


Chapter 13. Development Ethics in Policy and Practice 


Jay Drydyk and Lori Keleher

In our experience, people who work with development programs, policy, and projects have very strong convictions about the right and wrong ways to carry out development, about how it can be done well and how it can go very badly wrong. If their experience is long enough, they will remember some cases that were exemplary along with others that were embarrassing if not shameful. 
These are ethical assessments based on moral beliefs, invoking moral emotions. Not only can the underlying moral beliefs be strongly held beliefs, but they can also be foundational for one’s overall approach to development. There can also be considerable consensus among peers in development policy and program work. And yet they may also experience much uncertainty about ethics, for a variety of reasons. Many development practitioners feel uncertain about what development ethics is or how to go about it. Some would confine development ethics to matters of personal conduct, failing to see how it relates to policy at all. Others are uncertain about the role that such value-based judgments should play either in policy or in social science. Some may be afflicted by a lingering Weberian hangover, thinking that moral judgments are too arbitrary or subjective to be included.
We surmise that what underlies this uncertainty about ethics in development is a very reasonable fear of arbitrariness. Where matters so weighty as poverty, exclusion, and vulnerability are involved, the last thing anyone wants is for decision-making to driven by idiosyncratic preferences that make little sense to the people affected or to those who are accountable for what happens to them. While this is a reasonable fear, it is not reasonable to assume that all value-based thinking about poverty, exclusion, vulnerability, and development is arbitrary and idiosyncratic. More generally, when we think about reasoning, we recognize that there is bad reasoning as well as good reasoning. So too with ethical thinking: some is more justifiable, some less so. Once we recognize some of the differences, we are better able to sift through our own ethical thinking, discarding the bits that are more questionable but at the same time having greater confidence in the bits that are more justifiable. 
Why, then, is there such uncertainty about development ethics? One cause, we suppose, is that little scope has been allowed in development work, so far, for this kind of critical sifting through ethical thinking (Schwenke 2019). There are non-arbitrary methods of discussing and thinking about whether moral convictions and judgments about development are justifiable in a public context, yet development workers have little practice in these methods, often because doing the work is considered more urgent than knowing why some ways of carrying out development are right and others are wrong. Even in organizational cultures that emphasize moral values (such as deep respect for persons and communities being served), emphasis is often given to teaching the organization’s culture rather than discussing why that culture is justifiable.
If this assessment is correct, then to reduce the uncertainty about development ethics we should promote this kind of critical discussion of why some development practices are justifiable and others are not. Accordingly, the purpose of this chapter is to show how anyone can discuss what is justifiable and what is not, in development, in ways that are credible rather than arbitrary. We do not promise to show how to have all the right answers to ethical questions about development, since everyone’s knowledge of anything is, after all, limited and fallible. The strategy we suggest is, however, reliable at detecting and avoiding ethical judgments that are arbitrary and lacking in credibility. What we are proposing is essentially a strategy for avoiding error. Because it draws on shared features of moral psychology and moral reasoning, it should have common sense appeal. If we also employ this strategy in self-criticism of our own ethical thinking, we can strengthen our judgments about right and wrong ways of going about development against the criticism of others. No greater certainty or confidence in ethics is likely to be achievable.
Ethical risk reduction: a strategy
Let us assume that our goal is to arrive at assessments of development policy and practice that are credible rather than arbitrary. A strategy for achieving this goal should be cognizant of the risks that stand in the way of achieving it. So, we might ask: where would bad ethical judgments about development come from? Four sources of error stand out. 
(1) Impacts on people’s lives may not be fully considered. These may include unplanned consequences, such as, for example, when a bridge or dam project damages people’s livelihoods through effects on fish stocks. Or aggregative goals are chosen are chosen that are indifferent to impacts on changes within the aggregate (see the next section, on growth strategies). Moreover, damages resulting from a policy or project may be complex: some people may benefit in one sphere of life (e.g., access to income) while they or others are harmed in an equally or more important area (e.g., loss of freedom, alienation from culture, reduction in access to critical resources). Any practice that disregards damage to people’s lives is prima facie discredited in moral thinking, which means: if it is ever right to do so, there must be a powerful reason, likely that the other options are even worse. These are moral errors for the same reason, namely that our moral judgments must be consistent with care and concern for the good of others, since this sense of compassion is a central component of our shared moral psychology.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  There has been a flood of research on compassion or empathy in the past two decades. For an overview see Decety and Norman 2015. One difficulty is that what I have called the ‘sense of compassion’ turns out not to be one thing but many, including affective sharing (‘feeling your pain’); care and concern for others; and perspective taking (‘putting yourself in the shoes of the other’); see Decety and Cowell 2018.  All of these are linked with positive response to prosocial behaviour and negative response to antisocial behaviour, which are linked with if not included in the ‘sense of compassion’; see Decety and Cowell 2017; see also Nussbaum 1996, 2001, 2013. Decety and Cowell (2015a, 2015b, 2017) argue that all of these are necessary foundations for morality. ] 

