksbergen examines the approaches to policy and programme evaluation that are used in a set of different theoretical and political traditions: the managerial-type evaluation in the ‘logical framework approach’; methods based on mainstream neoclassical economics; a humanist tradition; and a religious tradition, each as applied in international development activities. He draws out how these approaches are based, sometimes explicitly and sometimes tacitly, on particular world views— including particular conceptions of society, of human personhood, of how to obtain reliable knowledge, and ideas about the good and the right. 

The mainstream economics methods reflect particular variants and combinations of utilitarian and libertarian values, and a profoundly individualistic world view, centred on markets seen as expressions of freedom and essential tools of progress. Many employ the utilitarian principle of maximising net benefits—the sum of estimated benefits minus the sum of estimated costs, regardless of on whom the benefits or costs fall : Lenin’s readiness to ‘break eggs in order to make omelettes’. Besides the disputes over that formal principle comes the question of how it is applied in reality. Michael Cernea adds that: ‘we find much in evaluation work that is totally ethically unacceptable’ (Cernea 2006), for example studies that legitimated creating parks for rich tourists at the cost of removing the livelihoods of poor local residents, on the basis of projections of future numbers of tourists that were never plausible. We see here the combination of a methodology that allows poor people to be made poorer for the benefit of richer people, and a practice that exacerbates this feature by its openness to manipulation. Thus one criterion for assessment of evaluation methodologies is: how much room do they provide for hard-to-control-and-prevent manipulation?

Hoksbergen himself exemplifies a methodology for drawing out and assessing the ethical assumptions found in methods and exercises of planning and evaluation. After this work of identifying the world views and assumptions within given methods of development policy analysis, he and the next two essays go also in the opposite direction: beginning with a specified world view and/or ethical perspective and then working out its possible implications for methods and procedures of policy analysis. In Part V, the papers by Crocker and Drèze have this character too. Given their attention in detail to particular policy areas, we have placed them later.  
From the large recent literature on human rights-based approaches to development planning (e.g., Alston and Robinson 2005; Gready and Ensor 2005), we select Hansen and Sano’s paper (Essay 18), for it distinguishes and compares different interpretations, identifies both strengths and limitations of a human rights-based approach, and does not claim that such approaches are a panacea that will have ‘equal relevance in all spheres of development thinking’. It brings out how attention now centres less on continued refinement of, for example, an ethical case for clean water for all, and rather on building a human rights culture, marked by principles of universality, accountability, non-discrimination, and empowerment, that helps to ensure that the ethical case is not marginalised by ‘narrow economistic and political’ concerns (p.54). 
The thinking about human development that Haq, Sen and others helped to consolidate into a policy movement has evolved to include a sister theme of ‘human security’. In Essay 19, Jolly (a former head of UNDP’s Human Development Reports and former deputy director of UNICEF) and Basu Ray present this theme and show how it has been applied by a series of national Human Development Reports that have taken human security as their lead topic. They articulate the methodology that is implied in the set of reports: a case-specific focussing on the particular threats to the particular priority aspects of life that are felt to be at risk in the place and time concerned; and wide ranging analysis then of those factors’ causes and effects. They argue that the reports demonstrate how such a wide ranging value-led transdisciplinary approach, that shows for example how certain types of economic policy may generate major morbidity and mortality impacts amongst poorer groups, can yet have a manageable scope of attention. 
Essay 20, by Asuncion Lera St Clair, is an attempt to learn from other fields in applied ethics and from the pragmatist tradition, to reduce the risk that ethical analysis has no policy impact. It matches a central theme in Goulet’s thinking, the use of development ethics as not merely philosophical reflection. The essay draws on ideas from the sociology of science and sociology of policy-making, to help orient development ethics work to become better embedded in development policy and public action. Whereas medical doctors and their institutions have become accustomed to have ‘embedded ethicists’ in their teams, the field of economic and social development concerns fundamental features of intra- and inter-national systems of power. It remains riddled with resistance to ethical thinking and queries as to its legitimacy and value-added.
 Development ethics is thus not just one more area of applied ethics. St. Clair suggests rethinking of what is an optimal entry point for the ethical analyst, and investigation of the processes of knowledge production. Critically, this extends the scope of development ethics to connect to tools developed in the sociology of knowledge and social studies of science. Ethical thinking needs to be complemented with epistemological reflection, on how different cognitive and social values can guide attention and research choices, and are in turn constrained by them. Grasping this theme may be fundamental for bringing in insights from social sciences other than economics, and from local knowledge, and thus indirectly for advancing global justice. Boaventura de Sousa Santos argues that ‘cognitive justice’–the democratization of expert knowledge and openness to alternative non-Western and non expert-based knowledge—is fundamental for construction of alternative globalizations (De Sousa Santos 2005, 2007). The theme of channels for influencing policy practice leads us into Part V. 
Part V – Ethical development policy and practice
Many important ‘sectoral’ topics in development ethics overlap with sister fields, for example business ethics, environmental ethics, and human rights. (Good edited collections at these intersections include, amongst others: Alston & Robinson 2005; Brooks 2008; Claude & Weston 2006; Ekins and Max-Neef 1992; Engel and Engel 1992; Nussbaum and Glover 1995). We concentrate in Part V on a few substantive topics, including famine and forced resettlement, as foremost illustrations of the themes of fair and unfair distribution, and international debt and international cooperation, to show the global context of development efforts and its enormous and distorting power differentials. The selected essays consider these topics, but at the same time illustrate ideas of wide general relevance about styles of analysis and of management.
David Crocker argues in Essay 21, with reference to food policy, famine relief, and famine prevention, how the capabilities approach and associated thinking have contributed to important reorientations in ethically-driven thinking about development. For U.S.-based philosophers and development activists he sums up the shift in thinking as ‘from an ethics of aid to an ethics for development’, away from a focus only on crises and palliatives, to a concern with systems and causes. The paper conveys how Sen and Drèze’s form of capabilities analysis can help to strategically redirect development policy analysis.
 (For full-scale applications see for example Drèze and Sen’s 1989 book on hunger and their 2002 book on India.) 
Essay 22 by Jean Drèze, Sen’s closest collaborator, goes a step further, showing how the campaign for the right to food tries to operationalise the claims arising from analyses of food needs and basic capabilities. Drèze summarises ideas for applying a ‘rights-based approach’ within a real, often unfavourable, political and institutional context, that of India. He offers concrete arguments not just for the right to food, as a prerequisite for what he calls economic democracy, but for how to try to advance that right even where there is no single clear-cut duty holder. 

