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Abstract
This paper deals with what a government funded development agency should do when a developing country imposes restrictions on the development process which discriminate on the basis of gender against some members of the development agency's staff. The conclusion is that there are circumstances in which development agencies should continue their work in the face of gender discrimination but they should not instigate development projects if doing so would involve them in gender discrimination. A set of procedures for a development agency to follow in these difficult circumstances is outlined. It is argued that an agency is entitled to violate a moral principle when so doing will reduce violations of that same principle.

Introduction
The problem of how a government funded development agency should react when a developing country imposes restrictions on the development process which discriminate on the basis of gender against some members of the development agency's staff is both serious and recurring. Project administrators and international development professionals working in the field frequently face the difficult problem of how to respect the developing country's views on the proper and limited role of women while accomplishing the development goals without discriminating against female employees of their own agency.
 We hope this article will help to stimulate others to turn their skills to this and related issues. The conclusion we reach is that there are circumstances in which development agencies should continue their work in the face of gender discrimination but they should not instigate development projects if doing so would involve them in gender discrimination. Indeed, we argue that it is proper for a development agency to violate a generally accepted moral principle if, and only if, in violating that principle the agency has good reason to believe that its action will reduce subsequent violations of the principle. A set of procedures for a development agency to follow in these difficult circumstances is outlined.

We begin by observing that the liberal societies of the developed world accept the neutrality principle, which states that governments have a duty to organize their activities so that, so far as possible, they are neutral between various conceptions of the good life, between competing accounts of what gives value to a life.
 The neutrality principle is widely thought to be required by a fundamental value held in developed societies: equality.
 These societies hold that each individual should be treated as an equal, with equal concern and respect, as a free and equal moral person. Political theorists work to show what follows from accepting the neutrality principle as the basis on which to construct a fair and just society and to show which more basic principles serve as the justification for the neutrality principle.
 In this paper we will not concern ourselves with the question of what philosophic theory provides the best foundation for the neutrality principle. Rather, we will assume that some version of the neutrality principle is defensible and concentrate on what follows from that principle. For simplicity, we may distinguish between those features of society all theorists accept as following from, or being required by, the neutrality principle and those about which there is disagreement.

Thus, it is widely disputed just what social arrangements the neutrality principle requires in economic matters. At one end of the spectrum of political debate are the libertarians, who believe that treating people as equals—as individuals worthy of concern and respect—requires a free economic market and a government confined to supporting and defending the institutions needed to maintain private property and personal security.
 Social democrats, at the other end of the spectrum, hold that treating individuals as equals requires that the government not only create and support a free market but intervene in that market to provide a safety net in order to correct market imbalances. Furthermore, there is dispute both over which values governments should seek to instill in its population and over how far governments may properly proceed in the process of getting citizens to acquire these values. Thus conservatives, who hold that it is proper for the state to play a role in inculcating those values necessary for the preservation of society, are opposed by some liberals, who think that even this violates the neutrality principle.

But all who accept the legitimacy of contemporary developed societies agree that certain institutional arrangements are required by the neutrality principle. Thus, democracy is seen not just as the best means of attaining other social goals (though it is certainly that) but also as an end in itself—a requirement of treating everyone as an equal. Restrictions on torture and mutilation are also not contested among thinkers in developed countries and prohibitions on discrimination on the basis of race, or religion, or gender are in the same category.

A general problem for nations which accept that governments should not favor one conception of the good over others in the treatment of individuals is how such governments should deal with nations which do not accept this ideal of governmental neutrality between various conceptions of the good.
 Should a liberal government's relations with nations which reject the neutrality principle be different from its relations with nations which accept this principle? This apparently straightforward question raises a host of complex issues. This paper deals with but one small issue: the question of what an aid‑giving country should do when the recipient nation discriminates against some of the donor nation's development officers. The cases discussed are of gender discrimination but the reasoning can be extended to cases of racial and religious discrimination.

Methodology
The problem is one in "applied ethics". There is a wide divergence of opinion regarding what methods should be used in dealing with such problems and, obviously a particular methodology cannot be defended here. However, it is appropriate to indicate the general approach taken in this paper. First, the reasoning contained below is primarily consequentialist. This seems appropriate since no sane account of the nature of morality can completely ignore consequentialist reasoning.
 Furthermore, even those who believe that consequentialist reasoning does not exhaust the moral domain grant that in cases of issues such as this that consequences seem particularly relevant; development issues are ones where (typically) strict deontological considerations must be balanced with important consequentialist ones. Happily, the recommendations developed below do not violate any (sensible) deontological constraints. Indeed, one way to characterize the principles we advocate as most appropriate is to say that they permit violations of a moral principle if, and only if, the violations are the most minimal possible in the circumstances compatible and conjoined with a substantial likelihood that these violations will themselves effectively reduce future violations of the same principle and are supported by other important deontological principles. Thus, even those who do not agree with the methods used here should be able to support the conclusions offered.

