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One of the ideas that has changed the recent history of development theory and practice has been development ethics -- ethical reflection on the ends and means of local, national, and global development. One of the pioneers of this interdisciplinary field was Denis Goulet, whose last book, Development Ethics at Work: Explorations-1960-2002, appeared only a few months before his death at age 75. Goulet relentlessly sought to get to the roots of the development enterprise, put ethics on the development agenda, criticize morally problematic aspects of theory and practice, and advocate more just and participatory development polices and institutions. Goulet anticipated some of the most progressive work being done today in development theory and practice, for instance, the conception of development as liberation of people from various servitudes, the balancing of environmental protections and development, and the call for a more just global order as the context for better national and local development.  

In this paper I address four interrelated themes in Goulet’s work: (1) the three-fold curse of underdevelopment—poverty, powerlessness, and hopelessness; (2) “authentic” development  as the “transforming the [the victims of underdevelopment] into subjects, conscious and active shapers of their history;” (3) the diverse tasks of the development ethicist as analyst, critic, advocate, and change agent; (4) the three ethical principle of “decent sufficiency for all, solidarity, and non-elite participation. Especially important in this paper is my analysis, evaluation, and attempts to strengthen Goulet’s suggestive typology and assessment of types and channels of citizen participation in development. I do so in relation to the agent-oriented and democratic version of the capability orientation that I have worked out and defended in my volume Ethics of Global Development: Agency, Capability, and Deliberative Democracy (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). 

The Leader of Development Ethics
What Denis Goulet said about his own mentor, Louis-Joseph Lebret, may be applied as well or even better to Goulet himself: he “stands as a giant in an infant discipline.” (5:46). That “discipline”—more accurately, interdisciplinary field—is development ethics, the moral assessment of ends, means, and processes of local, national, international, and global development. The present volume, Development Ethics at Work: Explorations – 1960-2002, records high points in Goulet’s long and fruitful career as a pioneer and leading practitioner of development ethics. From his 1960 essay, “Pour une Éthique Moderne du Développment,” translated in chapter one as “Needed: A Development Ethics for Our Times,” to recent essays on globalization and development, the following chapters display Goulet’s relentless efforts to get to the roots of the development enterprise, put ethics on the development agenda, criticize morally problematic aspects of theory and practice, and advocate more just and participatory development polices and institutions.

The Triple Curse of Underdevelopment

Goulet condemns underdevelopment, let alone anti-development, as a triple curse. It afflicts human individuals and communities with three evils: poverty, powerlessness, and hopelessness. Already aware that income poverty is only part of the story, Goulet throughout his career has recognized that poverty also includes such deprivations as poor health, ignorance, and a lack of self-respect. Another kind of lack is powerlessness or poverty of power. Individuals and communities suffering underdevelopment are controlled by forces outside themselves. Victims of underdevelopment are not authors of their own lives but are passive objects dominated by forces they cannot understand or control.  Sometimes these forces, such as hurricanes or tsunamis, are natural. More often the dominators are other human individuals and groups. The dominators can be so powerful that they are able to make allies of their victims, who then believe that it is right and proper (“fate,” “God’s will”) that others rule and use them: “The poor themselves are transformed into accomplices of the very system which keeps them poor.” (2:340; 8:236). Objects rather than the subjects of history, groups and individuals suffering underdevelopment, experience “hopelessness regarding prospects for improvement.” (6: 138).  The only hope, some believe, is for some god or godlike leader to save them from their fate.


Given this diagnosis, which involves both empirical and moral judgments of underdevelopment’s multiple curses, Goulet offers a descriptive concept of development and a normative concept of good development. Goulet agrees with Peter Berger that much that flies under the banner of development, especially when promoted by outsiders, often accentuates underdevelopment’s evils. To avoid such an outcome is one reason that communities in the midst of change may benefit from the right kind of development ethics.

What is Authentic Development?    
Development, understood descriptively, is for Goulet a process of economic, technological, social, political, and especially value change: “Development is above all else a question of human values and attitudes, goals self-defined by societies, and criteria for determining what are tolerable costs to be borne, and by whom, in the course of change.” If an underdeveloped country resists change, it is likely to be saddled with the three curses discussed above: poverty, powerlessness, and hopelessness. It is often better, in some sense of better, to initiate or shape change so that the outcome reduces underdevelopment’s deprivations.


