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CHAPTER 8

AID, TRADE AND
DEVELOPMENT

I. SOME BACKGROUND FACTS

One of the most important dimensions of the present world situation is the
great disparity between the wealth and economic prosperity of different
nations. Not only is there an immense gap, it has been getting larger in the
last fifty years, and has been happening over a period in which the inter-
national community has actually set itself the task of reducing the gap
between the rich industrialised countries in the ‘North’, as it is called with
little geographical exactitude, and the poorer countries in the ‘South’.
There has also been in absolute terms an increase in the number of people,
mainly but not wholly in the South, who are ‘absolutely’ poor — living
below a level of human decency, in terms of malnutrition, hunger, disease
and inadequate shelter. In the 1970s the figure of 800 million was often
mentioned, but now estimates tend to be in the region of one billion, a
fifth of the world population,

This poverty and inequality exists alongside an ever expanding global
economy. More and more people are drawn into a vast global market in
which goods made or produced in one part of the world are through a
chain of transactions used or consumed in other parts of the world.
Increasingly, through investments by other countries or companies based
elsewhere, people are employed by organisations which are primarily
based in other countries. The so-called multinationals and transnational
companies like Nestlé or Ford play a very large part in this process. Their
operations are so large that they dwarf the economies of some very poor
countries. Increasingly loans have been made, by governments or private
banks or by the international institutions like the IMF or World Bank, to
governments, particularly of poorer countries, to stimulate economic
development, to facilitate developed countries’ exports or to bail coun-
tries out because of serious debt problems which were incurred earlier.
One of the most pervasive features of the global scene in the last twenty
years has been the crippling effect of the ‘debt crisis’. Many poor countries
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138 WORLD ETHICS: THE NEW AGENDA

in the 1970s were encouraged to take out large loans from banks, which
had a surplus of money to lend as a result of the Middle East oil crisis of

1973, and have been saddled with the burden of servicing these debts ever
§ince. Overall it is estimated that the amount that governments are paying
in debt servicing is more than what such countries overall receive in offi-
cial aid. This debt servicing combined with austerity measures cutting
public services and food subsidies, often imposed by the IMF as
conditionalities for financial support, has contributed to greater poverty in
many countries. |

On the other hand ever since the Second World War the international

community has seen itself as committed to helping poorer countries,

referred to by Truman in an famous inaugural speech in 1949 as the
‘underdeveloped regions of the world’, to achieve development and catch
up with the (relatively) developed North.! Many public documents assent
to the need for countries to co-operate in this, not only for richer countries

to provide development assistance, but also to organise international

trade and investment so as to provide development in poor countries. In

1970 the rich countries committed themselves in the UN to providing 0.7
per cent of GNP in official assistance to poorer countries, a figure that has

generally not been reached ever since. Later in that decade there was in
the UN a declaration on a New International Economic Order (NIEO),

which included a call for a radical redistribution of resources from N. orth
to South. Although the idea was endorsed in 1980 in an influential report
cz}lled The Brandt Report or North South — A Strategy for Survival, which
tried to persuade rich countries to support development by stressing the

‘mutuality of interests’ argument, the ideas in the NIEO were largely
swept aside by the harsh economic climate of the 1980s with the return to
a more robust philosophy of the unregulated free market.

Despite these trends the middle of the 1980s saw two significant docu-
ments, one the Declaration on the Right to Development (1986) and the
other the Brundtland Report (1987) called Our Common Future. The
former is not well known, but it is significant because it attempts to spell
out a framework of global obligations in which, for instance, richer countries
have an obligation to help poorer countries realise their right to
development. Whether this will result eventually in legally binding covenants
laying down such obligations is another matter, especially since the rich
countries were not really in favour of the declaration anyway. The latter,
Our Common Future, was by contrast an immensely well publicised
document spelling out a range of measures intended to integrate environ-
mental and development concerns into a coherent strategy for sustainable
development. The report recommended an international conference five
years later in 1992 and this took place in Rio, the so-called Earth Summit,
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There is no doubt that if one surveys these factors and notes what coun-
tries do and say, moral language plays a significant part in it. The question
we need now to ask is: what interpretation should we put on what is done
and said about international aid, economic co-operation and develop-
ment? As in other chapters I propose first to look at what each of the three
traditions has to say on the issues, before focusing on one or two more

specific issues.