The Problem
It might seem that the issue here is merely hypothetical, something of concern to academics in their studies but not a real problem out there in the real world. But this is not the case. Several nations, in particular some of the so‑called "Islamic Republics", have indicated that they will not accept women development officers, or will only accept female development officers in supporting roles. Some development agencies have been faced with the difficult choice of either accepting constraints on who will head some of their projects or refusing to go ahead with development projects in such countries. As is shown below, it is no easy matter to determine when, and under what conditions, a development agency should comply with such requests.

How development agencies react when confronted with requests not to use women development officers has serious consequences. This is especially true for those living in the developing nations. In the most extreme cases decisions regarding whether to go ahead with a development project in the face of gender discrimination or to divert funds to other projects determines who will live and who will die. But even in those cases where the consequences of such decisions are less frightening for people living in developing nations, they are often quite substantial. Typically at least some of those who benefit from development projects are members of the worst‑off group. And, as Rawls has taught us all, the well‑being of those worst‑off requires special attention in determining what ought to be done.
 Furthermore, as we will see, the consequences for agency and its staff are far‑reaching.

The Compliance Argument
The argument for simply complying with the developing nation's request not to have female development officers work on projects in their country runs as follows. The primary purpose of development aid is to better the lives of the ordinary people in the developing nation. In pursuing this goal the sensibilities of the recipient nation should take priority over the sensibilities of the developed nation. After all, those developing nations which reject women development officers do not do this any more lightly than the developed nations accept the neutrality principle. The nations which refuse female development officers do so because they think that it is morally wrong to have women doing that kind of work. So, there is a standoff on a deep moral issue, the correctness of the neutrality principle. None of us need be reminded that the history of developed nations' attempts to impose their moral systems on developing nations is a sad one. Furthermore, the consequences of respecting the developing nation's wishes on this matter are not serious for either the developing nation or the developed nation. Competent male development officers are usually available to serve in the developing nation. And, given the sorts of beliefs prevalent among the general populace in the nations in question, it is likely that ceteris paribus a male can usually accomplish more than a female. Finally, the consequences of this restriction on where to deploy female development officers are not serious for the female development officers in question. After all, there is lots of work to be done in nations that do not impose such restrictions. So, there is no question of underemployed or unemployed female development officers as a result of respecting the developing nation's wishes here. The option of ignoring the restriction on female development officers is not a viable one, for the recipient nations which impose such restrictions would rather refuse development aid than abandon their principles on this matter.

Reply to the Compliance Argument
However, the reasoning above seriously understates many of the negative aspects of respecting developing nations' requests to exclude women development officers from projects in their regions. First, refraining from using female development officers adversely affects the careers of female development officers, for they do not get the same opportunities to enhance their professional competence that their male counterparts enjoy. And, on all conceptions of the neutrality principle restricting a woman's career opportunities simply on the basis of a prejudice against women is to allow a very serious wrong.
 Even if nothing can be done in present circumstances to right this wrong—if the option of ignoring the request is not seen as a viable one—justice requires that we compensate the female development officers for the harm and acknowledge that they have been insulted in a deep and powerful way.

Second, the negative consequences extend far beyond the development officers who are denied equality of opportunity. Perhaps the most direct cost is the extra strain on the development agency's limited budget. (The most obvious extra cost being that of additional travel. But, of course, travel costs are trivial compared with other costs associated with the inefficiency in personnel deployment that accompanies acceptance of discriminatory policies.) Money spent to comply with one nation's costly requests often must come out of the allocations to other nations, out of the mouths of those in other nations. But even if development agencies had unlimited funds available, there still would be costs. The restriction imposed on the use of female development officers is a restriction on the most efficient use of personnel. Aside from the direct costs this imposes on the recipient nation and the indirect costs it imposes on other developing nations, there are the longer‑term burdens stemming from the fact that the overall quality of the pool of development officers available for future deployment is lower than it otherwise would be. Everyone knows that on‑the‑job training is a crucial part of becoming a good development officer. This training is not something which can easily be replaced by other means, for there simply are no known replacements for this type of experience. For all these reasons, to comply with requests not to deploy female development officers is unjust.