In the midst of and mediating the nonvalue changes that they initiate or shape, societies have more or less freedom to decide on the ends and means of change. To be decided are, among other things, a conception of the good life, principles of justice, and the society’s relation to the natural world. Development understood normatively—what Goulet calls “authentic development” — “consists of transforming the [the victims of underdevelopment] into subjects, conscious and active shapers of their history” (6:138). Although outside “change agents” under certain circumstances play a positive role, authentic development is fundamentally self-development, where the self may be the individual or the group on whatever level—local, regional, national, or global. 

Development Ethics: Task and Methods

For Goulet, the development ethicist has multiple tasks in relation to a group’s initiating, shaping, or resisting change. The development ethicist—whether member of the group or outsider—should be analyst, critic, advocate, and change agent. 


As analyst, the development ethicist both describes and explains the status quo and persistently puts the question of worthy ends and morally appropriate means on the public agenda. In Goulet’s case, he analyzes underdeveloped countries (as well as so-called “developed” countries) as suffering from some form of the multiple curses discussed above and asks what should be done to confront them. Indeed, throughout his career Goulet makes ethical issues surface from seemingly technical debates and raises ethical questions about development theory and practice. The grave defect in many economic and social scientific approaches to development is that they take basic development objectives—for instance, economic growth, high consumption, or political stability—as settled and they are only concerned with efficient means to attain these ends. A group, however, always can and frequently should be concerned with goals as well as with strategies and tactics. It should ask such questions as “Economic growth for what?” “High consumption for whom?” and “Political stability serving what end?” What should our group aim for? Have our chosen means (economic growth) become ends in themselves (whose consequences bring preventable harm)? Do our social ends, no matter how worthwhile, justify the costs that some, especially the least well off, must bear? And, most basically, “who should decide these questions of basic social goals?”  


The development ethicist should not try to answer these questions in an authoritative way that ends debate in the way a referee ends controversy with the awarding of a penalty kick. Rather, the development ethicist insists on the importance of the questions and the way they imply or presuppose issues about the good life, justice, and a sustainable environment.  Although it may learn from others and can make mistakes, a group, contends Goulet, only achieves authentic development when it answers these questions for itself.

The development ethicist does more than diagnose problems, raise questions, and analyze options. She is also a critic who makes moral judgments about the bads and goods of underdevelopment and current development practices. One way the development ethicist gets ethics on the development agenda is precisely to expose and evaluate the assumptions and implications of current policies and institutions. Following the Socratic model, the development ethicist challenges public officials and private citizens alike to take up ethical questions and assess the ethicist’s assessments.


In addition to being an evaluator of the status quo and of proposed alternatives for change, the development ethicist is also an advocate—but an advocate of a particular sort.  She advocates, as we have seen, the practice of raising and answering ethical questions about the ends of development. Does the development ethicist also advocate a single ethical imperative, ethical outlook, or development perspective? “No and yes,” answers Goulet.


Keenly aware that a plethora of ethical visions exist, Goulet contends that the development ethicist’s job is not to prescribe a single ethical principle or ethical theory to be dutifully adopted and realized throughout the world. The development ethicist is not a moral expert in the way an expert on tube wells is a technical expert. Since a variety of ethical outlooks exist within most societies and well as cross-culturally, Goulet refuses to propose what he takes to be the final and authoritative moral answers. Why? Because these are matters that communities should decide for themselves.

However, as the following pages amply reveal, Goulet himself is committed to and advocates “the values for which oppressed and underdeveloped groups struggle: greater justice, decent sufficiency of goods, access to the collective gains realized in domains of technology, organization, research, etc.” (4:12) These communities of struggle provide Goulet himself with his “main source of normative guidance” (9:557), but he sets forth no ethical theory or development vision – let alone strategies and tactics -- that groups should adopt uncritically. What Goulet does advocate is that development ethicists “forge usable tools that assist communities struggling in their quest for liberating development” (6: 138; see 9: 562). Penetrating into the existing values and constraints of a particular community, the development ethicist and the development planner should help that community see and evaluate its options, scrutinize and improve its own values, and make its own decisions.  Goulet often cites with approval a passage from a 1962 paper that US econometrician and development planner Max Millikan wrote for a UN conference:

The process of arriving at a national plan should be one in which the planners present to the community for discussion a variety of critical choices showing for each alternative the consequences for the society of pursuing that value choice consistently and efficiently. It is only by this process that the community can clarify its individual and social goals (11: 174; see 14:33).