II. THE REALIST/RELATIVIST APPROACH

It may be thought that in this area the realist position which denies a
global ethical framework is untenable from the outset. This however is
not so. Aid and co-operation are both things which can be engaged in for
a variety of motives, and all the realist has to do is claim, plausibly enough
at least for many cases, that the motive for aid and co-operation is national
self-interest, and furthermore dismiss the moral language used by govern-
ment officials in international documents as either a smokescreen and
vehicle for the more effective promotion of interests, or based on an
illusion. It must be noted that the sceptic as well as the cosmopolitan is
perfectly entitled to say of values which may actually be accepted and
acted on by a group of actors, that the belief in these values is based on a
false set of assumptions. In the realist case these would be false assump-
tions about the possibility of global morality; in the cosmopolitan’s case
about what the nature of the values is.

Aid is to be seen as an expression of the interests of the donor country
and/or the views of the electorate. If sufficient of the electorate want aid to
be given to help the poor or think the country ought to do so, then this is
part of the ‘moral interest’ to be pursued by the government, but the duty
to give aid is a function of what the electorate want and/or thinks ought to
be done. There is no external yardstick according to which a government
ought to do this for the sake of the poor elsewhere.

Similarly, when we turn to trade, loans and investment, the picture is
the same. These things are engaged in by governments because they con-
tribute to the national economic interest. A parallel analysis can be given
of the operation of private companies across borders. It is well recognised
that multinational companies like any other businesses are driven by the
profit-motive, and it is often held that this is morally acceptable. These
interests and the values internal to the operation of such companies are of
course transnational in character, but that does not make them global in
the relevant sense denied by the realist. On the realist analysis countries

clearly co-operate with one another through international institutions and
at international gatherings, but this is only evidence of prudential
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commitment not moral commitment, and if circumstances change such
that the national interest is better served in some other wa h .
would cease. e et
. _On this view not only is development seen as part of the national interest,
it is a.lso as such usually construed as economic growth, partly because
the.re 1s a natural tendency for those in power to want great’er power within
tl'lell' own country, and partly because that is what most people want. The
nght to d.evelopment will, if that language is allowed at all, be i\;en a
different interpretation from that assumed in the Declaration ,on thge Right
to Development (1986) where the idea of the right to develo mentg is
meant to 'entail acorrelative duty on the part of other states to su port it. A
realist will prefer to interpret it as a right without correlative o%lii at'.
parallfel to the Hobbesian idea of the ‘right of nature’ as a rightto allgthilr(lm’
but without any duties of restraint either by others or towards others gI;'
one c9untry’s development comes into competition with another, then .on
‘tih;jé\lnew the first cquntry would have no reason to restrict its pilrsuit of
o e(;lnament, even if the development needs of the other country are
_ If, parallel to the realist view of international relations, a relativist view
is alsp held about the nature and scope of an individual’s obligations, then
he w111' have no reason to accept or advocate duties towards distant’ €0-
ples‘, either to give aid, to support development or modify intematignal
trading arrangements. Development is whatever people within the
cultural aml?ience of their own society determine ‘progress’ to be, and
that conception cannot, in terms of the theory, be universalised. It is’ true
that many .of those who advocate relativism, or some fc;rm of a
postmodernist view of a polycentric world, see it as a consequence of the
approach that one can support diversity of cultures and hence diversity of
fievelopment paths and models. This attitude concerning developmerz,t is
In many ways to be welcomed, but as I indicated earlier, such toleranc
for fhversnty by no means follows from relativism, and is l;etter accountes
for in a form of cosmopolitanism that combines such tolerance with a fi
moral commitment to international aid and co-operation. -

III. INTERNATIONAL/COMMUNITARIAN APPROACH

In many ways lihe Position of the internationalist will be fairly similar to
that of the rez}hst, In respect to the policies which are actually pursued,
t!lough the rationale for doing so will be different. That is, if states have X
flght to pursue the national interest, then the pursuit of théir developmen?
is part of 'thé'lt, and is only restricted by whatever is regarded as undermin-
ing the similar rights to development of other countries. Aid is both an
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aspect of that policy of pursuing the national interest, and also the expres-
sion of moral commitment. It can be the latter in two quite different ways.
First, if the electorate wants the government to give aid for moral reasons,
that is for the sake of the poor country or its poor, then as an expression of
that mandate it should do so. Second, if a country enters into an agreement
with another country or signs up to an international covenant, then it is
morally bound to act accordingly, in terms of the requirements of the
‘morality of states’. These obligations are functions of what electorates
want and what international agreements are made, not direct reflections
of moral arguments endorsed by the thinker in question.
Multinational companies, driven by the profit motive, are entitled to
pursue their economic activities within the confines of what countries
allow them to do, either within the confines of domestic laws, which of
course vary considerably in content and effective enforceability in differ-
ent countries, or within the confines of such international law as is appli-
cable to their regulation. On the one hand most rich countries accept this
because these companies are actually national companies, repatriating
profit and contributing to the development to their own base-country and
are only called ‘multinational’ in a misleading way because their opera-
tions are transnational. On the other hand they are accepted in poorer
countries, largely because their operations are seen as contributing to
development there too, at least as understood by governments, albeit
often not as much as poorer countries would like, but as the lesser of two
evils compared with no operations at all, given the poorer countries’
weaker economic power and their relative inability to enforce effective
legislation.

