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h Traditional ethics seem to offer us a dichotomy between cleontological and 

teleological theories. These theories appear to be contradictory with no point of overlap 

or compatibility. In this essay I will examine these ethical theories, identify their 

strengths and weaknesses, and then describe how each of these theories seernS to need the 

other. Instead of being contradictory, I claim that they are in fact complementary aspects 

of a single theory that makes the concept of well-being as its fundamental notion. I first 

demonstrate the need to look for a way of reconciling teleology and deontology and then 

introduce Martin Seel as representing the most developed and sophisticated account of 

well-being that offers a reconciliation between teleology and deontology. In addition, I 

will present Seel; s ethical theory as providing the philosophical underpinnings of 

Amartya Sen's work on development arid foreign aid. He presupposes, but does not 

explicitly articulate, an ethical theory based upon a universal notion of well-being, and I 

rectify this deficit by showing it provides him with the necessary philosophical 

foundations for his work. Finally, I will provide case studies that prove that this 

particular interpretation of well-being yields positive results. 

Kantian Ethics 

In the 18th-century, Immanuel Kant and David Hume were responding to the 

breakdown of religious and ethnocentric ethical worldviews but in different ways. While· 

both argued that reason plays a role in ethical responsibility, they offered different 

accounts of the nature of that role. Hume viewed it as: "reason is, and ought only to be, 

the slave of the passions." Hume understood reason to be the capacity to realize or bring 

about one's natural desires, taking reason to be the capacity to efficiently realize or bring 
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b about the satisfaction or basic human needs and desires. Kant, on the other hand, 

understood reason to set its own goal of freedom or, as he says, autonomy, taking reason 

to be a judge among competing desires and needs. According to Kant, reason is the 

capacity to identify the right thing to do, regardless of one's desires, and to set this end as 

one's own. In other words, reason sets its own ends. At the time, no philosopher was 

willing to expand on the idea of what is good beyond it being whatever brings happiness 

or pleasure. From this they assumed that one should act in a manner that would bring 

about the good. 

For Hume, it was clear why a person acts and what ethics is about: "it is not the 

reasoning concerning causes and effects which moves us to action, but the desire of the 

pleasures and fear of the pains which we foresee by this reasoning" (MacNabb, 85). 

However, that alone was not enough to understand how one ought to act; he believed that 

reason alone was not sufficient to describe moral distinctions because reason cannot give 

us insight into what we ought to do. "Moral decisions sometimes produce and prevent 

actions; decisions of reason have no such power" (MacNabb, 85). Reason can help us 

figure out how to be more efficient at pursuing our desires, but it is not capable of 

demonstrating what ends we ought to pursue. Therefore, reason is "instrumental reason", 

which means it is used to attain some end dictated by desires or reason itself. In accord 

with ancient virtue ethics, Hume held that the emphasis of morality should depend on the 

person,rather than the action taken by the person. Under this line of thought Hume 

describes his meaning of virtue to be "a praiseworthy motive of action" (MacNabb, 88). 

Garrett describes Hume's philosophy in the following way: 

... the primary object of evaluation is personal character, rather than actions, and 
.~ 

the primary tenus of moral evaluation are 'virtuous' and 'vicious', rather than 
'right' and 'wrong' or 'good' and 'bad'. Because he maintains that moral 
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distinctions depend on sentiment rather than on reason alone, Hume rejects the 
ideal of a morality that would have to be accepted by any rational being... He 
fully approves of morality, for the moral sense bestows approbation both on the 
having of a moral sense and on its own operations. 

To Hume, a person was a bundle of desires where these desires drive the person's action 

and it is the desires, not the reasons behind the act, which determine the action._ Said 

differently, reason is the capacity to order one's desires into an efficient realization of 

their "natural" ends. Reason serves natural desire or "character." This is why the 

emphasis of morality is placed on the person over the action considered in abstraction 

from the human animal's natural volitional constitution. The person who is acting is 

doing so based on personal desires; hence, her actions are dependent on her desires. 

Under this notion there is no free will and no choice; a person can only act in accordance 

with their desires. 