The Tough Line Argument
One might suppose that development agencies should, when a would‑be recipient nation imposes a gender constraint on development officers visiting or working in their countries, insist the restriction be dropped or simply deny those nations development aid.
 After all, one might argue, there is more than enough work to do in nations that don't impose such restrictions. So why make us all worse off by respecting a gender restriction which is a clear violation of the basic principles of justice accepted throughout the developed world (and throughout most of the developing world). There seems to be no reason why those of us who regard the gender restrictions at issue as immoral should respect such restrictions, especially when respecting them is economically inefficient and serves to frustrate our development goals. Or so it would seem.

Reply to the Tough Line Argument
Like the compliance argument there are several things wrong with the tough line argument. First, it seems likely to be counter‑productive. There is no evidence that those nations which impose gender restrictions would cave in on this issue.
 Rather, such nations would become even more isolated from the developed world. Furthermore, the tough line approach would simply serve to "punish" innocent people. People in developing nations which impose gender restrictions would lose the benefit of development aid because of a policy which has been imposed on them by rulers they did not select.
 Indeed, all evidence suggests that the best way to abolish gender restrictions is to move the nation from the category of developing country to that of developed country.
 If we really believe in the neutrality principle as a basic principle of justice, then justice itself requires us to forgo the strategy advocated by those who advance the tough line approach. Consequently, the tough line argument must be rejected.

Review
The arguments above suggest that neither extreme—complete compliance nor complete rejection—is appropriate when confronted with the kind of gender discrimination at issue. The compliance argument fails because it advocates a course of action which developed nations hold to be unjust and because it ignores the costs compliance imposes on all nations, developed and developing. The tough line argument fails because it advocates a course of action which is unjust and which would, in any case, be counter‑productive. Hence, some compromise solution must be found. Neither complete compliance with, nor complete rejection of, gender restrictions is acceptable. But what alternative is there? Developing such an alternative will be the task of the rest of this paper.

A Compromise
Consider the following compromise proposal which might be thought to avoid the difficulties of both the complete compliance and the tough line approaches. (A complete defense of this compromise approach will not be offered here, readers will see what can be said in its defense simply by reflecting on how this approach avoids the pitfalls of the two approaches discussed above.)

The lessons to be learned from the reflections above are that neither completely ignoring gender discrimination in distributing aid nor rejecting all aid in such cases is the fair and just approach. Some method must be found which takes gender discrimination into account without giving it excessive weight in development decisions. Obviously, the most important question, the one which should be dealt with first, is how the fact of gender discrimination should be included in the calculation of how to distribute aid funds. Other issues are dealt with once this important matter has been sorted out.

Development agencies must decide how much money they are going to allocate to each potential development project. This decision should be made by applying the appropriate principle(s) of distributive justice to rank the various alternatives. The question of what principle(s) should be used for this general purpose is beyond the scope of this paper. Let us simply call the principle(s) P and suppose both that P does not take into account the presence or absence of gender restrictions and that P is a (reasonably) sound principle of distributive justice. 
P will yield some distribution of aid to each potential development project; call this distribution Dp.
 For simplicity assume that P then yields a Dp which consists of two allotments, A1 and A2, and that the nation to which principle P would grant allotment A1 imposes a gender restriction, whereas the nation to which principle P would grant allotment A2 does not impose a gender restriction.
 The development agency should prepare its budget accordingly. It should then calculate the direct costs to it, DC, of respecting the gender restriction imposed by the nation which, according to Dp, would get A1. (One can calculate the direct costs of a project fairly easily. They are simply the difference between what the project would cost if the development agency were able to use either female or male development officers and what the project would cost if the agency must use only male development officers.)
 It should then calculate the indirect costs, IC, of respecting the gender restriction. (Indirect costs can be calculated by figuring out what it would cost the agency over and above direct costs to go ahead with the project while both respecting the gender restriction and maintaining the same capacity for engaging in present and future development projects as it would have had if it proceeded with the project in the absence of the gender restriction.)