Furthermore, the lesson Goulet draws from the Sarvodaya movement in Sri Lanka is that a community can and should determine its own development model by creatively appropriating its own tradition: “It can create modern institutions and behavior on its own terms and not as a passive, uncritical, mimetic assimilator of the paradigm promoted by industrially advanced nations” (6:143; see also 9:560; 10:166; 14:45). Such creative appropriation and self-determination does not mean that the development ethicist does not sometimes live out his own commitment to the agency of the developing community. Nor does it mean that the development ethicist must always refrain from making his own recommendations. What it does mean is that the development ethicist proposes principles and plans—noncoercively and nonmanipulatively—to those whom he believes have the right (and responsibility) to shape their own destinies.  


Development ethicists, contends Goulet, should also be agents of change. Such ethicists indirectly bring about change when, in teaching and lecturing, they offer general analyses and evaluations. Goulet, however, calls for more direct approaches. Citing, in this volume’s frontispiece, economist Benjamin Higgins’s 1968 recommendation that “the philosopher needs to be added to the development team,” Goulet throughout his career has endorsed Higgins’s proposal.
 Whether in international financial institutions, such as the World Bank, in national development ministries, such as USAID, SIDA, or NORAD,  or on donor country development assistance teams visiting developing countries, development ethicists can be change agents when they encourage, facilitate, and contribute to public discussion and decisionmaking concerning the ends and means of development.

It is difficult for the development ethicist to execute the roles of analyst, critic, advocate, and change agent because certain stereotypes about ethics enable both ethicists and their audiences to inoculate themselves from the exacting demands of development ethics. To some people inside and outside of development, ethics suggest a holier-than-thou moralism. The moralistic ethicist is convinced of her views on right and wrong and is willing through coercion, manipulation, or “strings attached” to impose them on others. For Goulet, the development ethicist respects each group’s right to define its own development paradigm, and challenges individuals and societies to confront the moral issues and decide on their own ethical principles. An ethicist with a moralistic conception of development ethics would provide groups, with which he interacts, a convenient way to escape the confronting of the deeper ethical challenges that development presents. 

Both development ethicists and their audiences also domesticate development ethics insofar as they contract it to a professional code that trumpets personal virtues, such as honesty and sexual probity, and condemns official corruption and private transgressions. Goulet persistently warns against such an ethics. Its focus on personal virtue and vice often diverts attention from confronting the public issues of poverty, inequality, environmental degradation, and political repression. He likens such development ethicists to “plantation preachers,” who praise the virtues of masters and slaves yet fail to confront the evils of slavery. They spout, and are expected to spout, moral bromides that at best offer band-aid solutions to deep problems and at worse provide Iago-like smokescreens for nefarious activity. 


Another unfortunate image of development ethics, one to which both practitioners and audiences are prone, is that of unrealistic utopianism.  It is just as easy to dream about a perfect world as it is to dismiss such utopianism as Quixotic or tolerate it as harmless prattle. Utopianism (and its dialectical opposite, Panglossian “realism”) conveniently escape from the difficult task of recognizing present constraints and obstacles while still showing that certain local and national innovations are bases for improvement. One way to resist this temptation is for the development ethicist to address value issues in an interdisciplinary team that takes full advantage of the best work being done in social scientific disciplines. Consequently, Goulet calls development ethics a “disciplined” or “dialogic eclecticism” (4:8), “which,” he remarks in his 1960 essay, “masters not only its own philosophic discipline, but is well conversant with the sciences of economics, sociology, politics, agronomy, and all upon which it depends” (1:7).  For example, the development ethicist must draw on recent current analyses of asymmetries of social and economic power in order to take into account the ways in which elites can capture the most progressive institutions. Aware of hubris and greed, especially in the rich and powerful, Goulet successfully avoids, however, crackpot realism and the retreat to amoral power politics. Beyond utopianism and realism is a realistic yet creative utopianism that goes beyond the “art of the possible” to “redefining the possible” (4:25) in the light of innovative breakthroughs and promising experiments. Among these “best practices,” which Goulet adduces in order to nourish cautious optimism, have been Guinea-Bissau under the leadership of Amilcar Cabral; the Sarvodaya movement in Sri Lanka; the Self-Employed Women’s Association (SEWA) of Ahmedadbad, India; Quechua producer cooperatives in Cochabamba, Bolivia; and participatory budgeting in many Brazilian cities.
  More than most development ethicists, Goulet’s writings gain credibility from the fact that from the earliest days of his career he has immersed himself in, been a witness to, and worked with both communities of struggle and innovation and groups of policy analysts. 
Decent Sufficiency for All 
Goulet’s affirmation of each group’s right to determine its own development approach permits the development ethicist not only to analyze and evaluate development options but also to propose ethical principles, policies, and institutions to groups for their consideration. We can go further and say that a group’s right to determine its own development path requires a decisionmaking process in which the community’s freedom to decide presupposes not only an absence of coercion but also the presence of alternatives that it might have reason to value. One job of the development ethicist, whether an outsider or insider, is to advocate norms and practices that will enrich local, national, and global communities’ deliberation about their own ends and means.
 