(2) Another source of error is unfairness. The sense of fairness is another pillar of our moral psychology.[footnoteRef:2] Perceptions of unfairness can be triggered in different ways. In some cases, fairness seems to require that everyone gets or does the same. It can also involve comparisons between what people put into an interaction and what they get out from it, or comparative exclusion from decision-making – or even from information – about development processes by which they will be affected. Ignoring unfairness is a second major source of error in ethics generally, including the ethics of development.  [2:  Empathy alone is not sufficient, because it can be biased in favour of in-group members (Decety and Cowell 2015a, 2015b); it needs to be complemented and constrained by a sense of fairness. The difficulty is that, like the sense of compassion, the sense of fairness is not one thing but many. Unfairness can be perceived as (a) distributive, comparing benefits and burdens allocated to different people, especially when compared to their contributions; (b) procedural, comparing their inclusion or exclusion from information and decision-making processes; and (c) interpersonal, the degree to which people are treated with respect, truthfulness, justification, and propriety (Kazemi, Törnblom, Mikula 2015). For our purposes this complexity is not a problem, since our sense of wrong-doing in development might be triggered in any or all of these of these three ways.
] 

(3) A third source of ethical error is dogmatism. Humans have been very creative in the language they have developed to recognize behavior that is unfair or insensitive to the good of others. As a result there is a vast diversity of moral perspectives and systems of thought: Christian ethics, Buddhist ethics, utilitarianism, Kant’s categorical imperative, the moral knowledge within indigenous spiritual traditions, and so on. All of the moral perspectives that people actually believe deserve to be considered, and none should be arbitrarily excluded. (What can be excluded are insincere uses of moral language by people who do not actually believe what they say – as for instance by psychopaths, sociopaths, and political opportunists.) This is not to say that every such perspective gives good answers to every moral question; each, being imperfect, may sometimes fail to give due consideration to everyone’s good, or may fail to recognize some unfairness. Nevertheless, each moral perspective at least deserves to be considered, and failure to do this constitutes the dogmatism that we are marking here as a source of error.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  It is widely accepted that all relevant views must be considered (though obviously not all can be accepted), and the focal question is how they should be considered. See Rawls 2001; Sen 2009, pp. 114-152, 402-407; Drydyk 2014.] 

(4) Finally, moral mistakes also result from getting the facts wrong. These can be facts about the consequences of action or about its perceived meaning. 
If these are sources of bad ethical judgment, then our efforts to mitigate risks of ethical error should begin by asking the following questions. These four questions can apply to any strategy, policy, program, project, or practice of development:
1. Is there anything about it that gives reason for any concern about people’s lives going well or badly?[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  By asking about any cause of concern, we imply that this concern is not limited to any particular conception of living well.  This concern, then, is meant to be consistent with pluralism and the concern to avoid dogmatism (as expressed in question 3, below).] 

2. Is there anything about it that gives reason for any concern about fairness?[footnoteRef:5] [5:  By asking about any cause of concern, we imply that this concern is not limited to any particular conception of fairness.  This concern, then, is meant to be consistent with pluralism and the concern to avoid dogmatism (as expressed in question 3, below).] 