To be sure the right to development is acknowledged as giving rise to
international obligations (as based on agreements amongst states), but the
extent of those obligations is not great, certainly not as great as what many
cosmopolitans will advocate. Certainly every country would retain aright
to its own development, even if it was in conflict with that of others, not
least because electorates would expect no less. This links in with the point
that on the internationalist approach, development is generally assumed
to be economic growth, usually qualified nowadays as ‘sustainable’ eco-
nomic growth, both because that is what electorates want, and it is the
duty of governments to deliver this, and because that is how the society of
states themselves have agreed to understand development. These
understandings are part of what many cosmopolitans will challenge.

The communitarian conception of morality, which I suggested earlier
tends to go along with the internationalist approach, will not provide a
robust set of arguments for individuals to make donations themselves to
help the distant poor or to support aid, to adjust to a life-style which
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witnesses to a more equal world or to advocate reform in the international
elfonomy, or to cha!lenge development paradigms on the grounds that
they are n’ot appropriate to the global situation. The content and scope of
?pers9n§ s main obligations are shaped by the community he or she li

in. Th.lS 1s not to say that individuals may not have some moral feel'lves
some impulses of charity and generosity, in relation to distant povert H;iil
be mov.ed to act accordingly, or to say that a community may not ha}\,/
part of its own collective moral culture a concern for good relations e'?l:
other cqmmunities, and concern for the suffering of others (or conce; wfl'
g:-: environment). But in either case the extent of this concern for rvlvlel(;f
: ln% beyond the corr.u-nunity is a contingent fact about the particular

evelopments and traditions of that comnunity or the particular sensibili-

ties of individuals. It i : .
SccEDE 1s not something which the theory says ought to be

IV. COSMOPOLITAN APPROACHES

Alth v .A. GENERAL PERSPECTIVE
- OElgh cosmopqht_ans will a<.iopt a number of different approaches to
se issues, what is important is that the range of issues to do with aid
trade, investment and development are all assessed in terms of a basi ,
th¢or)'; of Yalue, and are indeed assessed together so that basic consi N
of policy is achieved. oreisteney
.ThlS can be ilIustrated as follows. If we accept, as most cosmopolit
thmkfar§ except libertarians do, that there is an ethical argument ?o l a:
'(and it is not merely seen as an instrument of foreign policy), the rtal
1ssues arise. First, we need to avoid inconsistency between aid, andn t;VO
practices. .If thc?re .is an argument for reducing extreme poverty, the ganf:
:;iUfnent In principle ought to inform the international policie; for trade
Investment and the development priorities within countries the
selves. Second, what is in any case the object of aid? Is it the reducti mi-"
%}t:i?:‘:h poverty or the stimulating of the poor country’s econc:)lg;?
e internationalist may say that inequalities between countri '
;l:z,msglv?s the key Problem (partly bF:cause the representatives of :tsaz:
e e_c1ded on this), the cosmopolitan is likely to stress that it is th
well-being of people that counts ultimately. If a form of aid to a :
country r«.esu.lted in no significant improvements for the very poor OI;Z?ITCT
led to their situation getting worse, then it would be unclear why a -
country should receive aid.? Before expanding on these two YOiHI:OOTel'
need to look at the libertarian response which questions the etlfics o;,azvde
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B. LIBERTARIAN APPROACH
The libertarian position also seeks consistency in its position on aid, trade
and so on. If there is no general duty to give aid (outside positive agree-
ments to give it), this is consistent with the model of the free market. On
this view the basic values are those of liberty/autonomy, coupled with
duties of not harming others or violating their rights to liberty. The value
of liberty, especially economic liberty, may be justified in its own terms,
and if a consequence of this is that the weaker suffer, that is a regrettable
but not morally culpable consequence. States in their economic relations
are justified in their dealings with others if they pursue their interests
within the framework of law, without coercion or deception, and thus
with the consent of other parties. Likewise businesses pursue their trans-
actions within the framework of the market, and so long as they do this
within the ‘ethics of the market’, they do so legitimately. Thus the liber-
tarian goes beyond the view, favoured by realists, that businesses are
entitled to maximise profits (at home or abroad) in whatever ways they
can get away with, or the view that they should maximise profits within
the framework of legal regulation, national or international. The basic
moral framework underlying economic freedom, requires non-coercion
and non-deception, whether enforced or not.?