Over the years Goulet has offered, for academic dialogue and group deliberation, several normative principles, three of which are prominent in all his writings and especially in the essays collected in this volume: (i) “decent sufficiency” of basic goods for all; (ii) solidarity; and (iii) nonelite participation in decisionmaking. For these principles to be adequately realized, Goulet proposes that there be an integrated and changing division of institutional labor among local, national, and global institutions.


In his initial essay in development ethics, published in 1960 and translated by Goulet himself for the present volume, Goulet announces a commitment that he reiterates in different idioms throughout his career: 

An ethics of development broadly practiced will create the basis of a civilization whose attributes are the mastery of nature and the victory over selfishness. This would not, as in the past, lead to abundance for the very few co-existing alongside misery for the many, but rather to the decent sufficiency of goods for all. Although they would not aim at suppressing all inequalities, the new structures envisaged here would aim at assuring everyone something more than mere subsistence: in fact, abundance itself would be shared by all (1:12).     


It is instructive to analyze this passage not only in the light of Goulet’s later work but also in relation to current discussion. First, Goulet clearly intends this “decent sufficiency of goods” to have universal reach. Every society should consider and—Goulet hopes—embrace this principle, although they should specify and prioritize it in ways that fit their history and current challenges.  An adequate level of “goods,” however conceived, must be available to all human beings, regardless of economic status, nationality, ethnicity, caste, gender, or age. For Goulet, the norm of “solidarity,” to be considered presently, captures this complex obligation. Because some affluent societies exploit poor societies and thereby drain resources that might be used to benefit that society’s poor, affluent societies are obliged to halt their harm. Because the elites of some groups greedily exploit their less powerful fellow citizens, internal redistribution of goods and rights may be called for. Because some impoverished groups may not have enough to suffice for each of their members, outside groups may have a positive duty to assist.  In any case, good development – whether local, national, or global – must be inclusive.   

Second, what are the goods that should be sufficient for all and on what basis are they to be selected? Sufficiency of what and for what? Goulet’s answer avoids both materialism and anti-materialism. He rejects anti-materialism because he accepts Erich Fromm’s distinction between “having” and “being” and argues that the possession of certain material goods is important not as ends in themselves but because they contribute something indispensable to human well-being: “To have enough means to have what one needs in order to be and to be well” (3:7). Without adequate food, medicine, housing, and bodily security, one cannot be in a human way. Referring to John Bunyan and Pilgrim’s Progress, Goulet contends that “there is no care of the soul when the body perishes” (3: 18). Those who disdain material things and embrace only “things of the spirit” fail to recognize the contributions that (material) goods make to the good (human life). Although “the plentitude of good is not proliferation of goods” (3:17), some of the latter is essential for the former.  


Yet Goulet also rejects the materialism that makes material things and consumerism the be-all and end-all of life. Goulet endorses John Kenneth Gailbraith’s call for a new theory of consumption that does not invert material means into the end of human existence but provides a basis for deciding on how much and what kind of consumption is conducive to human well-being.
 He wishes to contribute answers to the questions such as: Where is the line between “too much” and “not enough” to be drawn and who is to draw it? 

Goulet advocates a “new austerity” and inconclusively considers three criteria for individual choice and public policy. On the one hand, initially anticipating and later attracted to philosopher Martha Nussbaum’s “thick” concept of human flourishing,
 Goulet proposed in 1966 the standard of “the fulfillment of man’s properly human potentialities, in the realm of intellectual, cultural, emotional, and spiritual growth by the use of his free powers“(3:21). In 1979 he abbreviates this substantive normative vision to “full, comprehensive human development” (10:556). At the same time, anticipating Sen’s “agency-oriented” and Ellerman’s “autonomy-respecting,”
 and others’ positions on consumption, Goulet also entertains the much thinner ideal of self-mastery as a criterion for consumption choices. The Bedouin, with few material goods beyond his prized camels, is superior to the compulsive consumer with many goods not because of the paucity of the former’s physical possessions but because of the Beduoin’s agency—his control over his own life—in contrast to the addictive mall shopper’s “servitudes” (3:19). Applying the agency criterion to collective as well as individual choice, Goulet anticipates Sen’s argument that it is not philosophers but communities themselves that should define their fundamental needs (5:39) and their consumption priorities (15:16). Goulet, however, diverges from Sen with respect to whether the development ethicist is obliged to offer— for public discussion—evaluations of consumption choices. Although Sen is reluctant to affirm such a role, especially if it is couched as a normative theory of consumption, Goulet clearly embraces this activity as part of the development ethicist’s responsibility.
 Goulet briefly suggests a third consumption criterion. Individuals and communities have “too much” when their affluence makes them insensitive of the needs of others and neglectful or their responsibilities to them. 
Depending on how he conceives human flourishing, Goulet could either fold the second and third criteria into the first criterion or reject the concept of human flourishing as too universally prescriptive and instead embrace the second and third as compelling norms to be democratically prioritized and applied. In any case, the relation between the three criteria calls for further reflection.    