Kant's ethical philosophy wasalsD a response to Hume's "battle ground model of 

agency," simply stated: the drive of any organism is directed by what will satisfy its 

strongest desire. Kant's direct response to this is a model of agency that incorporates a 

rational will consisting of two tiers. The first tier consists of multiple competing desires, 

while the second tier is similar to a judge who decides on what desire will be followed 

and what action will be taken, and for what reason. According to Kant, individuals are 

free agents capable of choosing whether this or that desire is worthy of recognition from 

a rational agent. It is through this view of people as free agents, as, so to speak, judges 

discriminating between desire~ that are worthy or not, that Kant develops his moral 

theories. "Kant was the philosopher of human autonomy, the view that by the use of our 

own reason in its broadest sense human beings can discover and live up to the basic 

)---'\ principles of knowledge and action without outside assistance, above all without divine 
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support or intervention" (Guyer). The idea of personal autonomy is what makes Kant's 

ethical theory so appealing; it brings responsibility back to the individual while laying out 

basic guidelines to follow. The central idea of Kantian deontology is that the agent's 

capacity to reason is the capacity to identify and act upon rational ends, which are always 

understood as categorical principlesor rules that any rational agent should aim/or. 

Famously, Kant articulates his moral theory in terms of the categorical imperative. 

Kant "asks only one rather minimal question: what maxims or fundamental principles 

. could be adopted by a plurality of agents without assuming anything specific about the 

agents' desires or their social relations?" (O'Neill, 176-177). Said another way, what 

principle(s) can be adopted by any individual, regardless of their situation? This is his 

second move away from Hume. By ignoring the individual and her or his desires, Kant 

can focus on all persons and what they would do in any normal situation. By making the 

locus of agency the capacity on the part of humans to monitor and control nature desires 

.for the purpose of socially respecting others, Kant presents a view of an autonomous 

agent asa legislator for human kind. The categorical imperative is formed upon this 

foundation. It states that an individual should act only on the principle(s) she or he can, 

at the same time, will to become universallaw(s). In addition to 'The Formula of 

Universal Law' aspect of the categorical imperative, Kant holds personal autonomy in 

high regard and makes the claim that we should always act in ways that maximize others' 

autonomy. O'Neill describes 'The Formula of the End in Itself, stating: 

'" [it] demands that we treat 'humanity in your own person or in the person of 
any other never simply as a means but always at the same time as an end'. This 
second-order principle is once again a constraint on the maxims we adopt; it is a 
highly articulated version of a demand for respect for persons. Instead of 
demanding that we check that all could adopt the same maxims, it demands less 
directly that we act in ways that respect, so leave intact, others' capacities to act 
(and so, in effect, leave them able to act on the maxims we oursel~es adopt). (178) 
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Therefore, we should act not only in a way that anyone else would in that given situation, 

but we should also act in a manner that allows others to act by their own autonomy. 

Respecting another's autonomy is able to be universalized because in acting, that 

individual wants and expects his or her autonomy to be acknowledged. If the individual 

acts in a way that does not respect the other's autonomy, then that individual is allowing 

for their own autonomy to be disregarded. 

Kant, like Martin Seel and (l<.tter we will see) Amartya Sen, realizes the value in 

, individuals acting autonomously. For Kant, acting morally is acting to realize one's 

freedom. Through this belief in respecting personal autonomy, Kant articulates that 

moral principles set out a procedure for the individual to determine what and what not to 

do and see if it is justified. "Kant emphasizes that the application of principles to cases 

involves judgment and deliberation. He also maintains that principles are and must be 

abstract: they are side-constraints (not algorithms) and can only guide (not make) 

decisions" (O'NeiIJ, 182). Said another way, moral principles are guidelines for 

individuals to sort out what ends they have, not mere means to realize naturally given 

ends. To attain autonomy, the agent should assume this position of determining, by 

reason alone, what one ought to do in the present situation. 

... reflection on what is implicit in everyday moral experience and judgment. .. is 
. a necessary precondition of genuinely moral action.· For human agents who are 

affected by sensuous desires and inclinations, to act morally is to act for the sake 
of duty alone, which translates into the requirement that I reflect on whether I can 
corisistently will that every o,ther agent should act on my maxim of action as 
though it were a universal law. . .. [Thus] the categorical imperative assumes that 
the meaning of moral validity can be adequately grasped from the perspective of 
an individual reflecting on his or her motives of action. (Habermas, xii) 

1 
I 

I 
I 
, 

I 5 
I 

I 
I 
1 

III I - -------_~- ~ --- -------_.----------_. --------------------



I 
! 