Using human rights language to frame specific development issues has generated powerful work such as Paul Farmer’s account of global heath challenges (2004) and Thomas Pogge’s analysis of current world poverty as a matter of human rights violation (2008). In Essay 23, Joe Hanlon shows the application of ideas of basic needs, fair process and human rights to the global equity issue of international debts. Representing work that played an important role in the Jubilee 2000 campaign that led to lightening of the debt burdens of the poorest countries, the paper outlines the history of credit, debt, default, and debt relief or forgiveness or repudiation, through the 19th and 20th centuries. Periodic default or relief can be seen as a normal, occasional hazard inherent in the overall richly profitable history of lending. However, the same countries that had defaulted or repudiated debts in the 19th and early 20th centuries were to the fore in the late 20th century in enforcing repayment of external debts by low-income countries that were in economic crisis, driving them to cut their already low expenditures on basic services for water, health and education. The debtor and creditor countries are signatories to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The main victims of the cuts have been poorer people and children who bore no responsibility for the debts, which had sometimes been corruptly arranged. But financial power brings influence on governments, both directly and indirectly; governments have feared to let the biggest irresponsible lenders collapse because of the knock-on effects, and have given priority to supporting them. Stiglitz’s paper (Essay 26) shows how the IMF and its lead member, the US government, have repeatedly given priority to bailing out rich  lenders while cutting or diverting resources from the poor. Hanlon illustrates how critical analyses in terms of basic needs and the associated human rights generate demands for measures of debt relief for the poor, that have had real impact. 
Peter Penz’s paper (Essay 24) analyses the ethics of forced displacement, the relocation of people due to development projects. He comments on three methodologies of applied ethics for considering such cases: disputation between explicit ethical theories; at the other extreme, reliance on intuition or regnant community values; and, sometimes more fruitful, an intermediate approach that ‘focuses on generalisable principles, but does not commit itself to a particular normative theory’ (Penz, p. 142). Next, he identifies the traditional national framework assumed in ethical discussions, and its limitations in a world interconnected by powerful agencies and unforeseen causal chains and divided into state territories created through violent histories and now administered by sometimes negligent or predatory authorities. He constructs a case for moral cosmopolitanism and then, using his intermediate methodology, considers the responsibilities of foreign agents (distinguishing between businesses, foreign governments and development NGOs) in cases of actual or threatened forced displacement.
 Taking Penz’s line of argument further, Oxfam and other international development NGOs have consolidated and disseminated principles of the ‘free, prior and informed consent’ of local residents in disputes over new investments in their localities. While such codes of practice on displacement have gained some support from inter-governmental funding agencies, other tendencies are less favourable: shifts in funding from multilateral to private banks and to less socially concerned foreign governments have partly sidelined the painstakingly achieved ethical codes for investments (Johnston and Garcia-Downing 2004).
The essential partners for the forms of analysis described in papers 21-24 are social movements that represent and/or support the claims of the weakest groups in national and global society. Denis Goulet’s last major paper, presented here as Essay 25, brings together older themes of the distribution of the costs and benefits from development activities such as dam construction, and the distribution of rights to be informed and be heard, with newer themes of the roles of global development organisations and global social movements. He argues that Brazilian experiences in popular participation in decision-making around dam construction and in participatory municipal budgeting show the possibility of fruitfully realising old ideals; partly through the types of global social movement which had their main launching pad in Brazil. Fora of globalised resistance such as the World Social Forum (WSF) have given new dimensions as well as theoretical clarification to the oft-mentioned phrase that ‘another globalization is possible’. Compared to the case of forestry management in Nepal (Essay 15), Latin America’s strong traditions of collective action have led to more optimism in participatory governance and more truly democratic deliberation (Van Cott 2008). 
The final three papers deal with international development cooperation and raise general themes of fundamental importance while doing so. After his years as Chair of the Council of Economic Advisers to the US Government under Bill Clinton, and as Chief Economist of the World Bank, Nobel Prize winner Joseph Stiglitz wrote on the crucial roles that ethics should play in the professional work of economists (Essay 26). He adopts a pragmatic methodology, applying a set of widely accepted ethical precepts rather than seeking to prove them: honesty (including not withholding important information); fairness (treating similar cases similarly); social justice (fulfilling basic needs, including for dignity); and responsibility (including taking into account, and being accountable for, external effects that one causes). Honesty and responsibility imply that we should make clear the limits of the information and understanding on which we advise, or press, others to act. This has often not been done by the international financial institutions and rich country governments whose relations with developing countries he examines. Instead they have typically relied on power, financial muscle, to enforce their prescriptions, such as for full mobility of capital, leaving the risks to be borne by the weakest parties. They have also not treated like cases alike: the arguments about social dislocation which rich countries have used to block global free movement of labour have been waved aside when used by developing country governments to argue against global free movement of capital. Systematically and devastatingly, Stiglitz applies the precepts to 1990s international economic decision making. His review leads him to a further precept: maintain rather than tear apart the existing fabric of social norms and cooperation. He considers this principle to have been grossly violated in the shock economic reforms that destroyed the value of ordinary people’s pension rights in Russia while distributing enormous wealth to a new priviligentsia. Elsewhere he argues for more and deeper democracy at all levels (Stiglitz 2007). 
David Ellerman’s piece (Essay 27) complements Stiglitz. It draws on his experience as special adviser in the World Bank and on a historical survey of thinking about the requirements of ‘Helping People to Help Themselves’ (Ellerman 2005). He uses theories of learning, to look at processes of development cooperation that could promote recipient autonomy; and concludes that autonomy-promoting assistance turns out to be very close to rights-respecting assistance. Unhelpfully intrusive ‘help’, whether it is ‘help’ that replaces beneficiaries’ own activity or ‘help’ that dictates their pattern of activity and hence replaces their decision-making, simultaneously offends their felt rights to be active makers of their own lives and leaves underutilised their capacities, knowledge and will. These two lines of counter-productive effect then reinforce each other in scenarios of indifference and resistance. 

