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Insiders and Outsiders in International Development Ethics(
International development ethics, I have argued in earlier chapters, is moral reflection on the ends and means of societal and global change.  Who should engage in this activity and how should it be done?  We can make headway on this large question by answering more specific questions.  Should only citizens of a given nation reflect on that country’s development goals and strategies?  Should only a society’s members morally evaluate that society’s present development models, policies, and practices or advocate alternatives?  Or do foreigners have a contribution to make as well?
  Is it illegitimate for international aid organizations to condemn a poor nation’s failure to reduce human rights violations and expand opportunity?  Who should conduct ethical research with respect to regional and, especially, global development when regional identity is comparatively shallow and global citizenship is arguably utopian or non-existent? 

I try to answer these questions in four steps.  First, I briefly discuss and criticize the context in which the questions are usually framed and debated, namely the ethnocentrism/anti-ethnocentrism and particularism/universalism controversies.  Second, I explain the distinction between social insiders and outsiders and argue that it is a more fruitful angle from which to address the topic of who should engage in development ethics.  Foreigners can become partial insiders in an initially alien society just as citizens can be outsiders in their own societies.  Third, I argue that in development ethics, as in other cross-cultural activities such as sports and business, there are both advantages and disadvantages to being social insiders as well as social outsiders.  In development ethics both insiders and outsiders have positive roles to play and temptations to avoid.  Finally, I urge development ethicists to cultivate a mixture of insiderness and outsiderness with respect to both their own and other societies.  Moreover, there are good reasons for strengthening a global community in which ethicists, among others, are partial insiders.  As world citizens, as well as partial insiders in other communities, ethicists can evaluate present global institutions, hammer out global norms, and forge improved international structures and relations.  International norms and structures are not insignificant; they can hinder or help good national and regional development just as national and regional progress can contribute to global improvement.

The Ethnocentrist Challenge and Three Responses

It is widely believed, especially by those living in rich and powerful countries, that appropriate development models, policies, and projects should reflect North American, or Western, development experience.  This belief is increasingly seen, especially by those living in “developing countries,” as ethnocentrism.  Here “ethnocentrism” means two things.  First, Northern/Western ethnocentrists employ their own cultural norms in evaluating foreign practices. In this first sense, ethnocentrism is “a habitual disposition to judge foreign peoples or groups by the standards and practices of one’s own culture or ethnic group.”
 Second, these ethnocentrists employ their standards to make invidious comparisons between their countries’ successes and the failures of so-called backward countries. Foreign standards and practices are judged to be inferior to those of the evaluator.  In this second sense, ethnocentrism is “a tendency toward viewing alien cultures with disfavor and a resulting sense of (one’s own) inherent superiority.”
 Ethnocentrism is not limited to but is especial​ly prevalent in the United States.  As Ofelia Schutte remarks, in words even more appropriate in the first decade of the 21st century than when they were written in 1985, “One basic difficulty with our [U. S.] attitude toward the rest of the world is the implicit belief that our way of life in the United States is superior to any other . . . and deserves to be exported to others.”
 Given this definition, ethnocentrism might arguably occur if a development ethicist from one culture evaluates development in another culture.  The likelihood is increased when the ethicist comes from the rich North or West to assess development ends and means in the poor South or East.  The ethicist is likely to judge so-called “Third World” development in terms of her own societal norms and propose development goals and strategies to help “them” become like “us.”  This practice of ethnocentrism engenders three kinds of responses: (1) particularist anti-ethnocentrism; (2) universalist anti-ethnocentrism; and (3) particularist anti anti-ethnocentrism.

Particularist anti-ethnocentrism, sometimes called communitarianism, rejects the exporting of foreign development models and practices and sometimes repudiates the very idea of development.
  According to this perspective, each “developing” society or region should define desirable social change according to its own (and only its own) standards and traditions.  The particularist enjoins: “cast your buckets where you are!”
  Every society should be loyal to its own moral traditions and development ethic.  A foreign development ethicist would have a role in another culture’s debate only if she embraces local standards or if there were some overlap in the traditions of the two countries.  The foreigner’s “lights” would be shared, at least partially, by indigenous ethicists.  Sometimes this kind of anti-ethnocentrism is supported on nationalistic and even ethnocentric grounds.  Sometimes it relies on universal moral grounds: each society has the right or the duty to determine its own path and develop itself in its own way – free from foreign influence, let alone economic domination or military intervention.  Schutte nicely captures (and endorses) particularist (anti-U.S.) anti-ethnocentrism:

We should recognize that issues of national sovereignty, autonomy, and self-determination in Latin America take precedence for its inhabitants over issues related to the notion of ‘progress’ as determined by U.S.-backed ideas. . . . Latin American intellectuals tend to agree that Latin American problems need and ought to be resolved by Latin Americans and by no one else.

As Schutte indicates, the more strident versions of this position are explicitly separatist: foreigners are not welcome in the society’s debate about its development path.  Less extreme positions leave open the possibility of some general cross-cultural dialogue, but see little value and much danger in foreigners engaging in the development dialogue in and for another society.

Much of this view deserves thoughtful consideration.  Within limits, group self-determination should be respected.  It does not follow, however, that foreigners, even from the North or West, cannot play a positive role in another region’s development dialogue.  For as Schutte herself recognizes, this dialogue can and should take place “on no less that a perfectly equal basis.”
  More, however, needs to be said about the assumptions and implications of this conversational equality. Moreover, the issue is not that of foreigner versus native; for some foreigners are more a part of the “alien” society than some of that society’s own members and, as we shall see, there are morally significant distinctions among the society’s own members.

Universalist anti-ethnocentrism, a second response to ethnocentrism, seeks to get beyond all cultural bias, whether it is of North/South or FirstWorld/Third World varieties. Instead, the universalist anti-ethnocentrist ascends to an ahistorical, transcendent Archimedean point to argue for the existence of the timeless Truth about desirable social change, which can be discerned (or constructed) and then applied to societies at different stages of the one development path.
  According to this view, ethnocentrism can be reduced, if not eliminated, by replacing cultural bias with impartial Reason.

Universalism has stronger and weaker versions depending on differences concerning how far Reason can go in reducing the plurality of development perspectives to one perspective.  The weaker versions elevate national or regional self-determination and mutual tolerance to super-ethical principles and then prescribe that each society determine its own development path and be tolerant of the like efforts of others.  The stronger versions propose more determinate fundamental ends and basic means for all countries.

Common to these universalist approaches is the belief that the Truth transcends human history or is deeply rooted in knowledge of the essential aspects of human nature.  Rational investigators can get outside all development vocabularies, compare them with (or construct) the Truth, and rationally select the vocabulary that matches – or at least best approximates – the universal, transcultural Truth about what development should be.  Foreigners are on an equal footing with compatriots if and when they equally transcend their cultural identity.  Truth, thus, is nation-blind and culture-blind, and it is equally open to culture-transcending and knowing minds in touch with the Truth “out there” or “in here.”

The trouble with the universalist critique of and alterna​tive to ethnocentrism is that universalism: (1) cannot, except by begging the question, establish itself or any non-vacuous truth; (2) provides no conclusive means of deciding among candidates for the “True” development model; and (3) opens the door to domination of others by those who think they possess the Truth.

Anti anti-ethnocentrism, the third response to ethnocentrism, bites the bullet and both rejects universalism’s pretensions and affirms that ethnocentrism is desirable as well as unavoidable.  We cannot but evaluate by our “lights” and make invidious comparisons of our society with others.  And even if we could do so, we should not.  Foreign development ethicists cannot get outside their cultural skins and should be loyal to their own communities and moral tradition.  The philosopher Richard Rorty, for example, expresses anti anti-ethnocentrism when he characterizes pragmatism as the “accepting of the contingency of starting points” rather than “attempting to evade this contingency”:

To accept the contingency of starting-points is to accept our inheritance from, and our conversation with, our fellow humans as our only source of guidance.  To attempt to evade this contingency is to hope to become a properly-programmed machine.  This was the hope which Plato thought might be fulfilled at the top of the divided line, when we passed beyond hypotheses.  Christians have hoped it might be attained by becoming attuned to the voice of God in the heart, and Cartesians that it might be fulfilled be emptying the mind and seeking the indubitable.  Since Kant, philosophers have hoped that it might be fulfilled by finding the prior structure of any possible inquiry, or language, or form of social life.  If we give up this hope, we shall lose what Nietzsche called ‘metaphysical comfort,’ but we gain a renewed sense of community.  Our identification with our community--our society, our political tradition, our intellectual heritage--is heightened when we see this community as ours rather than nature’s, shaped rather than found, one among many which men have made.  In the end, the pragmatists tell us, what matters is our loyalty to other human beings clinging together against the dark, not our hope of getting things right.