Generally, the libertarian position is both parallel in character to the
‘morality of states’, the ‘international analogue’ of old-fashioned liberal-
ism anyway, as noted before, and also an intellectual support for state
liberty, including its liberty to pursue its development. The point here is
that the support of what states and businesses do can come from a theo-
retical grounding of a universal cosmopolitan kind, one that stresses the
value of individual liberty and sees the liberty/autonomy of states and also
the liberty of business companies as an expression of that basic liberty.

The different theoretical groundings for libertarianism and the moral-
ity of states could lead to a parting of the ways on some issues; for
instance, if states were to agree on levels of regulation in the international
economy which the libertarian theory would not accept as right. Here the
validation within the ‘morality of states’ conception based on de facto
agreement would clash with the principled advocacy of liberty. This
brings out the point that as a cosmopolitan theory libertarianism is argued
for as a universal value framework on theoretical grounds, and does not
depend on what happens to be established; it may be opposed to some
things that do get established, through whatever laws or conventions are

agreed upon within the morality of states.*

As for development itself, there will tend to be an acceptance of devel-
opment as economic growth, on the grounds that most people want to
increase their material well-being and exercise their choice wherever
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possible to do so. The global economy is very much premised on this
conception of development, and on the values of the free market and indi-
vidual liberty, economic and otherwise. Indeed linked to this is a more
general, rather materialist and individualist conception of the ‘good life’.
This libertarian approach then to what constitutes the good life, appropri-
ate development and socio-political order, in being presented as a global
ethic, may well be guilty of a kind of ‘cultural imperialism’ if it is seen as
something to be imposed on societies which do not share these values. As
such it becomes a variant of idealist-dogmatic cosmopolitanism.

The following criticism may be made of the libertarian position. If the
right to liberty is seen as merely a side-constraint on another’s actions not
to interfere, and there is no implicit duty to further the value of liberty as
a value for all, it is difficult to see how even the minimum basis for main-
taining social order is possible. If on the other hand we accept that the
value of liberty involves promoting that value and opposing what under-
mines it, it is not clear why we should have a duty to do that if we do not
have a duty to promote, and oppose what undermines, the values which
liberty enables us to enjoy, values which it cannot do, unless we have
adequate resources to do so.

If however a libertarian argues that the value of economic liberty does
not merely reside in its intrinsic worth but in its general effects, we have
a different kind of argument on our hands, namely that everyone’s well-
being in the long run will be improved if we allow maximum enterprise
and minimum restrictions. In development theory this is often referred to
as the ‘trickle down’ effect. Parallel in form to this argument is the
argument against the obligation to give aid (in addition to the relativist
rejection of global obligation as such and the libertarian rejection of aid as
a duty) that aid does not work. There is a cluster of arguments to the
general effect that aid either does not generally, or cannot, work and so
there is no duty to do what is impossible. Such arguments are either to do
with the general nature of aid, with the argument that it necessarily creates
dependency, or to do with the long-run ecological consequences of aid,
particularly emergency food aid.5
These arguments are based on empirical claims, and the replies to them
have to be of the same kind. That free markets and enterprise contribute to
general well-being may be granted, but to accept that measures to regulate
markets and to use redistributive mechanisms to advance the economic
well-being of others can never be effective, flies in the face of much evi-
dence. The specific argument that aid does not or cannot work looks like
a duty-excusing move and is quite untenable. That much aid does not
work is to be granted. That all aid does not work or cannot work is simply
defeatist. Riddell’s survey of aid shows clearly that much aid is effective.
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In any case, if some aid does not work, the response needs to be ‘Let si
make it better!’, not ‘Don’t do it!’, and will be if one takes the mora