I 
I, 

I 
I I 

I 
I 

i' 
I 

I 
I 

~ II 

the normative theories of deontology and consequentialism come in to focus. 

Deontology 

Deontology and teleology are both theories of right action. Deontology is an 

ethical theory based around the ideal "that there are several irreducibly distinct duties, 

such as promise-keeping and refraining from lying," that are inherently right or wrong 

(McNaughton). These are "absolute" or "perfect" duties, and an action that is being 

assessed for being right or wrong is determined to be "right" or "just" if and only ifthe 

agent acts by taking such a duty as the ground of her action. One of the most important 

aspects of deontology is that it "leave[s] agents considerable scope for developing their 

own lives in their own way; provided they breach no duty they are free to live as they see 

fit" (McNaughton). Said another way, deontology examines the nature of actions and the 

, will of individuals because people can only be responsible for things within their control. 

For a deontologist, the nature of the action determines its right and wrongness. In this 

, 
way, deontology is very similar to the categorical imperative because both focus on an 

agent's actions, while leaving room for the individual to act freely upon desires she or he 

deems appropriate. However, when co~pared to the categorical imperative, deontology 

provides more explicit guidelines to help the individual determine if the action she or he 

is about to take is right or wrong. Deontology is appealing because it lays out specific 

.actions that one should never do while still allowing for the individual freedom to follow 

any ambitions or endeavors. T~e key to deontological theories, then, is th~ir 
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identification of "absolute" or "fixed" principles that can never be violated, on pain of 

compromising the agent's status as "rationally setting ends for itself." 

Deontology operates under Gonstraints or duties to which the individual must 

adhere when acting. "Deontological constraints are usually (1) negatively formulated as 

'Thou shalt nots' or prohibitions... (2) narrowly framed, and bounded... [and] (3) 

deontological constraints are narrowly directed: they attach narrowly to agents' decisions 

and actions rather than to the full range of projected c~nsequences of their choice and 

action" (Davis, 208). This permits the individual to live and act under a strict moral code 

and eliminates most of the need to deliberate or consider one's actions when acting 

because the proper actions are already determined. Examples of (1) 'thou shall nots' 

used in deontology are 'do not harm the innocent' or 'thou shall not lie'. These 

prohibitions cannot be turned into positive recommendations such as 'help those in need 

of help' or 'tell the truth' because the positive formulations are different actions. Since 

deontology is action-oriented, producing the same or similar consequences is not enough 

for the positive formulations and prohibitions to be interchangeable: To better 

understand why this is the case, we shall look at the example of an individual withholding 

some information with reference to the conversion from 'thou shall not lie' to 'tell the 

truth.' First, it must be noted that withholding .information is not lying nor is it telling the 

truth. For example, an individual is a situation where telling the truth will lead to the 

harming of other individuals. In this case, there are Nazis interrogating members ofa 

household where Jewish people are hiding. When taken under the positive formulation of 

'tell the truth,' the owners of the hou~e would have to give up the whereabouts of the 

Jewish people since they would not be able to withhold information because it breaks the 
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positive constraint. However, when viewed under the negative constraint of 'thou shall 

not lie,' the homeowners can withhold the informati.on about the location of the Jewish 

people because it is not breaking the constraint. It becomes clear then that movirig 

between negatively and positively formulated duties changes the action that is or is not 

allowed. (2) "Narrowly framed and bounded" means that the duties are fairly simple 

'thou shall nots' with not many constraints, which again allows for more individual 

freedom. (3) "Narrowly directed" denotes that the duties only make claims on how one 

should act, not on the consequences of the action. Through the formulation ofduties in 

these ways, an individual can exercise her or his agency more freely. However, 

deontology does not say when this or thatprinciple is appropriate in a situation, so it 

leaves the agent with fixed rules with no guidance on how to apply them in any given 

situation. 