A more ambitious form of anti anti-ethnocentrism affirms that “our” ethic – where “our” refers to “we relatively rich, liberal North Americans and Europeans” – is an ethic with global pretensions.  Loyalty to our historical community (rather than to ahistorical Reason) requires that this society’s development ethic be spread to – if not imposed on – other cultures.  Thus, so the argument goes, we Northern liberals have a duty to spread our liberal and democratic ideals and practices to societies other than their own – even if the execution of this duty clashes with what Hegel called the other society’s own “moral substance.” The liberal ethic requires, however, that the clash be resolved by freedom-respecting argument rather than by coercion.

This sophisticated endorsement of ethnocentrism has much to recommend it.  It rightly gives up on ahistorical grounding and recognizes that we cannot avoid evaluating using our own cultural norms.  It goes too far (or in the wrong direction) in making historically-grounded evaluation impervious to change and in assuming the inevitability of invidious comparison in favor of one’s own society.  Moreover, the ambitious forms of anti anti-ethnocentrism presume too much when they uncritically assume that what is good for one, “our development ethic,” is good and relevant for all. Finally, in this interpretation, one finds little hope that a development ethicist from a “developed” society would ever be convinced that a “developing” society offers some progressive ideas for the ethicist’s own society.  This better idea need not be merely a better employment of a shared ideal; it could be something new and different that substantially alters the foreigner’s ethical assumptions.  Each ethicist starts from but need not end with the ethics inherited from her society. Genuine dialogue and – as I shall argue in Chapter 12 – democratic deliberation involve a “continual reweaving” of the web of the desires and beliefs of all those involved.
  North American and European development ethicists need to understand their activity in such a way that one upshot of international dialogue is that their own group’s standards and practices might come to be seen as “bad” development or “anti-development.”

Each of the three responses to ethnocentrism in development ethics has merits and deficiencies.  However, rather than trying to devise an eclectic or mediating position that retains each position’s strengths while avoiding its weaknesses, the issue of cross-cultural criticism and development ethics can be recast.

Insiders and Outsiders

Instead of focusing on the role of foreigners in a country’s development debate, let us reframe the issue and distinguish between the roles of social insiders and social outsiders.  What should we mean by “insider” and “outsider?”  Both terms refer to persons in relation to other persons or to groups rather than to persons as unrelated individuals.  An insider is one who is recognized or accepted, by herself and the other group members, as belonging to the group.  One is so identified on the basis of such elements as shared beliefs, desires, memories, and hopes.
 Accordingly, one is an outsider with respect to a group just in case he or she is not counted – by herself or the group members – as belonging to the group, due to lack of shared beliefs, memories, hopes, and so forth.  This insider/outsider distinction also applies to situations as well as groups.  Some people, for example, feel “at home” in villages but alien in a megacity.

My recognition of myself and the recognition by other group members that I too am a group member are conditions that are individually necessary and together sufficient for insiderness.  If I count myself as a member of a team, and my teammates do not, I may feel like an insider but not really be one.  Moreover, if my teammates recognize me as one of the team, but I do not so accept myself, my sense of myself as an outsider makes me an outsider.

It is important to underscore that the insider/outsider distinction does not coincide with the distinction of native/ foreigner or citizen/foreigner.  On the one hand, one can be outside the group formally but really be an insider.  Someone can become (more or less) an insider to Mexican culture and not have been born in Mexico, reared there, or be a Mexican citizen; for example the Guatemalan refugee’s children quickly can become insiders to the Mexican culture to which their parents remain outsiders.  On the other hand, one can be formally a member of a group and not (yet) be an insider.  Like many a Yucatecan Indian, one can be a Mexican citizen, born and reared in Mexico, and not be viewed or view oneself as a Mexican. A Kurd living on the border of Iraq and Turkey may be an Iraqi (or Turkish) citizen and think of herself and be thought of as a Kurd and not as an Iraqi (or Turk). 

We are all insiders and outsiders in a multitude of ways in relation to various groups, societies, and situations.  I am an insider in my family but an outsider in yours.  I am at home in small cities but an outsider in huge metropoles, small towns, and the country.  A poor Yucatecan fisherman may be an insider on the piers of Puerto Progreso yet an outsider in the nearby condos of Cancún.  A Costa Rican professor of philosophy is an insider in the University of Costa Rica but an outsider among the vaqueros of the Costa Rican province of Guanacaste.

Even within the same group, a person can be both an insider and an outsider insofar as that person identifies herself with only some of the group’s values and practices; she may feel ambiguous about a value practice or belief.  A person can be an insider in his or her family in some respects and an outsider in others.  As Ruth Hubbard and Margaret Randall observe, “insider and outsider are not mutually exclusive.  We are usually both at the same time and in the same place.”
 There may be ambiguity even with regard to one and the same plan, belief, hope or memory.  Hubbard suggests the “ambiguities and continuities of insider/outsiderness” 
 by the symbol of a Möbius strip: If you travel along it, starting at any point, say on the outside, you are shortly inside, then outside again, then inside, on and on as you go round and round.  There is no demarcation or point of transition between inside and outside.

Accordingly, with respect to the same group we can be “quasi-insiders” and “quasi-outsiders.”
  It follows that the insider/outsider distinction is better understood as a continuum or as lying on a spectrum rather than as a rigid dichotomy whose categories are permanently established and mutually exclusive.  You, my Costa Rican friend, are not totally an outsider or totally an insider in our family; you rightly call us your “second family.” Time spent in another country can make one less an outsider to the “adopted” country; sometimes one becomes more an outsider to one’s own country as one takes on some of the commitments of the adopted country  and extinguishes values of one’s home country.  The result is often an exotic collage of insiderness/outsiderness, as evidenced in cities that are becoming more like “Kuwaiti bazaars” than “English gentlemen’s clubs.”
 Salman Rushdie, the beleaguered Indian novelist who has lived for many years in London, observes such polychromatic mixtures in Indian immigrants living in London’s Brick Lane:

The thing you have to understand about a neighborhood like this . . . is that when people board an Air India jet and come halfway across the planet, they don’t just bring their suitcases.  They bring everything.  And even as they reinvent themselves in the new city –which is what they do – there remain these old selves, old traditions erased in part but not fully.  So what you get are these fragmented, multi​faceted, multicultural selves.  And this can lead to such strange things . . . You will find teen-age girls in the neighborhood who in many ways are London kids: Levi 501s, Madonna T-shirts, spiky hair.  They might actually have been born here in London.  And yet you may find among them a willingness, and eagerness in some cases, to have an arranged marriage.  An arranged marriage.  Or this story: In this very neighborhood, it was early in the 1980’s.  A Pakistani father stabbed and murdered his daughter, his only child, because he heard she made love to a white boy.  Which turned out not to be true, but that is not my point: My point is that he had brought with him this idea of honor and shame.  And when I wrote about this later, I said that although I was obviously appalled – I mean, what can be more awful than murdering your own child? – I understood what had motivated him.  I am a first-generation immigrant from that part of the world.  I know how you can be here, and, in a way, still be there. 
 
Being a pure insider or a pure outsider would be difficult if not impossible.  One would have to consider oneself (and be considered by others) as in total agreement, disagreement or indifference in relation to a group.  One reason that pure cases of insiderness would be best construed as only a hypothetical limit is that the groups with which we identify have diverse and often antagonistic factions that pull us in different directions.  And even if Alasdair MacIntyre is correct when he says that premodern societies were marked by homogeneity, he also sees that –from the point of view of its own standards – every tradition must “view itself as to some degree inadequate.”
  Another reason that pure insiderness is a conceptual limit is that we are members of different groups that pull us in different directions.  Finally, in becoming aware of our insider status, we become something of an outsider to it.  Similarly, the case of a pure outsider would be a hypothetical limit; we find it difficult and undesirable to be completely outside human bonds.  One is reminded of Sartre’s dictum that “human reality . . . [is] a being which is what it is not and which is not what it is.” 
  One of the devastating consequences of ethnic conflict is that it tends to cause a sharp “we/they” division – even among former neighbors or members of the same soccer team – in which there is no recognized differentiation in either group: We are all the same (virtuous); and they are all the same (evil).
 