argument seriously.®

C. THE ARGUMENTS FOR AID .
What are the positive arguments for aid? These have in effgct éll:ea:ig,;
‘been considered under the cosmopolitan arguments ;ons1dered in Chap!
i in lines of thought.
, but here is a summary of the main :
’ (l}]eneral benevolence: perhaps the most famous single (exa(;npledcc):1 la;l
i ich to give their money (and no "
ethical argument used to get the ric . . oy { dostt
i ly) is Peter Singer’s famous a
time, effort and resources generally ' : > aricle
itled i lity’,” reprinted many times be
entitled ‘Famine, affluence and mora T Te _ mes becaise
i i bjections with a clarity whic
it sets out an argument and replies to O —
i h many papers have been written.
hardly been matched since, thoug ' ve been v e
in thi le premise: ‘if it is our pow
tral argument in this depends upon a simple pov
:gnprevengt something bad from happening, without thereby sacn(fi"lczrtl,g
anything of comparable moral importance, tYveh(')ugh:i;nori'lllllgi,p tlz w<:1 icl;
i i i ilitarian, he fashions this pr1
Although Singer himself is a uti L neiple Whieh
j i h a way as to include, a
is the major premise of the argument, 1n suc as '
1ssees it bojth cI())nsequentialists and any non-consequentialists who include a
ty of benevolence as one of their duties. o
duIzlluman rights: if the right to life (self-preserval?on) m;lt‘ldtes (l:):tl;v;l:;
i i he right to subsistence,
t to have it taken away as well as t . .
filfttil;sn(?orrelate with these rights? Shue, as we saw earlclier, arguetcli1 pl;:ll:;bg
iv : the duty not to deprive, the
for three types of correlative duty: t : .
p(l)'f)tect froz\pdeprivation, and the duty to aid t'he depflved. Se(?n 021 a global
scale such duties would provide an impressive ba:ms for action. .
Duty to meet basic needs: an example of this k{nd of argumen
O’Neill’s Kantian approach. Poverty undermines rational a_tglont(‘)mytll,l esi(;
ionality 1 by making it possible for
ht to respect rationality in others king it pos ‘
Ya:ig:zi agency to be effective, as well as opposing 1nst1tut19ns :md prac
tices which disempower people through coercion or deception. dut
Duty of social justice: just as within a society we haye a cglllcte(t:htl;': ¢ :di{’
i Ifare mechanisms tha
to ensure through appropriate tax and we need
i 1d as one global society in
ot suffer, so we should think of the wor’
3v(;1irc|:h the same principles apply. Beitz and others, aswe have seen, exltgnd
Rawls’ ideas on social justice and the difference principle to the world as
hole.!? i
: WB:ckward looking arguments: all the above argument(si are e:jssen;:)agll(y
i i that they do not depend on -
forward-looking arguments, in the sense :
ituati ing * did the current level of extreme
ing back on the situation and asking ‘how ofe .
g:)gverty come to exist?” They are dependent on acknowledging: that it
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:g)s:, whelnltever its causes; we in the North (those of us reasonably well
ave the capacity to give or su i i .
pport (effective) aid; and th
ought to do so. Some ar ' Aoy
: 5 guments however for givi i
loking (10 st e giving aid are backward-
oss’s well-known conception!!) j
dopens oo e Ross” now ption'') in the sense that they
; gnition (which is somewhat ¢ i
rios i the Nogth ot . ontroversial) that coun-
ged in and continue to be i itati
SiesSouih e dir engaged in exploitation of
gh colonialism and neo-colonial
to make amends/restituti ition gone v St
_ on/recompense for the injusti i
viduals give aid on this basi efictarios of o ndi
sis, they do so as beneficiari
Nomondeiidonts y d neficiaries of or as part of
s of such exploitation, n
the active peroettatmr of 1 o p , not because they themselves are
A
s ;iﬁﬁegts ?tclzlsed on agreement: another kind of argument for giving
€ €ither to appeal to a kind of cos i is i
of global ot : [ mopolitan basis in the level
y already established in th 1 i
focsihtene g e world, that is, an appeal to
ensus and democratic mandate
e ' _ ‘ : » Of to appeal to agree-
agrrel(tasn:;: ,tll:: tn:}t,en(?;}l(f)‘nal lel\l'el, as an internationalist might sIt)ress likirflfe
e or rich countries to give 0.7 Pi
eem ' .7 per cent i
whlltch .1tse1f provides a moral basis for doing so. d of ONPinaid
. (\)a;/ll:lﬂll): I&)1pp.;iirent from the general position adopted in this work that
ositive argument." Although the exploitati
some validity, and insofar as it i i s to conpat s
some validity, 18 accepted it requires us t ’
injustice, it seems more sensible o s
tice, to use less controversial i
rest the main argument iti help. It we seo the
on the positive capacit
whole world as one soci i o soci Lt o the
) ety and see it as a form of social injusti
e ' of social injustice that th
ok ;1;::: :fl many ar;: rlxot met, we will see it as a matter both of justic:
olence to help realise the rights of th i
not merely to the basic necessiti i ot sato e Ehts ane
sities of life but to wh igni
o oo Wwhat assures dignity and
. onal autonomy. Elements of th
bo comtimet g ny. of the arguments above can
: € a persuasive case. On the oth i
el ase. other hand I do not think
y Singer can be sustained that
For ressons ghams o ail at we must do all that we can
arlier in my criticisms of utilitariani .
/ utilitarianism
accept extensive but not exhaustive responsibility. !4 e needto