For the last piece we have chosen not a report on experiences with particular professional codes, but a discussion of the spirit without which such codes can remain dead letters. (On formal codes, see e.g. Gasper 1999, Inter-American Initiative 2007.) In Essay 28 Robert Chambers summarises ideas from a lifetime as a leader in innovative, participatory and respectful development practice that has explored the sort of principles articulated by Ellerman (e.g., Chambers 1983, 2005, 2008). He has been an advocate and theorist of, for example, ‘immersion visits’ in which development professionals spend some days or weeks living with poor people. Development as good change relies, he argues, on individual persons and personal actions, in addition to and underlying the action of organisations and policies. The most fundamental ‘means’ that should be imbued by a development ethic—acting as ‘the means of the means’—are professionals, at many levels. Chambers discusses elements of an informal professional ethic, an ethos of ethical development: sensitivity to the power of language and to who controls it, and a search for effective generative concepts; an openness to listening, which is found to be the most important element in the use of techniques of participatory research and planning, far more important than the technical details; and an openness to self-criticism, including about one’s own lifestyle, and to learning how to be more while having less. These themes are taken further by, amongst others, Hamelink (1997), Giri (2002), Sharma (2006), and Crocker (2008). 
Concluding observations: A pragmatic ethics of societal transformations in a global context
To conclude this introduction we touch on possible future directions for development ethics. The collection introduces the reader to a field that inhabits an uneasy space of critique and reaction against unreflective, ahistorical and allegedly value-free conceptions of development planning and policy, and that also constructs alternatives for improving conceptualization of development and its practices, policy making and methodological tools. A single volume compilation of previously published work inevitably has gaps, both in the areas of critique and reaction and in the construction of alternatives. Some discussion here of the future of the field will help to situate it within contemporary debates about the future of development itself, and in the context of increasing globalization and the concerns about what has been its neoliberal mainstream. Fundamental challenges that have been repeatedly highlighted, such as widespread severe poverty and hunger, lack of access for all to clean water, basic health and education, violence against women, and the replacement of colonial and neo-colonial systems by well functioning democracies, all remain in large part unresolved. The ‘aid industry’ is under serious pressure to improve or change, from opposing forces on both the left and the right, North and South (Easterly 2008, Tandon 2008, Riddell 2007). As Thomas points out in Essay 10, this may in part be because international development was left so much in the hands of a narrow group of agencies—the World Bank, FAO, USAID, DFID, et al.—and transformed into a professionalized field located within liberal capitalism, remote from ordinary people’s lives (see also McNeill & St. Clair 2009). More broadly, global climate change and financial crisis raise fundamental question marks about contemporary systems of economic organization and governance.
How can development ethics thought be deepened and become better embedded in the work of key actors in development and contribute to more efficient and fair activity, improved quality of life and less suffering? Providing answers requires an enrichment of development ethics along at least three key dimensions: forging a space for recognition and deliberation with ethical, faith-based and indigenous value systems across the globe; engaging more with the worlds of activism and practice of global justice; and seeking further influence in action and policy making through strategies and methodological tools that incorporate ethical thinking. 