One’s status as an insider or outsider is fluid.  A person just may find himself thinking more like (one type of) Costa Rican and less like a gringo.  During the Pinochet dictatorship, Chileans who sought refuge in other countries often found it impossible to continue identifying with a nation that had descended into barbarism.
 During the 1980’s, some Costa Ricans and Mexicans often unthinkingly make refugees from Central America’s conflicts into a “them.” Choice is also a possible factor. An immigrant, or exile, in Rushdie’s words, “reinvents” herself, consciously taking on some of the values of the new homeland without giving up insider status in the old country.  Outsiders, trying to gain acceptance as insiders, single-mindedly try to transform themselves into fanatic representations of their new life.
 Refugees and immigrants, however, often resist complete identification with the “host” country in order to retain some of the beliefs, practices of their homeland.  In the 1980’s, many Costa Ricans decided to extend pura vida (the good life, Costa Rican style) to some, such as rich gringo pensionados (retirees), but not others, such as refugees from Nicaraguan turmoil, Guatemalan repression, or Atlantic Coast poverty.

Are there any limits to the groups in relation to which a person may have insider or outsider status?  On one extreme, one can talk – at least by metaphorical extension – of oneself as a group with one member.  Moral integrity is a form of insiderness.  I become an outsider to myself when I violate my core values.  Margaret Randall puts it well:

I became at one and the same time more of an outsider vis-a-vis the mainstream beliefs and values of my country and more of an insider, if by that term one means someone closer to the core of her own authentic identity.

What about extensions of insider status in the other direction?  In particular, can one be an insider to the biotic community or to global humanity?  Remember that the primary use of the insider/outsider distinction concerns human groups.  Yet we find it useful to extend insiderness to non-human groups and non-groups.  Suppose morality has to do with what Rorty, following Wilfred Sellars, calls “we-intentions” – with purposes that we share with others and obligations to help those who are part of the “we.” Then, although the purposes I can share with non-humans may be limited, I can view myself as grateful and obligated to that biotic-natural community of which I am a part if not a member.  Although “humanity” refers to an abstract class rather than to a concrete group or a common essence that binds us together, I can pledge to extend the “we” of my communities to include all persons, however distant in space and time.  And just as expanding that “we” beyond the family to the tribe need not extinguish the family, so too extending our “we-intentions” region​ally and globally need not erase – it may even nurture  – our narrower group loyalties.

How should we evaluate insider versus outsider status as they apply to cross-cultural communication and development ethics?  One finds distinctive benefits and harms, opportunities and temptations, advantages and disadvantages related to either status.  By virtue of one’s insider and outsider status, respectively, one has different sorts of possibilities for both good and evil.  The particular valuational balance will change with respect to several variables, such as the moral character and relative power of the groups from which one comes and to which one goes.  Certainly, to be outside a despicable group and inside an admirable group is morally desirable; a move in the opposite direction is not.

Insider Development Ethics

Suppose that a development ethicist is an insider, a member of a group, and critically reflects on that group’s present and future development.  That group, as we have seen, may be of different kinds.  In today’s world, nation-states, and to a lesser extent sub-national regions have a certain priority as development units.  But the groups in which ethicists function range geographically from local neighborhoods, through cities/areas, to huge regions such as Central America, Latin America, the Western Hemisphere, the developing world, and the “global community.”  Beyond political-geographical communities, the groups in which the ethicist functions can be economic enterprises, such as Motorola; social classes, such as small farmers; ethnic groups, such as Kosovars, or entire cultures, such as Islamic or gypsy cultures.  With respect to any of these groups, the development ethicist or any self-aware and concerned groups member must ask the critical question: What opportunities and dangers does an insider face by virtue of being an insider?

The development ethicist who is an insider enjoys at least three advantages. First, because the insider ethicist y virtue of being an insider, the insider-ethicist shares in the community’s vocabulary, practices, and possibly in its ideals, the insider can understand and appreciate nuance in meaning and differences among values within the community. This advantage is particularly important insofar as the ethicist is committed to an Aristotelian “internalist” ethics that takes into account and contributes to the community’s aspirations and beliefs.  Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen make the point well:

Ethical inquiry, he [Aristotle] insists, must be what we might call “value-relative.”  That is, they are not “pure” inquiries conducted in a void; they are questions about living asked by communities of human beings who are actually engaged in living and valuing.  What will count as an appropriate, and even a true, outcome of such inquiry is constrained, and appropriately constrained, by what beings antecedently value and need.

As part of the “we,” the insider-ethicist also has the capacity not only to understand but also to make herself understood as a conversation partner in the group’s dialogue about its identity.  The insider is “one of us,” literally, and figuratively speaks our language; and, we presume, knows whereof she speaks.  Because development ethics should be done in a contextually sensitive way, with an understanding not just of actual facts, but also of interpreted meanings, and shared values, an outsider-ethicist might entirely miss the real meaning of a past event, present policy, or future option. Consequently, the outsider’s ethical evaluation might be flawed, or completely off the mark. As Rorty puts it, “To imagine great things is to imagine a great future for a particular community, a community one knows well, identifies with, can make plausible predictions about.”
  

Second, in addition to knowing the “interpreted” facts, the insider-ethicist’s moral judgments about the community’s past, present, and future will be in terms accessible to the community in question.  It will not always be clear which norm to appeal to, and sometimes two communal norms will be in tension or conflict.  But the insider-ethicist has an advantage over the outsider because the insider can more easily appeal to a presumed set of moral assumptions, even when that set involves ambiguity and inconsistency. An ethicist growing up in a society priding itself on progress toward racial equality, may realize how deeply resonant for others are her condemnations of current racial discrimination (even though some defend it by appeal to the value of liberty)., Iraqi victims of torture at the hands of US military or civilians know better than their American abusers how humiliating it is to be paraded nude, especially in front of women. 

Third, insider standing gives the ethicist a prima facie right to criticize the group’s development path, identify costs and benefits of current development strategy, and recommend what he considers better alternatives for the future.  By virtue of being part of the group’s cooperative activity, the insider has a generally acknowledged right and responsibility to contribute to the weaving and reweaving of the group’s identity.  Where the relatively pure outsider’s assessments may be met with, “What right have you to stick your nose into our business,” the insider is accorded that right by virtue of being a member of the community.  Or, I would argue, should be so accorded.  This “right to evaluate” is based not only on the insider’s contribution to the group but also on the likelihood that the insider knows the facts, as interpreted by the group, the values that inform the group, and the desires that its members express.

But insiders also face definite disadvantages and dangers.  An insider may be oblivious to constitutive meanings in her community precisely because they are so omnipresent.  Like a fish unaware of the water in which it continually swims, the insider-ethicist may be too close to get things into the focus requisite for ethical assessment.

Further, depending on the purity and exclusivity of their insider status, insider-ethicists are more or less limited to the vocabularies and valuational resources of their group.  To become more of an insider in a group, particularly when the group is a “melting pot,” may require giving up of alternative perspectives and becoming an outsider to one’s former allegiances.  This has costs both for the group and the ethicist.  The group may desperately need new ideas to replace stale ones that exist only because of dogmatic preservation.  The ethicist may find herself confined to and even trapped in familiar and conventional concepts – unable to expand the horizons of the possible and desirable.  The insider-ethicist may purchase “relevance” at the price of needed novelty.  The danger is that the insider will give the community comforting reassurances about past achievements rather than imaginative challenges for future greatness.

Insiders in development ethics face a third limitation and related risk.  To be an insider is to live in the midst of loyalties, debts, favors, obligation, promises – things the insider owes to others and which she is owed.  Such debts may be compromising or corrupting.  Although group membership might give one the right to criticize and propose alternatives, loyalties and debts to co-members may inhibit the exercise of responsibilities.  In such cases the temptation may be too great; it may be too much to expect insiders to be sufficiently and properly impartial.  In contrast, the outsider may be able to say what the group needs to hear, but none of the members dare say.  For this reason, each university graduate committee has a member from “outside” the department, World Cup referees come from nations different from those of the competing teams, labor arbitrators are supposedly neutral in relation to both union and management, and Costa Rican elections are monitored by an institution independent of the contending political parties.

Outsider Development Ethics

Like insiders, outsiders have certain liabilities and temptations as well as enjoy advantages and opportunities.  Often outsiders are ignorant about what is going on in the group—what things mean—and about the group’s normative resources.  The global south is littered with development models, policies, and projects invented by societal outsiders and properly abandoned by societal insiders.  One reason is that outsiders often ignorantly assume that “what is good for us, is good for them.” More specifically, outsider-ethicists are often closed off from the facts, meaning, and communal values relevant for progressive social change.