These duties are normally broken into two categories: the first are duties that 

"stem from the social and personal relationships in which we stand to particular people" 

and the second are "general prohibitions or constraints," which were described above 

(McNaughton). The second category is limited in scope and leaves room for the agent to 

do as he or she pleases as long as he or she is not acting against any of the duties. This 

allows the agent the freedom to pursue her or his own projects and goals in any manner 

that she or he chooses. Deontology is an agent-relative moral theory because of the first 

category of duties relating to one's relationships. Agent-relative indicates the identity of 

the agent plays a large role in determining whether an act is right or wrong, especially 

when dealing with social relationships and specific duties one has to another individual. 

. Said another way, a doctor has a specific set of duties to her patients that she does not . 
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have to her family just as a police officer has a particular set of duties to members of 

society. Some societies and cultures operate within this view in terms of their laws. For 

.example, let us say that one of the societal duties is to refrain from stealing property 

under no circumstances is it morally right to steal. In our example, there is a family 

where both the parents are dead; orphaning three children who are not old enough to . 

work to provide money or food for themselves or each other. The children have not eaten 

in days and are suffering from malnutrition. The oldest child, who has a duty to his 

family because of his relationship with them, steals two loaves of bread and a bottle of 

milk from a street vendor. The child had to determine which duty, the duty to his family 

or the duty to not steal, was more important. Duties are viewed in two ways: 

Some, such as Fried, think of them as absolute: they have no exceptions and may 
not be breached in any circumstances which we are likely to encounter. Others 
regard the fact that an act would breach a constraint as providing a weighty . 
objection to it, but one which could be overcome ifthere were a sufficiently 
pressing duty on the other side. Conflicts between two duties which are not 
absolute must be settled by determining which duty is the more pressing in the 
circumstances. (McNaughton) 

Deciding between responsibilities is made easier when an individual understands the 

other categories in which duties can be divided. 

In addition to the categories discussed earlier, duties are also described as 

'perfect' or 'imperfect.' Perfect duties are ones in which there are no exceptions, for 

example fulfilling promis~s and telling the truth, and are normally duties to oneself and 

others. These duties "arise from the obligation to make each human being's capacity for 

autonomous choice the condition of the value every other end" (Korsgaard, 216). 

Imperfect duties promote a general end, such as beneficence, but never at the expense of 

i: a perfect duty. Perfect duties always come before imperfect duties. Another way to 

~ 
\~ , distinguish between perfect and imperfect duties is to view perfect duties as a duty to 
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lyo ,	 someone and imperfect duties as a duty towards all. The following is an example of a 
(- 

situation involving the perfect duty not to kill and the imperfect duty to benevolence. 

You work in the hospice unit of a hospital and an elderly woman you care for is suffering 

1 ' 

I through the end of her life and wants to die. It may seem that the benevolent thing to do 

is to kill her, but as deontologist you respect your perfect duty not to harm anyone. 

Instead, you tum to your imperfect duty of benevolence again and make the end of her· 

life as comfortable Jor her as possible by giving her appropriate pain killers and/or 

sedatives. 

I	 . Deontology is a moral theory based around the ideal that actions are inherently 

right or wrong and is usually contrasted with consequentialism. Davis describes 

deontologists as follows: 

... these people do not regard the furtherance of our own interests or the pursuit of 
the general good as ignorable ends, or ones that we are morally required to 
eschew, they believe that neither can be regarded as providing us with morally 
sufficient reasons to take action. Those who hold such a view believe that there 
are certain sorts of acts that are wrong in themselves, and thus morally 
unacceptable means to the pursuit of any ends, even ends that are morally 
admirable, or morally obligatory. (205) 

.Central to deontology is the belief that there are certain acts that are always wrong, 

regardless of the circumstances one is in when acting or the consequences that can come 

from that action. This is different from consequentialism where the consequences of an 

act determine its rightness or wrongness. 

Deontology is an attractive theory because it insists upon shared rules and norms, 

the common respect of which allows people to get along with each other. This is 

invaluable when living within a society. What is problematiC about it, however, is its 

, I 

r'
I fixation upon absolute rules when everyday life requires greater flexibility and 
I

responsiveness. As we noted above, deontology does not tell us when and how to apply 
,'1-_ ...... 
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such rigorous or "fixed" rules. Despite the appealing nature of deontology, there are 

fundamental problems with it and consequentialists are the first to expose these problems 

of living under deontological constraints. One such problem is the lack of consideration 

for the outcome of an action if the action will lead to the harm of another individual. 