3. Have any moral or cultural perspectives been overlooked?[footnoteRef:6] [6:  It is not implied that all such perspectives should be accepted, just that they should be considered. How to screen weaker from stronger applications of those perspectives is discussed in Drydyk 2011.] 

4. Have any matters of fact or research findings been overlooked?

Ethical risk reduction: applied to policy and practice
In this section we illustrate how this critical strategy applies to discussing two general and high-level approaches to development policy and development practice. First the strategy is applied to development policy, in particular the goals which development efforts are meant to achieve. Then we apply it to development practice and norms for how programs and projects are to be carried out. 
Policy: growth strategies
Economic growth has been a leading goal of development programs and policy for the past six decades; in the minds of some it is a (or even the) defining goal of development. If we are going to ask ethical questions about development, this seems a good place to start. Our first question, then, is this: is there anything about economic growth (as primary goal of development efforts) that gives reason for concern about people’s lives going well or badly? 
It could be argued: no, there is no reason for concern, because growth is not only relatively easy to measure, but it also makes people’s lives go better, both intrinsically and instrumentally. Normally growth involves greater consumer spending, which entails greater satisfaction of consumer preferences. In this way it can be argued that growth intrinsically makes at least some people’s lives go better. Without growth, states may have less revenue available for social services such as health and education, or even for protecting peace and security, and in these ways, growth can be instrumental to whether people’s lives go well or badly. 
Still, this hardly shows that there is no reason for concern with making growth paramount, since growth is change in an aggregate (GNI or GDP) that spans an entire population, and within that population some people’s lives will still be going very badly, possibly untouched by any recent growth. These outcomes are highlighted by one of our deep moral sensibilities, the sense of compassion, or care and concern for people’s well-being. In addition, touting growth while ignoring persistent poverty downgrades consideration of poor people who do not benefit from growth and favours consideration for everyone who can benefit from growth. These in a nutshell are the ethical deficits of a policy favouring growth without poverty reduction: violating compassion, such a policy is cruel; violating fairness, it is arbitrary. Thus the fact that poverty reduction has become central to development policy – enshrined for example in the Sustainable Development Goals – must be reckoned as an ethical gain; however, it should be remembered that this gain took several decades to be achieved.
Growth strategies are also questionable for their implicit ethical reliance on preference sastisfaction. That is, growth is thought to be good intrinsically because it involves greater consumer spending, which entails greater satisfaction of consumer preferences. One flaw in this reasoning is that well-being is not reducible to preference satisfaction. In a development context, this is most evident in the fact that rich people may have very demanding preferences whereas poor people may be satisfied with much less; therefore satisfaction of these diverse preferences is a poor indicator of comparative gains in well-being. (For a fuller introduction to the complex topic of well-being, see Gutwald 2019.) 
The persistence of poverty amidst growth also triggers our second moral sensibility, the sense of fairness. As we noted, advocating growth without poverty reduction implicitly raises a question of fairness because it favours the good of all those who benefit from growth over the good of those poor people who do not. Insofar as this weights the good of some people more heavily than that of others, it constitutes a kind of procedural unfairness. In addition, growth may either permit or even worsen substantive inequalities that would fail any reasonable test of fairness. Environmentally, growth strategies can have unfair impacts on the well-being of future generations; while this was recognized internationally in the 1980s, the magnitude of the unfairness has only been magnified by climate change since then. Struggles to place inequalities between men and women on international development agendas, beginning in the 1970s, succeeded at least to the extent that indicators of equity between men and women have become entrenched in the SDGs. Parallel struggles around development for indigenous peoples resulted in formal recognition (though not equally in material support) for the right to development by and for indigenous peoples, in the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. In these and other domains (disability, racial and cultural exclusion, LGBTQ+) issues that trigger the moral sense of unfairness have been very prominent in development discourse for several decades. Being unresolved, they continue to be prominent; moral sensitivity towards unfairness has not faded away or ceased to be relevant. 
Practice: managerialism
Ethical concerns also arise in relation to development decision-making. Some of these concerns have been articulated in calls for approaches to development that are participatory, empowering, agency-based, community-based, rights-based, or indeed post-development. Unfortunately, these diverse critical approaches offer no unified conception of the pattern of decision-making that they all oppose, each in their own way. To fill this gap, we propose term ‘managerialism’ to identify such a pattern. This term was used initially by Ranjit Dwivedi in the context of development-induced displacement and resettlement (Dwivedi 2002). 
To give it wider scope, we will define this term more abstractly than Dwivedi did. For us what defines ‘managerialism’ in development is that the sources of agency and the end-points of accountability are largely exogenous to project-affected people including the intended beneficiaries. ‘Agency’ in this context means choosing and implementing the ends and means of development activities. In private sector development, ends and means are chosen and implemented by businesses. In public sector development, agency belongs to states and international or multilateral agencies. Efforts can be made to reform public sector agency in order to optimize benefits and mitigate harms, but under managerialism these efforts are predominantly internal to those organizations: they may include developing better measures of development outcomes or guidelines to mitigate social or environmental harms. Accountability flows back to the principals who hold authority and responsibility, and to the sources of funding. Project-affected persons are accorded little or no authority or intrinsic claim to agency or accountability.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Multilateral discussion of development effectiveness starting in the mid-2000s began with this approach, implicitly excluding stakeholders from accountability and agency. Only when civil society organizations were included in the discussion were stakeholders accorded greater consideration. See Drydyk 2019.] 