Second, while the insider-ethicist is usually accorded the right to evaluate present structures and future options, doors are often closed to the outsider-ethicist, especially when this outsider comes from a “developed” and powerful group.  If the group’s development debate is about its own identity, only members of the group may be viewed as having a right to participate—especially if outsiders come from a dominating or occupying group.  Recall, for example, Ofelia Schutte’s endorsement cited earlier of particularist anti-ethnocentrism when discussing Latin America’s condemnation of standards imposed by U.S. outsiders.

Supposing an invitation has been extended to an outsider-ethicist, we assume that to be effective the outsider would become “immersed,” in Nussbaum’s and Sen’s sense, in the “alien” society:

[Evaluation and criticism of the society] must be immersed rather than detached (i.e., the norm of objectivity should not be one that involves the detachment of the judging subject from the practices, the perceptions, even the emotions, of the culture), stressing, instead, that objective value judgments can be made from the point of view of experienced immersion in the way of life of a culture.

Even when committed to immersion, the outsider-ethicist still must decide what parts of the culture with which to engage.  The visiting philosopher may learn more about Costa Rican prevailing values by helping coach a Costa Rican youth soccer team than by taking part in a university seminar on Costa Rican values.  One danger than is that the outsider involves herself in only one facet of a heterogeneous culture. 

A multi-faceted and balanced immersion does not eliminate the outsider’s limitations and temptations.  Commonly enough, when an outsider-ethicist is invited to speak to a community’s development needs, then the outsider typically takes on the role of expert. Particularly when she is from a “center,” a rich and powerful area or group, she tends to accord her own ideas more weight than they deserve or, worse, to assume that her ideas are more worthy than those of a “periphery,” a weak, “underdeveloped,” traditional, and dependent group.
  Similarly, members of a peripheral group might tend to respond to the outsider’s ethics by according them more weight than they merit and even by assuming they are correct.  These dangers are all the more pronounced when outsider proposals go hand-in-hand with economic inducements or when there exist strong traditions of host hospitality.  One manifestation of this problem is what Robert Chambers calls “inadvertent ventriloquism”:

It has been a sobering experience to observe a charismatic outsider interrogate farmers who strain their minds and imaginations to say what they think he wants. Again and again they found the right words. The intelligent prudence of the lowers [beneficiaries] confirmed the conviction of the upper, unaware of his inadvertent ventriloquism.
 

Just as group members may give an external donor the judgments that they think the donor wants to hear, so clever insiders may reflect back to the outsider-ethicist the latter’s own values. The outsider-ethicist from the “developed” area or group runs the serious risk of having undue influence and exerting subtle coercion; the outsider-ethicist from the “less developed” periphery runs the contrary risk of being insufficiently self-reliant and bold. 

Outsiders can also err in the opposite direction. The outsider-ethicist from the periphery who goes to the center may not trust her own intuitions or principles when they clash with those of someone from the capital city, the aristocratic or educational elite, the “mother country,” or the “colossus of the North.”  Similarly, outsider-ethicists from the center may practice a form of excessive compensation or “reverse discrimination.” The outsider-ethicist, aware of his or her own nation’s history of military, economic, or cultural imperialism, may refrain from negative evaluations in favor of fawning approval of the host group’s norms and practices.  It is tempting to slide from an affirmation of the insider’s right of self-determination to the view that the insider cannot make mistakes, and is somehow more inherently “good” or “pure” in motive or action.  Similarly, the insider’s justified anti-imperialism may become a dogmatic trap.  Assuming a priori that nothing can be learned from an outsider, especially from the center, the insider-ethicist may close himself or herself off from new and potentially useful ideas.
 

It must be conceded that a long-term danger of outsiders in development ethics is that peripheral communities become willingly but unfortunately dependent on outsider help, thereby failing to nurture and institutionalize their indigenous capacity for ethical reflection.  Indeed, since the 1940s such Latin American philosophers as Leopoldo Zea have argued, with good reason, that Latin American thought is too imitative of and dependent upon European and North American thought.
  The opposite consequence, however, is also a danger: peripheral groups can so promote their capacity for development ethics in such a way that they overlook potential benefits of cross-cultural dialogue.  We do not have to buy the transcendental scaffolding of Habermas’s theory of ideal communication to be well aware that undistorted communication and reasonable—if not total—consensus require relative equality among dialogue partners.  

These dangers can be reduced, if not eliminated, by (1) the achievement of more economic and political equality between the various centers and their corresponding peripheries; (2) the recognition and mitigation of dangers peculiar to insiders and outsiders, respectively; and (3) the promotion of appropriate kinds of insider/outsider combinations in development ethicists and deliberative communities.  Even under present, all too unequal, social circumstances, deliberative dialogue—encouraged by various institutional designs and ethicist virtues—can occur that reduces the extent to which outsiders as well as insiders are either acquiescent or presumptuous.

Although outsiders are challenged by distinctive disadvantages and temptations, they have the opportunity to make positive contributions to an alien group. Outsider-ethicist strengths are the mirror image of insider-ethicist weaknesses.  The outsider-ethicist may see and reveal things that an insider misses; we know what is by contrast to what is not, and the outsider’s very different experience may provide a “perspicuous contrast”
—in the words of philosopher Charles Taylor—to what is hidden or obscure to the insider.  One way for the outsider to accomplish this is to clarify the debate over social identity that is taking place within that alien group.  The outsider can be a sort of mirror—not a mirror to gain access to transcendental Truth but a mirror to reflect back to the group its own internal dialogue.  A group is always in process.  It perpetually crystallizes itself in and through dialogue about its past and deliberation about its future.  The participants in the communal process are subgroups and individuals with more or less differing outlooks and development vocabularies.  By an outsider “playing [insider] vocabularies and [sub]cultures off against each other,” the insiders may see more clearly what they share with, and where they diverge from, others in their society.
  Spanish outsider Constantino Láscaris did this when he contrasted the everyday morality of the inhabitants of Costa Rica’s four main cities, Alajuela, Cartago, Heredia, and San José, thereby helping Costa Ricans understand their differences as well as their similarities.
 Denis Goulet and Kwan S. Kim similarly compare and contrast four competing Mexican development models: growth; growth-with-redistribution; basic human needs; and development from tradition.

Moreover, by drawing on his or her own quite different traditions, vocabulary, and experience, the outsider can inject new and sometimes needed ideas into an alien group’s development deliberations.  Novelty here takes several different forms and is often a matter of degree.  The outsider may provide a new way of integrating prevailing commitments.  Goulet and Kim, for instance, have clarified and argued for a novel way of combining the best Mexican development perspectives into a model of “plural, federated development.”
  Perhaps more frequently, the outsider-ethicist will identify—on the basis of his or her own lights—promising beliefs or values already implicit in some insider practices and (partially) explicit in some insider theory.  Nussbaum and Sen emphasize that outsiders, after immersion in an alien culture, can appeal to one part of the culture or tradition in order to criticize another part.  Nussbaum and Sen illustrate this practice—what is sometimes called “building on the best” —when they draw on the (Asian) Indian rationalist tradition as a basis for their own affirmation of the potential importance of modern science and technology for Asian development.
  Sometimes the outsider will appeal to progressive insider-beliefs held at an earlier time but subsequently forgotten.

Nussbaum and Sen also helpfully widen the “reach” of internal critique to appeal to ideas that a culture already has internalized from external sources. Additionally, I want to urge that the outsider ethicist can play a role in contributing moral ideas that are novel in two stronger senses.  Drawing on the resources of his own tradition, the outsider ethicist can introduce moral ideas unanticipated in another society.  A dramatic example that arguably fits one (or both) of these options is the service that Nobel laureate and former Costa Rican President Oscar Arias rendered in the late 1980’s to the debate about U.S. policy in Central America.  A New York Times writer describes Arias’s first meeting of April 4, 1989 with President George Herbert Walker Bush soon after the latter took office:

In a sense today’s meeting was a vindication of Mr. Arias’s dogged efforts to persuade Washington to use diplomacy rather than force to bring peace to the region (Central America).  It was also of particular political value for Mr. Bush because Mr. Arias’s positions on Central American issues have become the standards by which many people in Congress and elsewhere have come to judge United States policy.

Arias, the social outsider, articulated (or helped forge) new ethical standards, presumably about U.S. respect for Central American regional and national autonomy.  U.S. insiders in the late 1980’s internalized these standards and used them as a benchmark to evaluate the foreign policy of their own government. 