Deontological views require agents to refrain from doing the sorts of things that 
are wrong even when they foresee that their refusal to do such things will clearly 
result ip greater harm (or less good).... they are neither maximizing nor 
comparative. By a deontologist's lights, it is noUhe badness of the consequences 
of a particular lie, or of lying in general, that makes it wrong to lie; rather, lies are 
wrong because of the sorts of things they are, and are thus wrong even when they 

.foreseeably produce good consequences. Nor are deontological views based on 
impartial consideration of the interests or welfare of others. (Davis, 206-207) 

This problem is made obvious through the following thought experiment. You are in a 

. hallway and your friend comes running toward you screaming for help and dashes into 

one of the rooms near you marked A. Following quickly after your friend is a person 

with a chainsaw and blood on their clothes. The person asks yo,! if your friend went into 

room A. It is obvious that this person is going to harm your friend once your friend's 

location is known. Under deontology and the constraint against lying, you would have to 

either not answer the person or answer them truthfully. Deontologists view this as a form 

of moral integrity. Even if this thought experiment was extended from your friend to five 

people and hence you are ultimately causing their deaths, the deontologist would still 

, hold that you could noUie about their location. "Deontologists maintain that we are not I, 
I 

r 

permitted to do something that violates a deontological constraint even when our doing 

so would obviate the necessity of five other agents being faced with the decision either to 

violate a deontological constraint or allow even more serious harm to occur" (Davis, 207).. 

For a deontologist it is more important to preserve your own moral integrity then to save 
I

your friend's life or the lives of a group of people. Davis explains this: 
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... deontological views not only assign more weight to our own avoidance of 
wrongdoing - ~here wrongdoing is narrowly understood as involving the 
violation of the rules - than to the interests (and even lives) of other agents, they 
also require that we assign more weight to 'our own avoidance of wrongdoing 
than we do to the avoidance of wrongdoing tout court, or the prevention of 
wrongdoing by others. . .. the preservation of our own virtue outweighs not only 
the preservation of others' lives, it also outweighs the preservation of others' 
virtue. We may not save a life with a lie even when the lie would prevent the 
loss of life by deceiving an evil agent who credibly intends to kill several 

1 : 

,I innocent victims. (207)
I 

I 

This may seem counter intuitive to the deontological constraint against harming others, 

but that constraint is only violated if you intentionally harm another person. Since you 
1 

! . 

have not chosen to harm another individual, you are not responsible if your action leads 

to the harm of another person. Said differently: 

Thus it is held that we violate the deontological constraint against harming the 
innocent only if we intentionally harm another. If we merely choose not to take 
action to prevent harm from befalling others, or if the harm that befalls them is 

!	 seen as a consequence of our (prima facie permissible) action, but not as a chosen 
I

!	 
means or chosen end, then, though our action may be open to criticism on other
 
grounds, it is not a violation of the deontological constraint against harming the
 
innocent. By deontologists' lights, we are not as responsible for (or not fully
 
agent of) the foreseen consequences of our actions, as we are for the things we
 
intend. (Davis, 208-209)
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i This becomes a larger problem when viewed in the following manner: an individual has 
1 

the opportunity to kill one person who was going to cause mass genocide. It would seem 

extreme in this situation not to break the deontological constraint against harming others. 

To avoid the appearance of unreasonableness in an extreme circumstance, deontology 

offers a 'catastrophe clause.' "Though allowing that we may violate deontological 
I 

! constraints in dire circumstances saves deontological views from the appearance of 

I' 
fanaticism, and thus confers greater normative plausibility on them, it may well 

undermine them as theories. The addition of a 'catastrophe clause' is particularly 
i 
I' 
I 
I' problematic" (Davis, 215-16). Deontologists ca~se a dilemma by never explaining why 
! , 

~' certain actions are wrong no matter the circumstances or outcomes. Therefore, when ;--- 

I 
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i 
I	 the duty to not murder? What makes the difference between five people and fifty? One 

hundred or a million? Under the 'catastrophe clause,' what is the maximum number of 

people that they would allow one person to harm before someone else is allowed to harm 

I 
I.	 that person? Why is the line drawn there? What is the difference between that number 

and one less or one more? In addition, making the claim that it is alright only in certain 

circumstances undermines their theory by bringing to the surface questions such as: Who 

,	 determines the appropriate circumstance? How will an individual know when it is 
I 

I suitable to act in opposition to the constraints? 