The 1960 passage with which this section began raises the further issue of the relation between poverty alleviation and acceptable social inequality. Thinkers influenced by Rawlsian liberalism sometimes contend that inequalities with respect to income and wealth are justified only if they maximize the expected outcomes for the least well off.  Moreover, since evidence exists that perceived material inequalities cause subjective unhappiness in the poor and not-so-poor alike (when they compare themselves with the best off), some Rawlsian liberals conclude that any material inequalities are problematic. However, experiments that simulate Rawlsian “original position” decisionmaking find that instead of choosing either strict equality or the maximization of the expectations of the least well off, participants from several different countries choose  a guaranteed threshold of modest well-being coupled with the opportunities possible with a ceiling constrained only by taxation that supplies that minimum.
 This issue—how much poverty is permissible within and between countries, especially given the ever-increasing domestic and global inequalities—is one that deserves Goulet’s, and our, sustained and systematic attention. If a trade-off is unavoidable between reducing inequality and reducing absolute poverty, what should be chosen and who should choose?     


Solidarity 
Goulet’s second principle is that of “solidarity.” He employs this term, one especially popular in Latin America, to convey the idea that those individuals, groups, and nations who are better off have obligations in relation to those worse off. 
What is the foundation of this obligation? Goulet mentions several theological and philosophical attempts to justify solidarity, but he refrains from singling out any as his own position. Instead he recognizes that most people, regardless of their ultimate value commitments, agree that an obligation exists to others and that the development ethicist builds on that commitment rather than trying to give some irrefutable justification for it. Yet Goulet does submit that the normative ideal of solidarity is not unrelated to certain empirical realities. Global technological diffusion as well as economic and cultural integration have been accompanied by cross-cultural sharing of values: “confidence in man’s ability to master nature, a sense of the importance of earthly existence, and the notion that all humans should be judged according to their performance.” (13:26). He might have added Henry Shue’s important point that “conversation about the responsible allocation of duties can itself actually build solidarity and community, although this result is of course not guaranteed.”
 Moreover, all humans are tied to each other because they occupy “the same planetary ecosystem” and, hence, are all subject to the same laws and “indeterminisms” (12:26). Finally, in spite of profound cultural and vocational differences, human beings have common traits and a common fate. Although he might be more explicit, he makes the Sartrean point that humans share a condition of being rooted in a particular tradition and having the freedom to appropriate, creatively supplement, or negate that tradition. Our common fate is that ultimately humans together will stand tall or fall. (13: 27).

These features of our empirical or “existential” human solidarity do not deductively justify our moral responsibilities.
 Nor do they guarantee that in fact we will exercise our manifold responsibilities. “On the contrary,” Goulet observes, “humans consistently act as though they were not bound together in webs of solidarity.” (13:27).

What is the content of solidarity?  What obligations does it entail?  What are the limits of these obligations? First, development agents, whether insiders or outsiders, are obliged to stop engaging in anti-development, that is, in those actions that produce harm in the form of poverty, powerlessness, and hopelessness. Like Peter Berger in 