Alternatively, outsiders and insiders, in and through cross-cultural dialogue and policy-oriented deliberation, together can create or invent novel ideas.
  In a background paper, to which I refer in Chapter 1, a Costa Rican colleague, Luis Camacho, and an Honduran colleague, Ramón Romero joined me in intend in this sort of collaboration when we jointly analyzed and assessed  Costa Rican and Honduran (and U.S.) consumption practices.

Rorty puts the general point well in describing what he calls the “pragmatist.” Such a thinker says Rorty, does not believe that one can get beyond or beneath vocabularies to get to the Truth “against which to test vocabularies and cultures.” Rather, the pragmatist “does think that in the process of playing vocabularies and cultures off against each other, we produce new and better ways of talking and acting—not better by reference to a previously known standard, but just better in the sense that they come to seem clearly better than their predeces​sors.”

To come to grips with outsider ideas—be they initially unheard of or seemingly crazy or irrelevant—may prompt a beneficial reweaving of the group’s beliefs and desires.  The truth of particularism is that this reweaving will take place at the outset according to the group’s prior stock of ideas.  The truth of universalism is that the reevaluation can issue in new and better conceptions.  But here the better is not measured by some historically transcendent and culturally independent standard but merely by the new and more reasonable lights of the community in question.

Another example of the potential contributions of outsider development ethics, is Roberto Unger’s, Politics: A Work in Constructive Social Theory.
  A Brazilian legal and social theorist teaching at Harvard Law School, Unger brings to the “rich Northern democracies” a new normative proposal derived from his experience in Brazil.  According to Rorty, himself a North American, North American liberals desperately need something new.  They are “Alexandrians” mired in “decadent scholasticism” and “political impotence” with an “inability to imagine any better goal than the next cycle of reform.”
  Rather than promoting the latest North American development model in the “Third World,” Rorty counsels, North Americans should welcome the inventiveness of “Third World” social and theoretical experimentation:

Realizing that Unger is a Brazilian philosopher lets us Alexandrians convert our initial reaction to his book to something like, “We hope to Heaven these imaginary institutions do sell in Brazil; if they should actually work there, maybe then we could sell them here.  The Southern Hemisphere might conceivably, a generation hence, come to the rescue of the Northern.” This amounts to saying that if there is hope, it lies in the Third World.  But this is not to say, with Winston Smith, ‘If there is hope it lies in the proles.’ For the Third World is not an undifferentiated mass of immiserated men and women.  It is a set of diverse nations, and if it ever is to have hope it will be for a diverse set of national futures . . . To say, as I have been saying here, that if there is hope it lies in the imagination of the Third World, is to say that the best any of us here in Alexandria can hope for is that somebody out there will do something to tear up the present system of imaginary significations within which politics in (and between) the First and Second Worlds is conducted.  It need not be equalization of incomes, but it has to be something like that--something so preposterously romantic as to be no longer discussed by us Alexandrians.  Only some actual event, the actual success of some political move made in some actual country, is likely to help.  No hopeful book by Unger or Habermas, any more than one more hopeless, “oppositional,” unmasking book by the latest Resenter, is going to do the trick.  Unger, however, has an advantage over the rest of us.  His advantage is not that he has a “more powerful theory,” but simply that he is aware of “the exemplary instability of the Third World” in a way that most of us are not.

Whether or not Rorty was right about Unger or about what “we Alexandrians” might learn from the Brazilian experience,
 the general point is correct: outsiders, whether from the periphery or the center, both can criticize the status quo and propose new alternatives in and for alien social contexts.

Finally, outsider development ethicists enjoy an advantage over an insider counterpart the former is free from the insider’s prior commitments and loyalties.  This freedom can enhance the outsider’s ability and willingness to say what needs to be said in the comparison and assessment of development options.  Sometimes, of course, such outsider activity is foolish.  (“Fools rush in where wise men fear to tread.”)  For such “contributions” often are unwelcome or uninformed.  Often, however, the outsider’s work is more acceptable to some subgroups than to others.  In the judgment of the subgroups that agree, the outsider may have “said some things that needed saying.” This positive role played can be dramatically important when it enables a weak or repressed group to gain a voice in relation to a hegemonic and oppressive group.  Ofelia Schutte formulates the general point:

The idea …is to open up dialogue with the repressed, silent, or excluded Other who is such, relative to the power that controls the discourse and assumptions of the established powers.  On the contrary, its condition for the Other to come forward and express concerns, cares, disquietudes, and aspirations. [check this quote for accuracy]  In this process of recognizing and respecting the oppressed Other, the legitimacy of the Other’s discourse must first be established.
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How different this outsider stance is from what the late Bimal Krishna Matilal called “liberal colonialism.” The 19th century liberal colonialist would tolerantly but ethnocentrically accept “primitive” or “backward” societies, “barbaric” practices and all, because that was something those curious (and inferior) savages were wont to do.  The 20th century version, often in the interest of Northern tourism, keeps the “culture of a subdued group completely separated in a protected area as a museum piece or an `endangered’ zoological species.”
 Development ethicists, whether or not from dominating nations, not only can criticize the neo-colonialist societies, but, as outsiders in the “subdued” society, they also can “open up dialogue” with those subgroups that are “repressed, silent, or excluded.”

The Hybrid Development Ethicist

In the light of the strengths and weaknesses of development ethicists who are insiders, versus those who are outsiders, one can inquire into the implications for the conduct of cross-cultural communication, the virtues of international development ethicists should be, and the kind of ethics these ethicists should practice.  These remarks, I believe, are relevant not only for development and global ethics but for any persons involved in cross-cultural communication.

Cross-cultural dialogue partners and development ethicists should be insider-outsider hybrids. They should combine insider and outsider status in such a way as to accentuate the positives and reduce if not eliminate the negatives of both postures.  The ethicist who is not a member of a given group can still be a partial insider in the sense that he can immerse himself in this different form of life, grasp some of what is going on, and to be accepted as dialogue partners and fellow deliberator.  This hybrid ethicist, however, should not fall into the bad faith of believing that he has become completely “one of them.” At the same time, development ethicists from one culture should retain and take advantage of their outsider status to reflect an “alien” culture back to its insiders, call attention to the omnipresent obvious by contrasting it to their different experience, bring in new ideas, mediate between various factions, help the vulnerable gain a voice, and speak the truth made elusive by group loyalties.  As they retain such aspects of their outsider status, the hybrid development ethicist should not mislead herselof or others by pretending to ascend to what is an impossible standpoint: a view of the inside from an ahistorical, transcendent, objective outside.  No such “view from nowhere” exists.
  To assume it does, breeds both dominance and intolerance on the part of those who think they have the Truth and servility on the part of those who long for it.

One way fruitfully to combine the best of the insider status and outsider status is to become an insider/outsider hybrid.  Another and compatible way is to engage with others from different cultural contexts in collaborative projects of investigation, action, or investigation-action.  The hope is that the positive aspects of both statuses will supplement and correct each other. What may be difficult for one ethicist to combine in his own character and work, may be more obtainable in a cross-cultural team.  

Development ethicists should also cultivate a certain kind of insider-outsider mix in encounters with their own groups. They should strive to develop an outsider perspective in order to learn from other groups and develop a clearer understanding of  develop a clearer understanding of the limitations in one’s own group and its ways of doing things, as well as suggest better ideas learned from “abroad.”  But this outsider perspective supplements an abiding insider membership, which requires some loyalty to the ethicist’s own group. Travelers are tempted to escape from the "grey in grey"
 of their own societies to the creative instability of exot​ic places.  Insider status not only provides a starting point for moral reflection, but it also gives ethicist the responsibility to return to her own society's ongoing debate about what it should be and how it should relate to other groups.  Moreover, one does not have to be an outsider in one's own culture so long as avenues exist for social transformation with which one can subsequently identify.  One can remain or become again an insider to one's self and one's group by working for desirable change in one's self and society. 

Two Exemplars

I illustrate my argument with brief descriptions of the life and work of two hybrid, cross-cultural development ethicists. Chilean novelist, essayist, and playwright Ariel Dorfman, a national outsider to Argentina and a cultural outsider to indigenous cultures, spent time in the 1980’s with abused and the forcibly relocated Matacos Indians in Argentina’s inhospitable Gran Chaco. One result of Dorfman’s visit with the Matacos was that this previously nomadic tribe was prompted to come to grips with the problems and opportunities of their new life as small farmers. Writing about the plight of the Matacos, Dorfman also was able to challenge the Argentine government to compensate the Matacos for past injury (at the hands of the government and private citizens) as well as “encourage” foreign development agencies to assist the Matacos in their efforts to survive both economically and culturally.