These difficulties described above, however, are not completely insuperable, but 

the deontologist provides no answer to the key question of how and when one ought to 

apply its rigorous rules of action. Knowing the principles does not show whether or not it 

applies to a given situation. For example, when we think about our right to free speech, 

using racist, sexist, and other derogatory statements towards or about another individual 

does not fall into this right. Just as the entitlement to free speech is situational, so are the 

principles that guide deontology. This is clear with the addition of the catastrophic clause. 

However, understanding this does not excuse the main fault of deontology. 

The key fault of deontology is that it focuses on the present issue of whether an 

agent follows or does not follow an absolute norm, neglecting the issue of future 

I consequences of the action. Rules seem like a good thing, but while rules and a 
1.--... r 
).~/

) 
I 
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y-'-\ community's ability to follow them is important, it seems that taking the consequences of 
\'t-- ' 

I an action into consideration is an important aspect of responding ethically to real life 

situations. In short, deontology seems to neglect the demand for this futural dimension of 

ethical thinking, offering a stiff and inflexible agent unwilling to assess consequences. It 

! . also does not say anything about the sensitive or appropriate application of otherwise stiff, ' 
I 

unbending rules. The overall deficiency here is that focuses on only one, albeit crucial 

aspect of moral agency. This limits the scope to which deontology can be beneficial, 

especially since people often act in ways that are dependent on how they want the future 

to tum out for themselves. Still strong, deontology could be wildly destructive if it 

idealizes mechanical rule following. Deontology focuses exclusively upon one aspect of 

action to the detriment of a fuller account ofmoral action. It says nothing about howone 

ought to act in order to achieve a future goal. Deontology does however make 

teleological assumptions to form its perfect duties. These duties stem from an 

assumption about what constitutes the good for all people, such as being alive, claims 

over property, and a need for truth, as a few examples. 

Consequentialism 

Consequentialism, like deontology, is a theory of right action with one major 

distinction: to determine if an act is right or wrong, deontology focuses on the act itself, 
I 

I, 

I 
! while consequentialism focuses on the consequences of the action. Consequentialism is 

used in everyday situations when determining the viability of a program or how well a 

person in power is performing. For example, Judicial and prison systems, educational 

programs, and economic reforms are normally judged to be good or bad in terms of the 
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This is a common view of consequentialism, which said another way means that when a 

corisequentialist is making a decision about an action, he or she must consider all the 

possible consequences to determine whether or not to act. It would seem then that 

consequentialism can be helpful when determining between the rightness and wrongness 

of two or more actions,because the individual could compare the outcomes of the actions 

i' and determine which action produces the most good. However, Pettit describes 
I 

consequentialism in the following way: 
I 

i 
Consequentialism is the view that whatever values an individual or institutional 
agent adopts, the proper response to those values is to promote them. The agent. 
should honor the'values only so far as honoring them is part of promoting them, 
or is necessary in order to promote them. ( ... ) Consequentialists see the relation 
between values and agents as an instrumental one: agents are required to produce 
whatever actions have the property of promoting a designated value, even actions 
that fail intuitively to honor it. (231). 

Pettit's claim is that consequentialism is based not solely on whether or not an action 

produces the most good but also on whether an action promotes a value thatis held by the 

individual. Therefore, " ... a consequentialist theory like utilitarianism is an account of 

what justifies an option over alternatives - the fact that it promotes the relevant value 

not an account of how agents ought to deliberate in selecting the option" (Pettit, 235). 

Pettit is pointing out that consequentialism does not tell individuals how to act or how to 

pick an action; it only provides justification for an individual's action. 
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There are many types of consequentialism, the two that will be focused on here 

are act and rule consequentialism. Actconsequentialism is an agent neutral theory, 

meaning that who the agent is plays no role in the appropriate goal that should be pursued. 