In contrast, numerous critical perspectives have held that project-affected persons do have legitimate claims to agency and accountability, and in worthwhile development (or post-development) the source of agency and end-point of accountability must at least in some ways be endogenous to those people and their communities. Readers of this chapter are no doubt familiar with many of these perspectives, such as: participatory action research; the theory and practice of empowerment; participatory budgeting and other means of ‘deepening democracy’; rights-based development; David Crocker’s agency-based development ethics; the Declaration on the Right to Development and the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  For readers who are not familiar with all of these perspectives, here are some entry points. On participatory action research see Gaventa and Cornwall 2015, or the Handbook in which it appears (Bradbury-Huang 2015), or Chevalier and Buckles 2013. On Crocker and empowerment, see Regan 2019 and Riddle 2019. On deepening democracy, participatory budgeting, and rights-based development see Fung and Wright 2003, the subsequent Polity Symposium (Goodhart 2012), and Broberg and Sano 2018. ] 

Managerialism gives prominence to authority holders, by whose initiative activity begins and to whom accountability for that activity is owed. There could certainly be ethical concerns if this does not occur, especially in democratic states and organizations. To the extent that initiatives are taken without the authority of elected officers, the organization is functioning undemocratically, or else it is simply disorganized. Unaccountable exercise of power is rightly feared not only for bringing harm to the people affected but also for being unfair. These powerful concerns seem to support the prominence that managerialism gives to authority holders. 
The difficulty is that managerialism tends to overplay its hand by denying that other individual or group agents are also entitled to initiative and accountability. Prominence becomes privilege, and, critical of this, the many alternative views argue that initiative and accountability for authority holders in development institutions must be harmonized with initiative and accountability for developing communities and their members. Managerialism tends to undervalue this alternative, treating authority holders as exclusive or primary legitimate loci of initiative and accountability. 
Managerialism raises ethical concerns responding to all four of the questions we enumerated in the previous section. 
1. Concerns for well-being. Marginalizing stakeholders from decision-making often exposes them to risk of greater harms, which could have been avoided through their earlier participation in project planning. One striking finding of the World Commission on Dams, for example, was that ‘the most unsatisfactory social outcomes of past dam projects are linked to cases where affected people played no role in the planning process.’ (World Commission on Dams 2000, 176) Conversely, early inclusion in decision-making can contribute to reducing stakeholders’ vulnerability. 
2. Concerns for fairness. Two famous tests of fairness both tend to support alternatives to  managerialism. (a) To apply the Rawlsian veil of ignorance, we ask, how would we design our world if we did not know which position we would occupy within it? If we did not know whether we are developers or stakeholders, would we design a world in developers have initiative and accountability while stakeholders do not? (b) Universalizability applies also: what if stakeholders were always excluded from development initiative and accountability? To give this a Kantian[footnoteRef:9] spin: such a world would not be conducive to living freely and rationally choosing the best means for achieving one’s goals in life. If we cannot wish such a hostile world upon ourselves, we cannot consistently wish it upon others, either. Such a world treats stakeholders as mere means, rather than as subjects worthy of living autonomously.  [9:  We give this a Kantian interpretation only for purposes of illustration. One aspect of Kant’s categorical imperative essentially poses the question, ‘What if everyone did that?’ This is a more consistent version of the ‘golden rule’, which is employed as a test of morality in every cultural tradition. See Küng 1998, Küng and Kuschel 1993.] 