The Pyramids of Sacrifice,
 Goulet unmasks the abundant ways in which development agents—under the banner of doing good—can bring evil into the world. Sometimes these bad outcomes are intentional and sometimes they are not, but in any case these harmful actions ought to cease and their bad consequences must be remedied. Second, development agents are responsible for the good things they fail to do as well as the bad things they do. Here Goulet criticizes Berger insofar as the latter advocates halting all development efforts. Goulet reminds us that to fail to act—when one could on balance improve a situation—is to be irresponsible: “Berger is correct in lamenting the high sacrifices demanded in the names of development and revolution; he is wrong in ignoring the equally high costs required by the stance of ‘keeping things as they are’.” (8:234).
 Third, development agents are responsible for acts of commission as well as of omission: “The ultimate ethical test is whether any of us can be truly human if we do not help all our fellows enjoy human conditions.”
 We avoid being rich in goods and poor in spirit by helping others – near and far -- overcome their own poverty, powerlessness, and hopelessness.  Goulet’s ideal of solidarity gives us an account of obligation that is a promising alternative to dependency-inducing ideals of charity or beneficence. In solidarity with others we are committed to promoting and protecting their agency. Goulet anticipates, among others, Sen’s, Ellerman’s agency-oriented view of development: 

With adequate social opportunities, individuals can effectively shape their own destiny and help each other. They need not be seen primarily as passive recipients of the benefits of cunning development programs.
 

In summary, Goulet challenges development agents, out of solidarity with those cursed by underdevelopment, to avoid both sins of commission, the doing of harm, and sins of omission, the failure to stop such wrongdoing.  And he challenges development agents to help create the conditions in which individuals and groups can be authors of their own lives. One way in which Goulet could strengthen his account of solidarity would be to take up more systematically the relative weight of the various solidarity imperatives in relation to the distant others as well as the relative weight of these imperatives in relation to our duties to those who are near and dear. Another topic deserving of treatment is whether the solidarity approach is best understood as a duty-based approach or a rights-based approach to global deprivation (or both).

Nonelite Participation  
Goulet’s principle of non-elite participation is implicit in both his principle of sufficiency for all and his principle of solidarity. Not only do the goods to be sufficient for all include the goods of collective deliberation and shared decisionmaking, but it is up to groups themselves and especially those subgroups and individuals who are most deprived to decide on their most urgent needs and what is sufficient for a decent life. Solidarity implies, among other things, a commitment to promote, protect, and restore individual and group agency. 

Throughout his career Goulet has emphasized, to an exceptional degree, the principle of what he calls “nonelite participation in development decisionmaking” or, more briefly, “nonelite participation.”
 The basic idea is that persons and groups should make their own decisions, at least about the most fundamental matters, rather than having others—government officials, development planners, development ethicists, community leaders—make decisions for them or in their stead. Authentic development occurs when groups at whatever level become subjects who deliberate, decide, and act in the world rather than being either a victim of circumstance or an object of someone else’s decisions, the tool of someone else’s designs.  In his important article “Participation in Development: New Avenues,” initially appearing in 1989 in the journal World Development and echoed in several of the current chapters, Goulet applauds the Brazilian pedagogue Paulo Freire’s agency-oriented ideal of participation:
For Freire, the touchstone of development is whether people previously treated as mere objects, known and acted upon, can now actively know and act upon, thereby become subjects of their own social destiny. People who are oppressed or reduced to the culture of silence do not participate in their own humanization. Conversely, when they participate, thereby becoming active subjects of knowledge and action, they begin to construct their properly human history and to engage in processes of authentic development.
 
Goulet correctly recognizes that this commitment to nonelite participation does not get us very much beyond “participation” as a universally approved “buzzword” with either little content or, even worse, with whatever content one wants to supply. Everyone is for “participation” but it turns out that in practice they give the term very different meanings. Goulet makes additional headway in clarifying his normative concept of nonelite participation in two ways. First, he borrows Marshall Wolfe’s 1983 working “operationalization” of the concept as it relates to development. Participation, says Wolfe, is “the organized efforts to increase control over resources and regulative institutions in given social situations, on the part of groups and movements hitherto excluded from such control.”
 Second, recognizing that even with this working definition, the term “participation” covers many different phenomena, Goulet helpfully distinguishes different types of participation on the basis of normative role, originating agent, scale, and “point of entry” in a group’s decisionmaking process. 
Popular participation, however, conceived, can be one goal of development, only a means to other goals (such as economic growth), or both an end and a means. Goulet commits himself to popular agency as intrinsically valuable, as a way of respecting the inherent worth or dignity of hitherto powerless people: “Participation guarantees government’s non-instrumental treatment of powerless people by bring them dignity as beings of worth, independent of their productivity, utility, or importance to state goals.”
 Goulet also defends participation on instrumental grounds. Participation, at least its “upstream” variety, is likely to have good consequences in reducing poverty, expanding solidarity, and strengthening self-reliance.
Goulet also recognizes participation occurs on different scales. Although the popular image of participation is either balloting in national elections or citizen face-to-face involvement in local governments or grass roots development projects, issues of participation of women arise in families and citizen participation beyond voting is possible in national and global governance structures. Throughout his career Goulet has insisted that one of development’s most important challenges is to find ways in which “micro” participation can be extended to venues of macro decisionmaking. 