This is different from deontology, which determined the value of one action over another 

based on whether the agent acted on the basis of an absolute duty. Described another 
I 

1 ' 

I.	 way: 

Act-consequentialism, the simplest form of the theory, holds that the right action 
- the one you should do - is the one which would produce the greatest balance of 
good over bad consequences; that is, the one which would maximize the good. 
(Where two or more actions come out equal best, then it is right to do anyone of 
them.) Which action is in fact the right one will depend on what account of the 
good any 'particular act-consequentialist theory offers. (McNaughton) 

Therefore, under act consequentialism, the proper action to take is the one that produces 

the most overall good~ The overall good is determined by subtracting the total bad for all 

from the total good for alL This is attractive because it deals with individual decisions on' 

a situational basis, where each situation is judged independently. The key problem with 

act-consequentialism is that we seldom are able to anticipate the consequences of a single 

act, let alone all of its consequences. It overburdens the moral agent with massive 

.calculations of potential effects, hardly something any of us is in a position to do. Since 

this is an umealistic expectation which is extremely demanding, not agent specific, and 

does not require any constraints on our actions, act-consequentialism is revamped into 

indirect act-consequentialism. Indirect act-consequentialism retains that we should act in 

a manner that produces the best consequences. However, there are some moral 

guidelines or personal characteristics we should keep in mind when deciding how to act; 

these include kindness and loyalty. It is called indirect act consequentialism because the 
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 agent is not directly aiming at the goal of consequentialism. Another alternative to act
 
, ' 

consequentialism is rule consequentialism. Rule consequentialism states that: 
I
 

"
 
i Individual acts are judged right or wrong by reference to the rules; the rules, but 

I	 not the individual acts, are judged by the results of accepting them. The right 
I	 action is, roughly, the one that is in conformity with a set of moral rules which, if 

generally accepted, would tend to produce better results than any other set of 
viable rules we might accept. (McNaughton) 

This is slightly similar to deontology, which also lays out specific guidelines to follow, 

and the 'Formula of Universal Law', which claimed that an action was appropriate ifit 

could be universalized. However, this theory describes rules only by way of the good 
I 
I 

I	 consequences they produce and then uses these specific rules to define acts as right or 
I 

I 

I wrong. This is different from indirect act-consequential ism because rule 
, 

,consequeQtialism "maintains that each decision should be guided by thoughts about 

which ac~ion is the right one, and denies that the right action is necessarily the one with 

the best results" (McNaughton). This brings to the surface some of the objections to 

consequentialism. 

A major objection to consequentialism is the unrealistic nature of what it asks of 

an individual to consider before deciding to act. In other words, "Since it may be 

difficult to determine what consequences will follow upon one's chosen course of action, 

and impossible to foresee all of the consequences of all of one's deeds, consequentialism 

I '	 has been criticized as unrealistic or impracticable" (Davis, 210). It is almost impossible 

to determine all of the consequences of a single action and many things will probably be 

overlooked. In addition, consequentialism does not provide individuals with what values 

are to be promoted and which are to be avoided; this has positive and negative benefits. 

This type of theory allows for individuals to act on their own autonomy to determine 
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which values they hold as their own. However, it also allows for individuals to have 

socially negative values such as stealing or murdering. 

i Both deontology and consequentialism have positive and negative attributes. 
I
 

,,


i' 
I Like deontology, consequentialism focuses exclusively upon one aspect 9f action to the 

detriment ofa fuller account of moral action. In contrast to deontology, which,does not 

I,
i look enough into the future,'consequentialism is too forward-looking and demanding. As 
I 
I' 

I, we saw earlier when examining deontology, taking the consequences of an action into 

consideration is important to responding ethically to real life situations. However, as we 

have seen here, consequentialism takes this to an extreme. It lacks practicality and a 

usable form because if the individual spends so much time determining how to act, they 

may miss the opportunity to act. So there needs to be a balance between duties and 

consequences in determining the proper course of action in any situation: A normative 

theory of how one should act would do best to include the positive aspects of both these 

theories. Deontology is also often contrasted with teleology, the last moral theory that I 

will be exploring. 