Returning to Chile from his exile in the United States during the Pinochet years, Dorfman contributed to Chile’s own progress in reckoning with the wrongs committed during the Pinochet era. The US not only was Dorfman’s place of exile, but he had spent many teenage years in Queens.
 He took advantage of his hybrid (US/Chile) status when—prior to the UN invasion in Iraq in Febrary 2003 —he argued in an open letter in the Washington Post to the people of Iraq that the US would be just as wrong to invade Iraq to remove Saddam Hussein as it would have been to invade Chile to end Pinochet’s rule. Both Hussein and Pinochet were brutal dictators who killed and tortured their opponents. But regime change and democracy building, argued Dorfman, are most effectively accomplished not when outsiders invade, occupy, and impose democratic institutions but when those victimized by and fed up with tyranny take matters into their own hands:

But I also write to you knowing this: If I had been approached, say in the year 1975, when Pinochet was at the height of his murderous spree in Chile, by an emissary of the American government proposing that the United States, the very country which had put our strongman in power, use military force to overthrow the dictatorship, I believe that my answer would have been, I hope it would have been: No, thank you. We must deal with this monster by ourselves.

 U.S. citizen Paula Palmer offers another example of the virtuous insider-outsider.  Initially a gringa outsider, for twenty years she immersed herself in Costa Rica’s Talamanca Coast and helped the region’s minority populations—Afro-Caribbean immigrants and indigenous Bribris—articulate their traditions and protect their threatened ways of life. Her books of oral history, which were published in both Spanish and English by the University of Costa Rica Press and the Ministry of Culture, were products of “participatory action research.”
  These books helped Costa Ricans throughout the country understand both the ecological and cultural wealth of Talamanca, a hitherto neglected part of the country. Returning to Boulder, Colorado, Palmer worked with Native American organizations and publications to improve opportunities for native youth.   Currently, as program director of the non-governmental organization Global Response, Palmer organizes international letter-writing campaigns in support of communities around the world that are struggling to protect the environment and defend indigenous rights. Among the 50 campaigns Palmer has launched since 1997, one succeeded in halting oil development along Costa Rica’s Talamanca Coast – Palmer’s former home. The outsider-turned-hybrid, who contributed to social and environmental justice movements in Central America, is now applying what she learned among the peoples of Talamanca to her work in the United States and on a global scale. 

Global Ethics, Global Community, and Global Citizenship

Insider-outsiders in development ethics have responsibilities beyond doing moral reflection in and for their own and other groups.  Without abandoning their own cultural substance, international development ethicists need to help further a global community and a global ethic.  Such ethicists should extend their national, ethnic, class, and gender identities to a global “we.” Insofar as such a world community does not exist, it needs to be built.  Insofar as it does exist, it needs to be strengthened.  To guide in these tasks as well as to help in the crossing of cultural boundaries and engaging in cross-cultural dialogue, a global ethic is required. 

This global ethic would not be a total ethic for a Gemeinschaft but rather a “moral minimum,” a basic moral charter, with which most people of good will could agree, for a global Gesellschaft.  It would be what Rawls calls an “overlapping consensus,” a public and publicly-forged moral vision to which persons and groups with a variety of moral, metaphysical, and religious views could have allegiance.
 It would draw on and partially be embodied in the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights.  It would provide protection for the vulnerable wherever they exist as well as enjoin respect for each group’s prima facie right to hammer out its own ethics.  It would give all people a common vocabulary for coping with global problems that refuse to respect national or other boundaries, as well as for resolving problems among and within nations and regions.  It would guide people from around the world as they wrestle with the issue of what sort of global institutions would be good to have.  These global norms and institutions are important because not only do they contribute to and partially constitute global progress, but they also can promote useful regional, national, and local development in nations.

Although to develop the idea here is beyond the scope of this chapter, I suspect that this global ethic will converge on some general cross-cultural ethical categories related in some way to certain general cross-cultural human traits and experiences that take specific forms in particular cultures.  And development ethicists are clearer today than they were twenty years ago that his ethical convergence must include a vision of basic human needs, capabilities, and rights, a nuanced, multi-level concept of moral obligations, an ethical conception of national development, and a model of a just global order.

Like most good things, such a global community and global ethic could go bad; for rich and powerful states and transnational corporations could (self-deceptively) extend their domination precisely by packaging a merely rhetorical global ethic that celebrates national differences and self-determination; rejects misery, oppression, and environmental degradation; and yet behind the protection of such an ethic carries on business as usual. In contrast, we need to go beyond rhetoric to what Dewey called institutional and habitual “reconstruction.” We need to modify existing international institutions and agencies and created new ones that would exemplify and effectively support such an ethic.  If we are to save ourselves from global economic, ecological, and cultural disaster, our answers will need to be a good deal more robust than Rorty’s model of a global Kuwaiti bazaar surrounded by exclusive national private clubs.

Such a global ethic neither eliminates nor always trumps the ethics of our narrower groups, any more than our emerging global community extinguishes or overrides groups of narrower scope.  Rather, a transnational ethic requires and is required by the ethics of local, national, and regional groups as well as by global civil society.  Each can and should be a seed bed for, and corrective, of the others.  The international moral minimum can both be inspired by and nurtured from good and exportable ideas invented by particular groups.  In turn the global ethic can be a basis for criticizing and improving the outlooks and practices of particular traditions.  Slavery as institution and ideal is almost a thing of the past; gender inequality is under attack throughout the world; respect for basic needs or rights and the environment are rapidly emerging as part of a global vision.  National development models, informed by a societal ethic, must be forged in relation to regional and global development models informed by a global ethic.  Regardless of where good ideals originated, they can move us as world citizens; and we can apply them as members of particular groups.

This is not to say that there will not be clashes between global and parochial loyalties.  Unfortunately, or perhaps fortunately, we have no algorithm to adjudicate these conflicts.  One of our hopes rests in the increasing number of insiders-outsiders (in relation to groups of various scope)  and global citizens engaged in ongoing moral dialogue about good local, national, regional, and global development.

Concluding Remarks

Ethnocentrists and particularists begin and end inside their own groups.  Universalists yearn to attain an impossible standpoint beyond all particularity.  Like so many traditional philosophical problems, the particularist/universalist debate remains—as currently defined—unsolved.  Rather than attempting to resolve the controversy, I have elected to recast it.  With the insider/outsider distinction, the theoretical problem has been transformed into a practical task.  Development ethicists must seize the opportunities and avoid the dangers of being outsiders as well as insiders in relation to various groups.  They must strive to become optimal insider-outsider combinations in relation to existing groups and must collaborate cross-culturally.   They must promote the consolidation of a world community that contributes to and is guided by a global development ethics.  They must not just “think globally and act locally.” As insider-outsiders they must think and act globally, regionally, nationally, and locally.  Development ethicists begin in their various groups and return to their groups.  In between, they may learn from and benefit other groups.  As insider-outsiders acting individually and in concert, they can become more complete persons and better development ethicists and, thereby, help build a more desirable world.

This chapter is a revision of “Participantes internos and externos en la ética del desarrollo internacional,” Revista de la Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán, special edition (February 1990), 57---71 and “Insiders and Outsiders in International Development Ethics,” Ethics and International Affairs 5 (1991): 149-73.  The original article is reprinted in Christine Koggel, ed., Moral Issues in Global Perspective (Peterborough, Ontario: Broadview Press, 1999), 147-62. Shortened version and updated versions of the original article appear as “Comunicación intercultural,” in Jesus Conill Sancho, ed., Glosario para una sociedad intercultural (Valencia: Editorial Bancaja, 2002), 47-56; and as “Cross-Cultural Criticism and Development Ethics,” Philosophy & Public Policy Quarterly, 24, 3 (2004): 2---8.  I presented versions of the chapter at the V Congreso Centroamericano de Filosofía, San José, Costa Rica, May 8-12, 1989; the Second International Conference on Ethics and Develop�ment, Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán, July 3-8, 1989; and the Depart�ments of Philosophy of the University of Florida, Colorado State University, and Bryn Mawr College.  I benefited from comments by Jann Benson, Cynthia Botteron, David Freeman, Verna Gehring, R.M. Hare, Lyanda Haupt, Christine Koggel, Michael Krausz, Michael Losonsky, Paula Palmer, Ofelia Schutte, and Jerome M. Segal.