Furthermore, Goulet distinguishes three types of participation in relation to what he calls “the originating agent.” The originator of development may be from “above,” “below,” or the “outside.”   Elite groups, acting “from above,” sometimes establish nonelite participation on municipal or micro levels. Such occurred in 1989 in Porto Alegre, Brazil, when the Workers’ Party set up the participatory budgeting process in that city of 1. 5 million people.
 Similarly, in 1996 in the Indian state of Kerala, the Left Democratic Front (LDF) coalition decentralized power and “empowered local government to a far greater degree than in any other Indian state.”
 Participation can also originate from below when a local community or national sector spontaneously mobilizes and then organizes itself to resist exploitation or oppression or to solve an urgent problem. Underground neighborhood associations during Pinochet’s dictatorship in Chile illustrate the former, and the spontaneous rise of associations of garbage pickers (cartereros) in Argentina after its 2001 economic collapse exemplifies the latter. Goulet’s third type of originators of participation are external agents. Outsiders to the group, whether national or international, do not impose their views on the group, manipulate it, or co-opt it. Rather, they facilitate the participation of insiders. Temporary “pump primers,” the outside catalytic agents, help people help themselves. The outside agents stay only so long as the people are awakened “to their dormant capacities to decide and act for themselves.”
 Goulet is aware that each of the three ways of originating participation may go astray and eventuate in a weakening or undermining of participation. People from above and outside as well as insider leaders, often using the rhetoric of non-elite participation, may capture power and dominate the group. Examples of Goulet’s point, arguably, are Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez caudillo-like relation to his own people and the US’s imposition of democracy on Iraq. 
Finally, Goulet classifies types of citizen participation according to the precise point in which nonelites are inserted or insert themselves in a group’s decisionmaking process: (i) initial diagnosis of the problem; (ii) listing of possible solutions; (iii) selecting one course of action; (iv) preparing for implementation; (v) evaluating and self-correcting during implementation; (vi) debating the merits of further action. Goulet’s classification of  these non-expert entry points is very helpful; it alerts us that the more citizens participate “upstream” in decisionmaking, the more fully people express their agency and the better the consequences with respect to social justice. However, when Goulet claims that “the quality of participation depends on its initial entry point,” it is not correct that the entry point exclusively determines the quality of participation.  With respect to each of these times of entry, with the possible exception of the last one, a variety of ways or modes of participation exist – some more active, deliberative, and influential than others. 
Drawing on and supplementing the classificatory work of J. N. Pretty, John Gaventa, and Jay Drydyk,
 let us distinguish – from thinner to thicker -- a spectrum of modes of participation in group decisionmaking:
(i) Nominal participation: The shallowest way in which someone participates in group decision-making is when that person is a member of a group but does not attend its meetings. Some people, of course, are not even members. Some are members but are unable to attend, because of other responsibilities, or unwilling to attend, for instance, because they are harassed or unwelcome.

(ii) Passive participation: In passive participation, people are group members and attend the group’s or officials’ decision-making meetings, but passively listen to reports about the decisions that others already have made. The elite tells the nonelite what the elite is going to do or has done, and nonelite persons participate, like the White House press corps, by listening and, at best, asking questions or making comments.

(iii) Consultative participation: Nonelites participate by giving information and their opinions (“input,” “preferences,” and even “proposals”) to the elite. The nonelite neither deliberate among themselves nor make decisions. It is the elite who are the “deciders,” and while they may deign to listen to the nonelite, they have no obligation to do so.  

(iv) Petitionary participation: Nonelites petition authorities to make certain decisions and do certain things, usually to remedy grievances. Although it is the prerogative of the elite to decide, the nonelite have a right to be heard and the elite have the duty receive, listen, and consider if not to heed.
 This participatory model, like that of consultative participation, is often used in traditional decision-making.

(v) Participatory implementation
: Elites determine the goals and main means, and nonelites implement the goals and decide, if at all, only tactics. In this mode nonelites do more than listen, comment, and express. Like soccer players they also make and enact decisions, but the overall plan, strategy, and line-up belongs to the coach.