D. THE NEED FOR CONSI
Wha . ). T : ¢ STENCY
o l:tr :(riee tlile 1mtp;1:catlons of this position for the other areas of concern
_ » Investment and development itself? Fi ,
sistency between aid and wh lly i oo b cot
at happens generally i i i
That e i een . y In economic relations
, pt that there is a moral argum ive ai .
’ | . t to give aid t
extreme poverty, it would be i i Fwe accepter oroues
€ inconsistent if we accepted, all
supported activities which hay. F the effoets ot ey
: e the reverse effect; if the eff: i
ness activities directly contributed ', e by not
. to poverty, for i
poe - Y, for instance by not payin
gher than poverty wages; if debt repayment policies and conditioxfal{tiei
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imposed by the IMF exacerbated poverty; if the policies of Southern gov-
emnments were not properly geared to poverty reduction (to the extent
they could, within the limits of their budgets). The pursuit by business of
practices, including the development of new technologies, marginalises
those who are not part of it. Thus the development of patents and import
substitution by rich countries and operations by companies within poorer
countries all have indirect impacts which cause economic marginal-
isation. These processes are particularly well illustrated in the case of
biotechnology.

It may be argued that there are many activities which are pursued
legitimately but which have unintended indirect negative consequences;
these include business activities in a competitive environment, firm
measures to get an economy onto its feet, expecting countries to repay
debits no less than individuals, and governments pursuing other important
objectives. This may be granted. But unless there is a further argument
that there are no other ways in which economic well-being for all and
other public values can be effectively promoted in the long run (which
would be a very pessimistic assessment), the point remains that far more
attention could be paid to the general effects of various economic poli-
cies. Otherwise aid, even the best aid, is simply giving with one hand what
the other hand or rather many other hands are taking away. Businesses
operating in poorer countries do not have to pay the lowest wages possible
in order to maintain reasonable profitability,’ most governments could
put a lot more effort into poverty-oriented programmes, and so on.

With regard to debt repayment, such debts could and arguably should
be reduced or wiped out by rich countries cancelling their own claims
and/or compensating private banks if they cancel theirs. The Jubilee 2000
project recommends that this be done at the millennium. It is worth noting
that typically it is the poor that suffer when austerity measures are in
place, though they were not the ones to incur the debt or in many cases to
benefit from whatever the loans were used for.

Perhaps the most intractable of issues concerns the indirect effects of
competitive economic activity. How far are companies or governments
responsible for the indirect effects of their policies? Many economic
transactions involve winners and losers. For instance, my getting a job
causes you problems if you wanted the job. So we have to distinguish
between justified negative effects of actions and unjustified effects.
Either the idea of unjustified policies takes us back to more specific canons

of fairmess and justice discussed earlier (liberty, non-coercion, non-
deception),' or it points to a principle of not either directly or indirectly
causing extreme suffering/poverty, a state of affairs below a minimum
level of acceptability, as a basic principle. This cannot be an absolute
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complete equality between nations (in terms of average standard of living,
let alone total wealth) than there is for there being absolute economic
equality between individuals.

It is clear that the development of richer countries will need to be quali-
fied in the light of the kind of cosmopolitan argument above for aid and
modified trade practices. Quite apart from any commitments states have
entered or will enter into, the cosmopolitan argument (except that of the
libertarian) will stress limitations on development, if that conflicts with
development elsewhere which meets more immediately urgent human
need. Governments need to have more open-door policies on refugees,
and there may be a need to accept lower rates of growth through the devel-
opment of different international agreements designed to establish a fairer
world. Many cosmopolitans, though not all, who adopt something like the
above approach, also question more radically the whole growth para-
digm, partly for environmental reasons (see Chapter 9).

But the following difficuity arises, linked to the considerations to do
with the nature of political communities discussed in Part L. Even if one
accepts oneself the ethical basis for helping alleviate distant poverty as
applied to individuals, is not the situation of governments different? The
duties of government are shaped by more complex considerations such as
the preference of their electorates on the one hand, and on the other the
existing international code of practice and existing agreements. This
needs to be accepted, since there are cosmopolitan reasons for supporting
both kinds of duty in practice. But it remains open for the cosmopolitan to
press the basic arguments for better aid and trade reform as a kind of
consideration which governments ought to address.!® In any case, if more
people accept this kind of cosmopolitan argument for more vigorous

action to combat poverty and to tackle other issues as well, then the conflict
between the cosmopolitan argument and the democratic argument reduces,
and eventually international agreements will reflect convergence too.