3. Concerns for parochialism. Excluding stakeholders from initiative and accountability also excludes their values from decision-making.  One consequence is that developers fail to learn from valuable perspectives belonging to the stakeholders’ culture. As an example, indigenous peoples’ cultures tend to value ecosystems and non-humans more highly than developers’ cultures, which are typically anthropocentric. Failure to learn from non-anthropocentric perspectives is not only parochial but short-sighted, in that an overly narrow anthropocentrism can be overly tolerant of small short-term environmental harms that in the longer term result in considerable harm to humans. Carbon emissions and climate change illustrate this weakness amply. 
4. Concerns for knowledge. Finally, the knowledge base for development can be damaged by excluding stakeholders from initiative and accountability. Several sorts of damage can occur both to the knowledge base for development and to people as knowers. The various types of damage can be helpfully recognized as ‘epistemic harms.’ Understanding epistemic harms and injustices and how they can impact well-being and the decisions we make is crucial for understanding the challenges of development (Malavisi 2019). This deserves separate treatment, to which we turn next. 
Epistemic Harm
When discussing epistemic harms it can be helpful to think about the pool of shared knowledge which individuals can contribute to, or draw from. Two basic types of related harms are (1) harms that impact contributions to the pool of knowledge and (2) harms that impact withdrawals from the pool of knowledge. For example, when local knowledge, held by stakeholders – but not to exogenous developers – is overlooked in designing or implementing development policy and practice, local stakeholders might be understood as being blocked from contributing to the relevant pool of knowledge.[footnoteRef:10] Likewise, stakeholders may be prevented from fully drawing on the pool of knowledge, for example, because local languages and cultural understandings are not used by those conducting development projects, or in relevant disseminated materials. [10:  We have already cited one example: that local knowledge of water needs and environmental conditions may be superior to the knowledge provided by outside surveys. Where indigenous peoples are involved, this local knowledge may be provided by traditional ecological knowledge, which may provide observations that are unavailable to outsiders’ ecological research. See Birkes 1999, Nelson and Shilling 2018.] 