Aid should then be calculated as follows. The nation which imposes no gender restrictions should be allocated A2. The nation which does impose gender restrictions should be allocated A1 ‑ (DC + IC). Call this allotment the gender discrimination compensated allotment, GDCA. There are several possibilities. First, if GDCA is still sufficient to allow the project (or some scaled‑down version of it) to be a viable sustainable development project, then the nation imposing the gender restriction should receive GDCA and the development agency should use DC + IC to cover all the additional costs the gender restriction imposes. If GDCA is not sufficient to cover the project, or some scaled‑down version of it, then the development agency should see if there are any alternative projects within its general area of expertise in the nation imposing the gender restriction that can be funded by GDCA. If GDCA is less than zero, or verynear it, the project should be abandoned and the funds used for other projects as directed by a re‑application of P.
 If GDCA is greater than zero but not sufficient to fund any viable projects in the nation imposing the gender restrictions, then these funds should be set aside and added to the allotments available to that nation in future years under the same principles outlined here.
 Finally, in the event that the nation which has imposed gender restrictions drops those restrictions, P should be reapplied to the whole process. Any funds reserved under our proposal should be added to the allotment for the nation in question.

Furthermore, the development agency could make the use of this method public knowledge.
 In particular, development officers, officials in developing countries, and (so far as is practicable) the public in both the donor nation and the recipient nation should be told of the policy and when and to what effect it has been applied. The provision for making the information public respects many moral constraints. Thus, development officers and those funding the development agency know that the agency is not engaged in gender‑based discrimination or the support of such discrimination. In the recipient nation, making known what benefits the country is losing because of its gender restrictions enables that nation to weigh (what it sees as) the moral value of maintaining the gender restrictions against the costs. This, it seems to us, is the only way to adequately respect the autonomy of the recipient nation, for otherwise it would be making decisions in the absence of relevant information.

The procedure outlined above appears to be fair for the following reasons: (a) it does not penalize those nations which do not impose gender restrictions, because all the costs of respecting such restrictions are born by the nations imposing the restrictions;
 (b) it respects developing nations' wishes with regard to the gender of development officers (a nation imposing the restrictions is not automatically out of the running for development assistance); (c) it provides an incentive for nations to drop gender restrictions (if they do so, they immediately get whatever allotment they are entitled to under P, plus whatever allotment they would have received earlier but lost due to the fact that overcoming gender restrictions made development projects not viable); (d) undue burden is not placed on the limited budgets of development agencies, since the extra costs of respecting the gender restrictions all come out of the allotment for projects in the nation(s) imposing the restrictions; and (e) funds are made available for training those development officers who are discriminated against on the grounds of gender, for any extra training costs for female development officers—costs which would not exist in the absence of the gender restrictions—come out of the allotments to nations imposing gender restrictions.

Of course, no compromise can satisfy everyone.
 But the compromise suggested here has the virtues of allowing the development agency to respect the moral values of those funding its work and to proceed with projects despite restrictions which the aid agency finds morally reprehensible. Furthermore, it allows those who would impose such restrictions to continue to do so if, and only if, they are willing to bear the substantial costs they entail.

�The seriousness of the problem is shown by the fact that those who operate international development agencies—knowing that in some cases what they decide will make substantial differences in the prospects of individuals living in poverty stricken nations—regularly agonize over how to respond when confronted with gender discrimination against members of their staff. Each of the authors of this paper has been asked for advice on this issue by officials in different development agencies. Indeed, it was these requests for guidance that prompted this paper.


�We will use "liberal" in the broad sense now common among English�speaking philosophers. This is, of course, not the sense the term has in, say, Latin American circles.


�Sheldon Wein, "Liberal Egalitarianism" Philosophy Research Archives, Volume X, 1984, discusses the liberal conception of equality.


�Examples of works which connect liberalism and neutrality include: Bruce Ackerman, Social Justice in the Liberal State (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980); Ronald Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriously (London: Duckworth, 1978) and A Matter of Principle (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985); Richard Epstein, Takings: Private Property and the Power of Eminent Domain (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985); Charles Fried, Right and Wrong (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1978); Robert Nozick Anarchy, State, and Utopia (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1974); John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971); and Joseph Raz, The Morality of Freedom (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986).


�There are many ways to draw the distinction between what is (as it were) "up for grabs" (or up for argument) and what is agreed upon. H.L.A. Hart would say that the agreed�upon arrangements are part of the core meaning of western liberalism; Ronald Dworkin would say that the accepted arrangements are part of our concept, while the disputed ones are part of competing conceptions of that concept; and John Rawls would say that the agreed�upon arrangements are ones which must be included in any account which is a candidate for reflective equilibrium, while the disputed arrangements are ones each school of thought seeks to bring into reflective equilibrium with the agreed�upon arrangements.


�Libertarians allow voluntary non�market arrangements in society but, they condemn using government to support such arrangements (beyond whatever support the protection of individual property rights might provide voluntary institutions).