E. SOLIDARISM AND IDEALISM

So far I have not drawn any contrasts between what I have called the
solidarist—pluralist and idealist-dogmatic approaches. This is not because
there are not differences in this area, but because insofar as there are argu-
ments for positive global responsibility for meeting basic human needs,
there is generally not a great amount of difference. We need now to note
where there may be differences, which are more accentuated in connec-
tion with the idea of development, which I discuss in section V.

By contrast, what I call the idealist approach does assume some fairly
specific value system which ought to apply to everyone in the world but is
not accepted by some or much of the rest of the world. What is distinctive
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of this ‘dogmatic’ view is that it matters a lot that others who do not now
hold the theory come to accept it, and that although all human beings
according to the theory have an ethical status, there is nevertheless a dis-
tinction to be drawn between the community of those who believe and
those who do not, between true believer and infidel, between the ‘city of
God’ and the ‘earthly city’, and so on. We can see this kind of picture in
connection with both religious worldviews (though not all of them) and
certain kinds of political views. The antagonism between Christianity and
Islam is one case in point, and the cold war opposition between the ideol-
ogy of the free world and that of the communist bloc another.

The consequences of this for aid, trade and development are signifi-

cant. Unlike the libertarian approach above, this approach does lay stress
on the idea of positive obligation to promote what is valuable, but it will
see the promotion of development defined in its own terms as being of
central importance. If aid is not merely about meeting the basic needs of
people, irrespective of their values and beliefs, then it will make a differ-
ence whether they are already people with the requisite values or are people
who may be influenced to become so through the aid programme. Aid
becomes the instrument of the promotion of wider values. Thus countries
and areas may be selected because the strategy makes sense in terms of
the promotion of a certain value system in a world which may be resistant
to them. What governments ought to do in their more general economic
policy in the world and indeed in their foreign policy is to favour those
countries where the appropriate forms of development can be supported
and strengthened. Development, to be sure, is not merely seen as eco-
nomic growth, but as desirable social change defined in terms of the value
system to be promoted in the world. Thus an Islamic thinker may favour
the development of Islam in a society, perhaps the development of a
‘theocratic’ order, a Christian a society informed more by Christian values,
and so on. Many conflicts, including proxy wars in the Third World, have
been about the promotion of rival socio-political systems as part of the
process of development.

The solidarist approach agrees with the idealist approach in stressing
that development is far more complex than economic growth, and
involves a set of values by which to measure desirable socjal change, and
also accepts the general principle that there are positive obligations to
promote development anywhere in the world, both by appropriate aid
programmes and by general trade policies. However it does not see as an
essential objective the promotion of any one particular worldview, rather
the development of a set of common elements of well-being valued in
almost all the different worldviews which people have and in most of the
different cultural formations which exist in different countries. A wide
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participation in development and in the fair distribution of the benefits resulting
therefrom.”

This is a rich ‘definition’ in many ways, though lacking perhaps because
it has no reference to the priority of poverty-reduction or to environmen-
tal constraints.

Development on this view is about progress in human well-being/
flourishing. Economic growth and industrialisation are only means to
certain ends, and they are only justified if they achieve those ends; if they
do not, as the critics would claim they sometimes do not, then they are not
justified, and may even be inappropriate if they frustrate attempts of poor
people to achieve well-being. It should be noted that even improvements
in indicators such as higher calorie intake, easier access to water or better
housing are also means to ends, not ends in themselves.

It is not clear then that development understood in conventional terms

does always advance human well-being. Once this has been accepted,
various other things held to be self-evident also become questionable.
Does the South necessarily have to imitate or catch up with the North? If
it is not clear that the image of the good life offered by the model of
development in the North — materialism, consumerism, liberal choice —is
satisfactory, why should countries with other kinds of values, often reli-
gious, seek to imitate the North? Perhaps there are other ways of tackling
extreme poverty (bad in almost any value scheme) which do not depend
on wholesale commitment to economic growth or liberal markets. All
sorts of ‘alternative’ models of development, based on value and factual
premises rather different from those of the economic growth paradigm are
offered (many linked to ecological visions or feminist perspectives, as in
the writings of Vandana Shiva™). At the extreme there is the rejection of
‘development’ altogether as an appropriate object of pursuit. Thus for
instance Sachs and others in The Development Dictionary see develop-
ment discourse as inseparably linked to the global economy which
‘homogenises” cultures, and therefore reject it as an important organising
concept for identifying desirable social change.