(vi) Bargaining. On the basis of whatever individual or collective power they have, nonelites bargain with elites. Those who bargain are more adversaries than partners. Self-interest largely if not exclusively motivates each side, and nonelite influence on the final “deal” depends on what nonelites are willing to give up and what concessions they are able to extract. The greater the power imbalances between an elite and nonelite, the less influence the noneltite has on the final outcome. The elite may settle for some loss now in order to make likely a larger future gain. Alliances with and support from actors outside and above tend to enhance nonelite bargaining power.
 

 The further we go down the list, I would argue, the “thicker” is the participatory mode in the sense of more fully expressing individual and collective agency.  It is true that Goulet both endorses, in participation originated from above, what he calls “reciprocal dialogue”
 between experts and nonelite participants and affirms the importance of “vesting true decisional power in non-elite people, and freeing them from manipulation and co-optation.”
 Moreover, with his concept of participation from below, Goulet does argue that participation in micro venues of decisionmaking must scale up to macro arenas and confer “a new voice in macro arenas to previously powerless communities of need.”
 What Goulet does not do, however, is to provide an account of the process by which people with diverse value commitments can and often should engage in a give and take of practical proposals and arrive at a course of action that almost all can accept. He does rightly insist that the mere fact of consensus does not justify the consensus, since the “agreement” may be the result of elite manipulation (12:29). He does not, however, discuss the dynamics of the process leading to a normatively compelling consensus.  
Goulet also briefly touches two related issues that would benefit from his and other ethicists’ further treatment. First, he rightly asserts that participation has moral and practical limits.  “Participation,” he concedes, “is no panacea for development.”
   Should the principle of participation be limited when it clashes with either the principle of sufficiency for all or the solidarity principle? What if “the people” decide to withhold opportunities from a despised domestic minority or turn their backs on distant famine victims? How should conflicts be resolved between Goulet’s three principles and who should do it? Are there not other principles, such as efficiency or stability, to which participation should sometimes take a back seat? Goulet does mentions infrastructure or trade as matters concerning which government officials must “take some non-participatory decisions and actions.”
 Arguably questions of science or religion should not be put to popular discussion and decisionmaking. Who should decide the question of the reach and limits of participation?  Experts or inclusive public discussion?  Is the solution to defects and failures of democracy, less democracy or, as Dewey argued, more democracy (and of what sort)? How should we understand the actual and ideal relations between democracy as “rule by the people” and various constraints—for example, constitutions and human rights—on that rule?  
A second issue that would benefit from more explicit and systematic treatment is that of the relation between Goulet’s ideal of participatory development and the ideals and institutions of democracy. Largely silent about the theory and practice of democracy and its relation to development, Goulet does remark that although “there are limits to participatory democracy, political or economic,” “ultimately, a vital connection exists between democracy and development.”
 Unfortunately he goes no further in this volume or elsewhere in exploring the ideal and actual links between participatory development and democracy except in the following tantalizing statements, for which he provides little elucidation or argument: 
Without participation, development strategies will be both undemocratic and ineffectual. Without developmental participation of non-elites, even political democracy will be a sham.
 

Among the questions that demand treatment are the following: Should authentic development include democratic ideals and institutions, and if so, how should we understand democracy? Besides voting, rule of law, and checks and balance, what kind and channels of citizen participation are essential for minimal and, more importantly, deep democracy?  Does democracy aid or retard development? Is a certain level of economic development necessary for democracy or is (thinner) democracy itself the best way to become fit for (thicker) democracy?
 How might central governments most effectively decentralize democratic decisionmaking to state and local governments, and how might local governments reduce the dangers of elite “capture” and authoritarian legacies?
 How might grassroots democracy be “scaled up” to transform national and global governance? What sort of democracy, if any, should be promoted in development assistance, especially in countries with authoritarian traditions?
 Can democracy be promoted in ways that respect the rights of nations and other groups to decide on their own development path? What if societies, or at least some of their factions, exercise their agency to reject democracy and development?
Concluding Remarks
I have discussed six themes, including three normative principles, that are central to Goulet’s development ethic. Goulet proposes these norms—a decent sufficiency of goods, solidarity, and nonelite participation— to “developed” and “developing” groups alike as they confront the curses of poverty, powerlessness, and hopelessness. Realistically, he realizes that many officials and some ordinary citizens, those who have internalized the views of their rulers, will reject these principles. Yet, keeping hope alive, he remarks that this very rejection now may contribute to the eventual triumph in both theory and practice of this development ethic:
The very refusal by rulers to accept as normative a development ethic based on the need for all men to have enough in order to be fully human, on universally expanding solidarity, and on maximum popular decisionmaking is a powerful force accelerating the growth of consciousness in a hitherto culturally passive populace.” (2:11)
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