�We will ignore the problems raised by the fact that various governments which all accept the neutrality principle may each embrace different conceptions of that principle. Thus, although all recent governments in both Sweden and the United States accept the neutrality principle, those governments have disagreed widely on what that concept requires.


�Most developed countries have laws which prohibit employment discrimination on the grounds of gender and such laws constrain what it is legally permissible for an agency to do. Since we are examining what it is morally permissible to do, and since adherence to the law raises a host of complicated issues not directly relevant to this one, we will assume that no laws are violated by any of the options we consider. For reasons which will become obvious later, we do not discuss the complications which arise when the developing country imposes restrictions during the tenure of a development project.


�As John Rawls observes in A Theory of Justice (page 30), "All ethical doctrines worth our attention take consequences into account in judging rightness. One which did not would simply be irrational, crazy."


�For an excellent account of the nature of value, see Joseph Mendola, "Objective Value and Subjective States" Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, Volume L, Number 4, June 1990.


� John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (1971). We do not mean to endorse either Rawls's difference principle or the reasoning leading to it. We simply claim that in light of Rawls's work the claims of the worst�off deserve careful scrutiny.


�For an interesting denial of this claim, see Jan Narveson, "Have We a Right to Non�Discrimination?" in D. Poff and W. Waluchow (editors) Business Ethics in Canada (Scarborough, Ontario: Prentice�Hall, 1987).


�On the distinction between sex and gender, see J. Theodore Klein, "Should There Ever be Separate School Athletic Teams for Females and Males?" Journal of Social Philosophy, Volume XIX, #3, Fall 1988, page 43.


�We should not be taken to suppose that if a nation would drop its gender restrictions rather than lose development aid, then development agencies should adopt the tough line approach. What to do in those circumstances is sufficiently complex as to require a separate paper.


�It is no mere coincidence that none of the nations which impose gender restrictions are even remotely democratic. This is not to claim, of course, that gender restrictions are not thought of as proper by the populace in those nations which impose such restrictions.


�A correlative of the point made in the previous note is that no developed nation allows the very gender restrictions we are discussing.


�To some potential projects P will recommend zero funding. We talk as though the principle of distributive justice, P, is an end state rather than a historical principle of distributive justice. On the distinction between end state and historical principles of distributive justice, see Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia (chapter 7, section 1).


�For simplicity we will assume that no other restrictions on aid which the neutrality principle condemns play any role.


�The extra costs here include, for example, the extra transportation fees needed to send a male to work on the project rather than a female. This typically occurs when a female development officer is making a tour of several development projects but has to bypass projects where she is not welcome. Additional direct costs arise from the fact that male development officer are often more highly paid than their female counterparts.


�An example of an indirect cost is the cost to a development agency to supplement the training of a development officer who would not need such training were she allowed to work on the development project in the country imposing a gender restriction.


�We assume that P is sophisticated enough to rank potential projects. Hence, whenever our method eliminates a project, another project which was ranked highest among those projects found acceptable but for which there was inadequate funding then becomes eligible for funding.


�Where this is not possible due to restrictions on the funding allotments to the development agency, the procedure outlined in the previous alternative should be followed.


�Development agencies should, therefore, insist that officials in any developing country which wishes to discriminate against female development officers put such requests in writing and make clear to the officials that such letters will be made public. This should be a necessary condition for deviating from what we have called the tough line approach.


� In some cases they may actually benefit from the fact that extra (female) staff are available for training, some of which may take place in conjunction with projects in their nation.


�Libertarians will see this as particularly unjust. Those non�libertarians who justify taxation to fund development agencies by claiming either that the world economy in effect artificially exports funds from less developed to more developed economies and that development aid is just paying back what an unjust world economy has taken away or who hold that citizens of developed countries have a heavy enough duty to help others that this justifies taxation for development aid will still express bewilderment at how such accounts justify acceding to such blatant violations of the neutrality principle.


�Sheldon Wein presented a related paper, "Gender Discrimination and the Developing World", to the Canadian Philosophical Association meetings in Victoria. He thanks that audience for helpful comments and Laura Westra for her useful written suggestions. The authors are grateful for support received from the Fullbright Foundation, the Saint Mary's University Senate Research Fund, the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, the University of Ghana (Legon), and Kwantlen College. Thea E. Smith provided us many insightful comments. Finally, a referee for this journal kindly helped us improve the paper by providing extensive suggestions for changes.