These critical responses to the dominant paradigm of development are
all based on alternative value systems which have in more recent years led
to more sustained philosophical reflection on what the bases of these are.
During the last ten years, mainstream moral philosophy has entered the
development stage to a significant degree. Three kinds of questions can
be identified: first, if development is about change from a worse state to 2
better state and this involves centrally the improvement of the lives of
human beings, by what criteria do we measure that improvement? What is
the good life, human well-being or flourishing? This has been the primary
focus of discussion. But two further kinds of question arise: part of what
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C. UNIVERSALISM, PARTICULARISM AND RELATIVISM
One kind of consideration, of immense importance in its own right but
pertinent to the three cosmopolitan approaches, is the issue of relativism,
particularism and universalism. Much of the ethical concern about devel-
opment has come from an unease that the patterns of development which
are dominant in the North are not appropriate to social change in the
South, and that in many ways what is happening with the strengthening of
the global economy is the destruction of traditional cultures, worldviews
and value systems, even though such local or traditional value systems are
in fact right for those cultures and the appropriate bases for whatever
change needs to take place. In other words, the values which should
underlie social change vary from society to society. What is happening in
the global economy is but the latest manifestation of European cultural
imperialism or ‘Eurocentrism’. Most but not all writers in development
ethics share this unease, but in varying degrees and with different views
of its theoretical significance.
One response, noted earlier, is to see the idea of ‘development’ as
closely tied to the European value system, itself born of the Enlighten-
ment and the idea of ‘universal reason’, and thus, in the name of celebrat-
ing diversity and the need to defend traditional value systems against the
encroachment of global capitalism, to reject the idea of development
altogether as an appropriate vehicle for articulating desirable social
change. (Much of the language of Latin American Liberation Theology
reflects this, rejecting development in favour of ‘liberation’.) But those
within development ethics, who retain a commitment to the central con-
cept but recognise that rival values can be built into it, can also make the
point that diversity of cultures and norms within them are to be defended
in the name of development, as Goulet does. This is because it can be
claimed that the kinds of social change which ought to happen or would
be beneficial, will be different in different places, and will, for instance,
depend upon the values already accepted by the people in question.

But the recognition that much diversity needs to be accepted and
defended (in the face of the ‘homogenising’ tendency of international
economics) can stem from two very different theoretical positions, rela-
tivism and universalism incorporating diversity. It is possible of course
for a development ethicist to have the first view. There is nothing in the
general position of being interested in the ethical issues in development
which precludes such a position. On the whole however those interested
in development ethics do not adopt this position, but rather the universalist
position which incorporates diversity, pluralism and particularism. This
stems from both a belief in a universal value core itself and also from a
belief in the validity of norms of global responsibility, such as those of the
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rich to support authentic development in the South, norms which are
problematic on a purely relativist position,

Most thinkers interested in development ethics then prefer to identify

some kind of universal value framework and then accommodate various
kinds of diversity within it. Thus those who advocate a neo-Aristotelian
or Kantian or ‘rights’ approach are generally keen to show that their
theories are at a sufficiently high level of generality to allow significant
variations in different societies’ development: these variations are expres-
sions of or interpretations of the underlying value in different social con-
texts. It would not be their intention to see thejr theory as projecting an
essentially Western value theory onto other parts of the world, though
their critics might argue that, despite their intentions, they are doing just
that. On the other hand, it should be noted that, just as nothing in the idea
of development ethics precludes relativism, so nothing in the idea pre-
cludes an attachment to a dogmatic idealism of some kind or other which
the thinker knows full well is not actually accepted in many of the societies
for which it is recommended. Thus a highly specific religious model of
appropriate change, a model dominated by an ecological vision, or a
model advocated by an avid secular libertarian defender of free choice,
might be advocated for all societies, with the quite specific and intended
implication that what is dominant and accepted in most countries at
present is simply misguided. But I trust that the difficulties with such an
approach, whether in a development context or elsewhere, have already
been adequately indicated.

NOTES

L. Quoted, for example, by Sachs, Development Dictionary, p. 2.

2. The issue of the internal mal-distribution of wealth was noted by World
Commission on Development, The Brandt Report, ch. 8.

3. There is here a big interpretative issue, not pursued, as to whether agreements
between radically unequal parties, whether the weaker party is a Southern
government or a worker, are genuinely “free’. The radical will say such con-
tracts are formaily free, as Marx noted, butreally coercive; the libertarian that
they are free, because what is chosen is the lesser of two evils,

4. One area where this approach supports some controls, beyond what is
assumed traditionally as a necessary backcloth to the proper functioning of
markets, is over environmental regulation, to the extent that practices cause
harm. See Chapter 9.

5. For general criticism see Bauer, Reality and Rhetoric; for arguments linked
to environmental constraints see Hardin, ‘Lifeboat ethics: the case against
helping the poor’. Hardin, like other neo-Malthusians, adopts the line that
any aid that fuels population increases makes worse the problems aid is
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