The essays in this volume do not offer full answers for those questions and tasks but give valuable pointers. Forerunners of development ethics include all those authors who have been critical of the nature of transitions to modernity, including the purely instrumental use of nature and human beings in industrialization and economic growth. The historical readings in this volume remind us that modernity has always exacted a price, paid largely by the weakest. Poorly theorized and economistic descriptions of the causes and solutions to poverty in Britain during the 19th century, social theorist Robert Pinker argues, were amongst the main drivers of the stigma and exclusion that poor and vulnerable groups suffered (Pinker 1971). Millions of the poor in India paid with their lives for the lack of interest of their colonial rulers in balancing the forces that controlled their access to food in an increasingly market-dominated economic system (Davis 2001). 
What we learn from even an incomplete excursion in development ethics is that moral arguments have usually had little force to change policy and action, for they have tended to remain ‘external critiques’ outside the scope of ‘expert’ knowledge for development, and the ethical critiques come from many diverse sources often with little recognition of or knowledge about each other. But we also learn that with an appropriate strategy, more reflection on the negative consequences of growing human powers is indeed possible and that some improvements in the practices of assessment, design and evaluation of development interventions have occurred. For example, the now widely accepted definition of development as centering on how people can live as judged by a range of human values (the human development conception) was clear in the work of Lebret in the 1950s or Goulet in the 1960s and 70s, yet only became much more visible and influential when taken up by a network led by a well situated and charismatic policy entrepreneur (Mahbub ul Haq) in partnership with a prestigious economist (Amartya Sen), and thanks to a favourable combination of circumstances (Gasper 2009b; Haq and Ponzio 2008). Lessons for further work become visible. 
Moving towards more fairness and less pain, more solidarity and self-reflection about how much is enough, and relational understandings of wealth and privilege requires more than sermons; it requires work on methodologies and methods that will be able to influence or effectively compete with dominant discourses. Parts IV and V in this volume present attempts along those lines. The role of economic experts in defining and framing development issues is particularly important, especially as they have central roles within powerful development bureaucracies and often reject ethical thinking as outside the scope of their planning and ideas (McNeill and St.Clair 2009). The essays by Penz and Stiglitz highlight for example that economists work on issues marked by major uncertainty and that it is fair to hold them responsible, like members of other professions, to first make clear the degrees of uncertainty in their understanding, and second to protect vulnerable poor people from the danger of unwanted effects resulting from their advice and decisions. George DeMartino takes the step of specifying more fully such a code (2005). 