Each of these types of harms is amplified in ways that result in a cycle that diminishes the pool of knowledge.  For example, when people are prevented from contributing to the pool of knowledge, the pool itself is weakened because it is less complete than it would otherwise be, and it is therefore less useful to all who seek to draw on it. A diminished pool of knowledge results in poorly informed development projects, which can be ineffective, or even counter-productive in that they negatively impact on people’s lives. Moreover, when people are prevented from fully withdrawing from the pool, they are less well equipped to make future high-quality contributions to the pool. So, both basic types of epistemic harms negatively impact the current pool of knowledge as a shared resource as well as future use of the pool. 
Philosopher Miranda Fricker’s work on epistemic injustice (2007; 2017) has been very influential among those who discuss ethics in development policy and practice (Boni and Walker 2020; Kidd et. al. 2017). Epistemic injustice occurs when someone is wronged in their capacity as a knower. Fricker identified two types of epistemic injustice: (1) Testimonial injustice, which impacts contributions to the pool of knowledge, and occurs when prejudice leads a hearer to give a deflated (or an inflated) level of credibility to a speaker’s testimony. For example, a in many societies, testimony from a young indigenous woman without a formal education might be discounted, while testimony from an older white male with a PhD from the Global North might be inflated. (2) Hermeneutical injustice, which impacts an individual’s ability to draw from the pool of knowledge, occurs when a gap in collective interpretive resources puts someone at an unfair disadvantage when it comes to making sense of their social experiences.[footnoteRef:11] An example from a development context would be when a managerial development process reflecting the values and goals of the managers is imposed on people who lack the cultural resources to make sense of, or find meaningful, the aims and methods of the development policy or practice. Democratic and participatory strategies to development that work with stakeholders, instead of claiming to work for stakeholders as managerialism does, can mitigate epistemic injustice, empower stakeholders, and avoid epistemic harms, which is important for each of the four concerns introduced at the beginning of this chapter: well-being, fairness, dogmatism, and getting the facts straight.   [11:  Fricker’s example here is of women who experienced sexual harassment before the concept was introduced and were left frustrated by attempts to explain why the unwanted attention they received from their male colleagues was undermining their well-being to the extent that they left their jobs. Other epistemic harms include epistemic oppression, which occurs when the oppression found in social structures generates epistemic harms (Dotson 2014), and hermeneutic death, which occurs when one’s hermeneutical capabilities and agency are radically constrained (Medina 2017).   ] 

The concept of epistemic injustice makes clear that in addition to damage done to the pool of knowledge itself and the significant indirect harms resulting from drawing on a diminished pool mentioned above, there are also intrinsic harms to individuals. The well-being of human beings is impacted intrinsically to the extent that they are unable to participate in the truly human processes of knowledge production and interpretation or meaning making (Fricker 2015). Thus, epistemic injustice is directly relevant to our first concern for non-arbitrary development: the concern for people’s well-being.  Moreover, because epistemic injustice is a social phenomenon rooted in prejudice and unequal access to interpretive resources, it is clear that it violates our second concern: basic fairness. Because socially dominant dogmas are likely to result in both prejudice against speakers and gaps in interpretive resources of a society, our third concern is also relevant. Finally, because epistemic injustice harms the pool of knowledge, the set of knowable facts and their contextual significance, epistemic concerns are central to making development decisions evidenced based. 
Some of the alternatives to managerialism can mitigate epistemic injustice and avoid epistemic harms, which is important for each of the four concerns introduced at the beginning of this chapter: well-being, fairness, dogmatism, and getting the facts straight.  
Conclusions and further resources 
Our aim in this chapter has been to show how people familiar with development can better follow and contribute to ethical discussion of development policies, practices, and problems. In addition to recognizing good argument and sound evidence, engaging with this discussion calls upon two capacities that are essential for recognizing ethical mistakes, our capacities for compassion and fairness. Psychological research tells us that these two basic clusters of capacities belong to (nearly) everyone’s moral psychology. The first of these clusters (‘empathy’ or ‘compassion’) generates concerns for the well-being of others, and the second (‘sense of fairness’) generates concerns about unfair treatment.
To illustrate these concerns in action, we showed how they have already have influenced two particular issues of policy and practice. On the first issue, whether development strategy should focus preponderantly or exclusively on economic growth, ethical criticism seems to have gained the upper hand (at least in discussion, if not in practice). The second issue remains more divisive. A formidable range of argument supports ethical criticism of top-down ‘managerialist’ practices, and we drew special attention to how lack of pluralism and exclusion of diverse ethical perspectives can be not only damaging to concern for well-being and fairness but also distortive of the evidence base for development policy and practice. Nevertheless, alternatives to managerialism have not been developed or embraced significantly by development institutions. On this issue, ethical discussion and practice remain works in progress.
Beyond this, the present chapter does not provide a full introduction to development ethics, and indeed it cannot, because development ethics is a field to which many researchers have been contributing for more than fifty years. Within the field, the broad concerns that emerge when development policy and practice confront our moral psychology and ethical reasoning have been crystallized as eight specific values that distinguish development that is ethically worthwhile from ethically undesirable ‘maldevelopment’. Further debate has ensued about the meaning of each of these values.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  In order to make these debates accessible, we co-edited the Routledge Handbook of Development Ethics (Drydyk and Keleher 2019) Contributors to this volume present the background and the current state of debates on the meaning of well-being, equity, empowerment, and other values that distinguish worthwhile development. We take the liberty of referencing some of these contributions in the remainder of the present chapter, as entry points to the established literature on development ethics. ] 