(


 





�. One finds many examples of foreigners evaluating another nation’s practices and norms. Constantino Láscaris, a Spanish philosopher, wrote El Costarricense, 5th ed. (San José, Costa Rica: Educa, 1985), an important study of Costa Rican identity. The U.S. development ethicist Denis Goulet has evaluated develop�ment strategies in several countries. See, for example, Denis Goulet and Kwan S. Kim, Estratégias de Desar�rollo Para el Futuro de México (Guadalajara: ITESCO, 1989). Jerome M. Segal, a U.S. philosopher, offers moral and prudential arguments for a “two state” solution to the middle-eastern con�flict. As a Jew, Segal is an outsider in relation to the PLO; as a U.S. Jew and an advocate of a Palestinian state, Segal is an outsider in relation to Israel. See Segal, Creating the Pales�tinian State: A Strategy for Peace (Chicago: Lawrence Hill Books, 1989). V.S. Naipaul, born in Trinidad of Hindu parents, is only the most recent of a series of foreigners who have analyzed and evaluated U.S. life and institutions. See Naipaul’s A Turn in the South (New York: Knopf, 1989). Other foreign commentators on the United States include two important European writers: the French�man Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, trans. George Lawrence, J.P. Mayer, ed. (New York: Doubleday, Anchor Books, 1969); and the Swede Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy (New York and London: Harper, 1944).  


 �.Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, Vol. I (Chicago: Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc. 1976), 781. 	


�. Ibid.


�. Ofelia Schutte, “Overcoming Ethnocentrism in the Philosophy Classroom,” Teaching Philosophy 8(2) (April 1985), 139---40.


     	�. See Howard J. Wiarda, “Toward a Nonethnocentric Theory of Development: Alternative Conceptions from the Third World,” in Charles K. Wilber, ed., The Political Economy of Development and Underdevelopment (New York: Random House, 1984), 59---82.


�. In 1895 in his “Atlanta Exposition Address,” Booker T. Washington employed this metaphor to enjoin blacks to take advantage of economic and other opportunities in the U.S. South and to urge whites to have confidence in the economic productivity and loyalty of the South’s blacks. See Booker T. Washington, Up From Slavery: An Autobiography (Williamstown, Mass.: Corner House Publishers, 1978). H. Odera Oruka, the late Kenyan philosopher and co-founder of IDEA, gave the metaphor a particularist spin when he applauded a book by Johnny Washington, a black U.S. philosopher (H. Odera Oruka, “Foreword,” in Johnny Washington, Alain Locke and Philosophy: A Quest for Cultural Pluralism (New York: Greenwood Press, 1986), xiii). 


     	�. Ofelia Schutte, “Notes on the Issue of Cultural Imperialism,” Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 59(5) (June 1986), 758---59. For an important statement of Latin American particularism, see Leopoldo Zea, “Identity: A Latin American Philosophical Problem,” Philosophical Forum 20 (1-2) (1988-89), 33---42.	


�. Schutte, “Notes,” 759. 





�. See, for example, Risiri Frondisi, “Is There an Ibero-American Philosophy?” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 9 (1948-49), 345---55; Onora O’Neill, “Ethical Reasoning and Ideological Pluralism,” Ethics 98(4) (July 1988), 705---22. 





�.  Richard Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982), 166. Rorty has called himself both an “ethnocentrist” and an “anti anti-ethnocentrist.” In my view Rorty has either misdescribed himself, employs a different concept from mine, or is inconsistent. For, as we shall see, Rorty recognizes – at least in his article on Roberto Unger – the way in which cross-cultural dialogue can result in the modification and even abandonment of the norms with which one starts. See Richard Rorty, “On Ethnocentrism: A Reply to Clifford Geertz,” Michigan Quarter�ly Review 25 (3) (Summer 1986), 525---34; “Unger, Castoriadis, and the Romance of a National Future,” Northwestern University Law Review 82(2) (1988), 335---51; “Solidarity or Objectivity,” in Michael Krausz, ed., Relativism: Interpretation and Confrontation (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), 12---13. Compare with Clifford Geertz, “Anti Anti-Relativism,” reprinted in Krausz, ed., Relativism, 12---34; “The Uses of Diversity,” Michigan Quarterly Review 25 (1) (1986), 105---23.


�. For a description of human life by the metaphor of a continual reweaving of a web of beliefs and desires, see Rorty, “On Ethnocentrism,” 531.


�. Compare with Rorty’s definition of a societal member: “To be part of a society is, in the relevant sense, to be taken as a possible conversational partner by those who shape that society’s self-image,” (“On Ethnocentrism,” 529). My emphasis on “subjective” states should not be taken to exclude “objective” structures or public realities such as inherited vocabularies or “canonical texts,” for a person’s intentional states may be shaped by or have these realities as objects. Alasdair MacIntyre emphasizes the role of “canonical texts” such as the Bible or Don Quixote in defining a social identity; see MacIntyre, “Relativsm, Power, and Philosophy,” reprinted in Krausz, ed., Relativism, 182---204.


�. Ruth Hubbard and Margaret Randall, The Shape of Red: Outsider/Insider Reflections (San Francisco: Cleis Press, 1988), 12.


�. Ibid., 26





�. Ibid. 





�. Ibid., 22





�. Cliffard Geertz uses these metaphors descriptively in “The Uses of Diversity,” Michigan Quarterly Review 25(1) (Winter 1986), p. 121. Rorty employs the metaphors normatively: “We can urge the construction of a world order whose model is a bazaar surrounded by lots and lots of exclusive private clubs,” (“On Ethnocentrism,” 533).





�. Quoted in Gerald Marzorati, “Salman Rushdie: Fiction’s Embattled Infidel,” New York Times Magazine, January 29, 1989, 27, 44.


�. MacIntyre, “Relativism,” 201. 





�. Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness: An Essay in Phenomenological Ontology, trans. Hazel E. Barnes, (New York: Philosophical Library, 1956), 58. 


�. Sen recently convincingly rejected identity essentialism and argues for our human ability and moral responsibility to shape and transcend our identities.  See especially Amartya Sen, “Reason Before Identity,” Romanes Lecture, given in Oxford, 17 November 1998; “Beyond Identity: Other People,” The New Republic, 223/25: 23-30.


�. Ariel Dorfman, Going North, Looking South [Get complete cite and check for quote]





�. Rodolfo Stavenhagen reminded me of this important point.





�. Hubbard and Randall, The Shape of Red, 17.  I would argue that “authentic identity” in this context need not refer to a permanent, unrevisable “essence,” for we have multiple and changing identities that we often can shape and transcend.





�. See J. Baird Callicott, “Toward an Environmental Ethic,” in Tom Regan, ed., Matters of Life and Death, 2nd ed. (New York: Random House, 1986), 381---424, especially 403---17; Dower, An Introduction to Global Citizenship, especially chaps.3 and 9. 





�. Martha C. Nussbaum and Amartya Sen, “Internal Criticism and Indian Rationalist Traditions,” in Krausz, ed., Relativism, 310. See also Martha C. Nussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness: Luck and Ethics in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), especially Part III; “Non-Relative Virtues: An Aristotelian Approach,” Mid-West Studies in Philosophy13 (1988), 32---53; “Aristotelian Social Democracy,” in R. Bruce Douglas, Gerald M. Mara, and Henry S. Richardson, eds., Liberalism and the Good (New York: Routledge, 1990), 203---52.


�.  Rorty, “Unger,” 343.





�. Nussbaum and Sen, “Internal Criticism,” 308.





�. Dependency and world-system theorists use the term “center” to include the industrialized Northern nations as well as the South’s national or provincial capitals. Similarly, “peripheries” include not only the global South but also areas—especially rural areas—remote from Southern national or provincial capitals. The “center/ periphery” distinction captures more than a merely economic distinction and can be characterized as a relation of unequal power as well as unequal resource flows. The center dominates the periphery, and the periphery is dependent on the center.


�. Robert Chalmers, “All Power Deceives,” IDS Bulletin, 25, 2 (1994): ??. Quoted by Sabina Alkire, Valuing Freedoms, 222.  Alkire also quotes M. Leach and J. Fairhead’s effort to explain such ventriloquism: “This [giving of answers the questioners expect to hear] is not only through politeness and awareness that the truth will be met with incredulity, but also through the desire to maintain good relations” (“Natural Resource Management: The Rep0roduction and Use of Environmental Misinformation in Guinea’s Forest-Savanna Transition Zone,” IDS Bulletin, 25, 2 (1994): 86).