The voices of the poor rarely have access to the worlds of academic and policy publishing or to relevant forums of exchange and networking. The voices of non English speakers are also much less heard. Several essays in this volume call for extensive and multilevel societal deliberation and one task for development ethics is to fashion spaces for such participation. This applies not just intra-nationally. One of the roles for development ethics, we suggest, is to be an enabler and provider for hearing ethical views (whether secular or religious or indigenous) from around the globe. It is important for the future of development ethics to acknowledge, relate to, and strengthen or revive dialogue with non Western and non English language sources of ethical thinking. 

Development ethics overlaps to some extent with the concerns raised by the fields of global justice and global ethics that have emerged in the past twenty years in reaction to neoliberal economic globalization (see for example Comers, Vandekerckhove and Verlinden 2008, Dower 2007, Pogge 2008, and St. Clair 2006). Growing concern with an unfair globalized world, in which pain and suffering are visible through global media and easy travel, and where many international systems have been manifestly and in major ways biased and hypocritical (as discussed here in the essays by Hanlon and Stiglitz), has led to intense thinking about social and global justice. The term global ethics was pioneered by Christian theologian Hans Kűng (Kűng 1991, 1998) and the 1993 Parliament of the World's Religions. The 1995 report of the World Commission on Culture and Development, organized by UNESCO, argued that the time had arrived for a global civic culture. Similar trends have occurred along the parallel track entitled global justice (Brooks 2008).
A deepened development ethics will be helpful to these sister fields, and vice versa. Clearly, as the ‘global’ impinges increasingly on every field of knowledge and practice, so too development, philosophy and ethics and the relations among fields of knowledge are affected. We doubt, though, that work on global ethics and global justice will absorb development ethics. Nor will it be absorbed, we think, into a particular influential strand like human development or human rights. We think it likely that a number of sister fields will continue and perhaps move in parallel directions. The distinctive scope of analysis shown by development ethics and sketched in this introduction is likely to remain, whether under this name or others. 
� Our thanks go to Tom Campbell for the invitation to prepare this volume; to the International Development Ethics Association and its successive leaders for supporting the stream of work which the volume presents; and to David Crocker and Desmond McNeill for incisive and very helpful comments on an earlier draft of this introduction.


� Development studies is widely also called international development studies, especially in North America.


� For parallel discussions in the USA in the 1830s, see Miller (2002). We thank David Crocker for this reference.


� Davis’s study won the World History Association Book Prize in 2002.


� McNeill and St.Clair (2009) identify further obstacles encountered by work to embed ethical and human rights perspectives in the work of development aid bureaucracies: it can challenge their power as institutions, it would force government representatives in their boards to rethink their countries’ position in the global scene, and it challenges the established power balances within organizations by making explicit that economic analysis of poverty and development is seriously insufficient for understanding and decision making on these issues.  


� Crocker refines these arguments in chapter 8 of his 2008 book.
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