(1) Debate on the meaning of ‘well-being’ has important implications for the task of measuring the gains in well-being that development projects and policies purport to yield (Gutwald 2019). If preference satisfaction is central, then market measures may suffice. Criticism that market measures are misleading points instead to alternative measures. One is subjective satisfaction with life outcomes (Milanova 2019). The other, advocated by the influential Capability Approach, measures changes in actual capabilities to function well, in such dimensions as personal security, life and health, learning, social interaction, and control over one’s physical and social environments (Garza and Deneulin 2019). 
The broader ‘human development approach’ has argued for ‘putting people first’ not only in the sense of giving priority to well-being, but also for promoting the values of equity, empowerment, and sustainability (Haq 1995). (2) The idea that worthwhile development must be equitable connects development policy and practice to many alternative theories of justice, both local and global (Culp 2019b). While development thinking has a broadly egalitarian orientation, it adds urgency to the question, ‘equality of what’. Here too the Capability Approach has been influential in advocating its freedom-based approach, combining social and political freedom with other basic freedoms (e.g. for health and education) to live well. (3) When Denis Goulet argued in the 1960s that people should not be the passive objects of development but rather its active subjects (Goulet 1960/2006, 1971; see Drydyk and Keleher 2019, 4-5), he may have been a voice in the wilderness, yet the importance of participatory development, agency, and empowerment have become steadily more prominent since then; at the same time, debate has shifted to questions about what exactly ‘empowerment’ should mean (Cross Riddle 2019, Drydyk et al 2019). 
(4) The meaning of ‘sustainability’ has been debated and contested often since it was put forward by the Brundtland Commission in 1987 to require that gains in well-being for present generations do not jeopardize the well-being of future generations (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987). Traditional values of indigenous peoples have also made a significant contribution, for example in the ideas of buen vivir and the rights of nature (Waldmueller and Rodríguez 2019). 
(5) There is little disagreement that corruption is a significant ethical issue for development, and yet corruption takes so many forms that it is challenging not only to formulate a unifying conception of it but also to formulate strategies for overcoming it (Hellsten 2019). Moreover, if the opposite of corruption is acting responsibly, with integrity, then corruption is situated within an even greater constellation of irresponsible behaviour, including the failures of states to adhere to international norms and agreements (Culp 2019a). 
(6) Contemporary development institutions such as the World Bank were created initially for reconstruction in the Global North following the Second World War. What shifted their mandate to the Global South was the wave of decolonization that ensued from the 1940s through the 1970s. Normative links between development and the self-determination of nations are clear: each is an essential means for the other. What has become clear more recently is that there is more to decolonization than the establishment of independent nation-states. In particular, self-determination for indigenous peoples is integral to their development (Watene and Merino 2019).
(7) Many characteristics of worthwhile development are recognized in international human rights, especially the Declaration on the Right to Development (Marks 2019).  Conversely, respecting, protecting and fulfilling human rights must be recognized as essential goals of worthwhile development (Vizard 2019). (8) In part, human rights demand respect for the cultural freedom of their residents to freedom to be who they are, and who they want to be (UNDP 2004); on the other hand, this value must also be understood as consistent with the other human rights. 
In this light, it would seem that people working in policy and practice of development have both sufficient capacities and ample resources for engaging non-arbitrarily in discussion of development ethics. Those of us who identify as development ethicists welcome them in conversation with us. One challenge at the present time is to create better venues and fora in which more of these conversations can take place.[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  The authors welcome inquiries and expressions of interest about sites for new and continuing discussions of development ethics. Email jay.drydyk@carleton.ca or lkeleher@nmsu.edu. ] 
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