�. In his pronouncements, if not in his actual practice, Enrique Dussel, the Argentine-Mexican “philosopher of liberation,” commits this geographical genetic fallacy: any idea originating from the North is thereby both incorrect and a tool of Northern domination of the South. This tendency in Dussel is sharply criticized by his fellow countryman Horacio Cerutti Guldberg in Filosofia de la liberacón latinoamericana (México: Fondo de Cultura Económica, 1983). 


�. See Schutte, “Notes on the Issue of Cultural Imperialism,” and Zea, “Identity: A Latin American Philosophical Problem.” 


�. Charles Taylor,“Understanding and Ethnocentricity,” in Philosophy and the Human Sciences, Vol.2 of Philosophical Papers (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 129. 


�. Rorty, Consequences, xxxvii. Although I employ Rorty’s “mirror” metaphor differently than he does in Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature[get cite], I believe he  nicely captures in the Consequences of Pragmatism one positive role an outsider can play. 


�. Láscaris, El Costarricense, 65---74.





�. See Goulet and Kim, Estratégias de Desarrollo, chaps. I---III. 





�. See Ibid., chaps IV, V. See also, David Barkin, Distorted Development: Mexico in the World Economy (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1990). For similar efforts in relation to Costa Rican development in the 1980’s, see my work on Costa Rica referred to above in Chapters 1 and 3 and Sheldon Annis, “Debt and Wrong-Way Resource Flows in Costa Rica,” Ethics & International Affairs 4 (1990), 107---21. 


�. Nussbaum and Sen, “Internal Criticism,” esp. 317---21. 





�. Elaine Sciolino, “Costa Rican Hails Bush’s Latin Policy,” The New York Times, April 5, 1989, 3A.





�. Clifford Geertz emphasizes this in “Outsider Knowledge and Insider Criticism: What Can We Do for One Another?” (An unpublished response to Nussbaum and Sen, “Internal Criticism.”). [check to see if this paper has been published]  


�. David A. Crocker, Luis Camacho, and Ramón Romero, "Globalization, Changing Consumption Patterns, and Human Development: The Cases of Costa Rica and Honduras,” a Background Paper for United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 1998.  


�. Richard Rorty, Consequences, xxxvii. Although I cannot make the case here, I believe Hilary Putnam is closer to John Dewey’s ideas and to a defensible notion of moral objectivity. See Putnam, get cite from Nussbaum/Glover volume and new book.


�. Roberto Unger, Politics: A Work in Constructive Social Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987). 


�. Rorty, “Unger,” 337. 





�. Rorty, “Unger,” 340, 351. 





�. Early in 1989, journalist Alan Riding gave a very pessimistic reading of the Brazilian case: “Over the last five years, as a vast array of long-hidden social, economic and political problems have burst to the surface, Brazilians have been forced to come to terms with a country stripped of the myths that long sustained their faith in the future . . . Many Brazilians—rich and poor—simply say they wish to leave the country.” (“As Brazilian Election Nears, Magic of Democracy Wanes,” New York Times, March 21, 1989, 1).  It is striking, however, that already in 1989, Porto Alegre, the capital of the Brazilian state of ?, had embarked on its perhaps “preposterously romantic” experiment in city-wide participatory budgeting. In 2003, the same Workers Party that institutionalized deliberative democracy in Porto Alegre won the Brazilian presidency with Lula [get full name].  The crazy idea of citizens of a provinicial capital democratically and deliberatively producing a city budget—this idea-practice is attracting attention from Kerela, India to (Alexandrian) Chicago, Illinois to (most recently) Rosario, Santa Fe, Argentina.  For the Porto Alegre case, Gianpaolo Baiocchi, “Participation, Activism, and Politics: The Porto Alegre Experiment” (Fung and Wright, eds., Deepening Democracy, pp. 45-76).   The deliberative democracy model in terms of which Baiocchi interprets and assesses Porto Alegre is described, defended, and applied to three other case studies in Archon Fung and Erik Olin Wright, eds., Deepening Democracy: Institutional Innovations in Empowered Participatory Governance in Fung and Wright, eds., Deepening Democracy: Institutional Innovations in Empowered Participatory Governance (Verso, 2002). In a “Workshop on Deliberative Democracy” in May 2003 at the University of Maryland, representatives of the Fundación Nueva Generacion Argentina (Rosario, Argentina) joined scholars, policy analysts, and activists from several countries to explore the relevance for Argentina and elsewhere of “empowered participatory governance” and other approaches to deepening democracy.  For more information on the Fundación and the Workshop, see http://www.fnga.ar.  I return to defend a version of deliberative democracy and “empowered participatory governance” in Chapter 12. 





�.  Schutte, “Overcoming Ethnocentrism,” 143. 








�. Bismal Krishna Matilal, “Ethical Relativism and confrontation of Cultures,” in Krausz, ed., Relativism, 358.


 


�. See Thomas Nagel, The View from Nowhere (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986).


 


�. Hegel’s Philosophy of Right [1821], trans. T.M. Knox (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1952), 12---13. We “Alexandrian” ethicists must guard against the temptation of believing that it is only the “exemplary instability” of the developing world that permits an activist and socially responsible role for ethics. The “cut and dried” rich democracies, too, have the need to be “rejuvenated.” Philosopher G. W. F. Hegel’s reference to “grey in grey” occurs in his observation that “When philosophy paints its grey in grey, one form of life has become old, and by means of philosophy it cannot be rejuvenated, but only known. The owl of Minerva, takes its flight only when the shades of night are gathering.”  For alternative avian image for philosophy, in which the philosopher is likened to the colobrí that announces the dawn and fertilizes flowering plants, see Horacio Cerutti-Guldberg, get cite. 


 


�. Ariel Dorfman, “Into Another Jungle: The Final Journey of the Matacos?” Grassroots Development: Journal of the Inter-American Foundation 12(2) (1988), 2---15. See also Dorfman, Ariel, “Bread and Burnt Rice: Cultura and Economic Survival in Latin America,” Grassroots Development: Journal of the Inter-American Foundation 8(2) (1984): ??.


 


�. Ariel Dorfman, Heading South,m Looking North: A Bilingual Journedy (New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1998). 


 


�. Ariel Dorfman, "The Urge to Help, the Obligation Not To" Washington Post, Friday, February 28, 2003, A 12. 


�.  See Paula Palmer, "Wa'apin man”: La historia de la costa talamanqueña de Costa Rica, según sus protagonistas.  San José, Costa Rica: Instituto del Libro, Ministerio de Cultura, Juventud y Deportes, 1986); Paula Palmer, with Juanita Sánchez and Gloria Mayorga, Taking Care of Sibö's Gifts: An Environmental Treatise from Costa Rica's KéköLdi Indigenous Reserve (San José, Costa Rica: Asociación de Desarrollo Integral de la Reserva Indígena Cocles/KéköLdi, 1991); Paula Palmer, "What Happen": A Folk-History of Costa Rica's Talamanca Coast (Revised, expanded edition) (San José, Costa Rica: Editorial Universidad de Costa Rica, 1993); Paula Palmer, with with Juana Sánchez and Gloria Mayorga, Vías de Extinción; Vías de Supervivencia: Testimonios del pueblo indígena de la Reserva KéköLdi, Costa Rica, San José, Costa Rica: Editorial Universidad de Costa Rica, 1993); Paula Palmer, with Corrine Glesne, Coastal Talamanca: A Cultural and Ecological Guide (San José, Costa Rica:Asociación Talamanqueña de Ecoturismo y Conservación, 1993).


 





�. John Rawls, “Justice as Fairness: Political not Metaphysical,” Philosophy and Public Affaris 14(3) (1985), 223---51; and “the Idea of an Overlapping Consensus,” Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 7 (1987), 1---25. [Get reference from 2nd ed. Of Poltitical Liberalism. For the possibility of a “partial convergence….through proper confrontation and clash between culture[s], a convergence not necessarily of local moral norms, but…of basic ethical norms,” see Matilal, “Ethical Relativism,” 358; Thomas Donaldson, “Moral Minimums for Multinationals,” Ethics & International Affairs 3 (1989), 163---82.





�. See Nigel Dower, World Ethics – The New Agenda (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1998; Nigel Dower and J. Williams, ed. Global Citizenship: A Critical Reader (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2002); Pablo De Greiff and Ciaran Cronin, eds. Global Justice and Transnational Politics (Cambridge, MA and London: MIT Press, 2002); Thomas Pogge, World Poverty and Human Rights; Peter Singer, One World: The Ethics of Globalization; Philosophical Topics (Issue on “Global Inequalities”), 30, 2 (2002), among others.








David A. Crocker 4-Insiders and Outsiders in International Development Ethics     3/31/2009

2