Teleology and Virtue Ethics 

Teleology is a future-looking ethical theory that focuses on the individual and the 

specific outcomes of the actions in which the individual undertakeS. 'Telos' means end. 

The rightness or wrongness of the action is dependent upon the individual's intended 

outcome. In addition, it claims there are specific ends that all individuals pursue. So in 
I 
I 

I teleology,
I 
I, 

I 
telos is that for the sake of which something is done or occurs. In ethical theory, 
each human action is taken to be directed towards some telos (i.e. end), and '1:=> practical,deliberation involves specifying the concrete steps needed to attain that I 
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I	 telos. An agent's life as a whole can also be understood as aimed at the (~ 

attainment of the agent's overall telos, here in the sense of their final end or ), ~ 
summum bonum ('highest good'), generally identified in antiquity as eudaimonia 

I (happiness) ... Here we see many features of the later technical conception of the 
I 

telos: the claim that every action has.a telos; that this telos has normative import 
I 

i 

I	 

('is to be' / 'must be done'); that the telos of each action is a good; that there is a 
unitary good which is the telos of all actions; and that this unitary good is picked 
out by saying that it stands in an asymmetrical relation to all other actions: they 
are done for its sake, while it is not done for the sake of anything further. 
(Brennan) 

In other words, an action is performed in order to bring about a specific end and most 

people live their lives in this manner. The end that is trying to be obtained is different for 

each person, but can normally be generalized to 'that which produces the most happiness 

for the individual.' Since every action has a telos and all teloi are good, all actions are 

done for the sake of this good telos.· This is comparable to utilitarianism and 

consequentialism, where happiness is synonymous with the good and the objective of any 

action is to promote the most good. A stark difference, however, is the fact that teleology 

focuses on the individual's happiness while utilitarianism and consequentialism focus on 

the overall good. Teleology stems ftom Aristotelian ethics and is a form of virtue ethics. 

Aristotle viewed all things as striving for specific goals. It has been largely debated as to 

whether inanimate objects, plants, and non-human animals have the ability to determine 

goals. For the purposes of this essay, it is understood and accepted that humans are 

intentional agents that act towards specific goals. Aristotle's theory was different from 

consequentialism in that people seek to realize human good in their own lives, not all the 

good for all things. 

A common misconception is that teleological theories are the same as 

sonsequentialist theories; this however is not the case. Consequentialism is described as 

a teleological theory because it sets out a goal, bringing about the most good, which we 
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).--, all should achieve. Be that as it may, not all teleological ethic theories are 
I 

)" ~ 

consequentialist. Hurka describes the ways in which a theory can be teleological and not 

consequentialist: 

This is a first way in which a theory can be teleological but not consequentialist: 
If consequentialism can value only the external consequences of acts, as some 
definitions assume, then a theory fits the broader but not the narrower concept if 
it values some intrinsic properties of acts. It can still evaluate acts by the total 
state of the world that will obtain if they are performed, but some relevant 
features of that state are now internal 'to them.... [In teleology,] an act is right so 
long as its consequences are goodenough, either in absolute terms or because 
they make some reasonable proportion of the greatest improvement the agent can 
make in the circumstances. Many writers see satisfying as consistent with 
consequentialism, but if it is essential to the latter to be maximizing, as some 
definitions imply; a satisfying principle again generates a nonconsequentialist 
teleology.... The resulting view is probably not consequentialist since it does not 
contain only principles about promoting the good; but it arguably is teleological 
since its principles all do concern the good in some way.. 

Hurka is pointing out that while teleology may determine the rightness or wrongness of 

an action from the consequences, it does not hold the agent to the same. strict moral 
I' 
I
I' obligations. An agent can choose an action because it has good consequences for her- or 
I 

I 
himself, while not maximizing the good for all. Teleology also allows for the individual 

! 
I 

to determine which action is good based on the individual's own goals. Hence, teleology 

is the intersection of deontology and consequentialism. 

i In addition, teleology does not define the right in terms of the good, which also 
I 
I 

makes it different ~rom deontology. A major distinction is that deontology falls under the 

category of moral theories that govern/advise what one ought to do, while virtue theories 

(under which teleology falls) guide what type of person one should be, where this often 

involves future phases or "consequence" of one's current life. The main difference 

between teleological and deontological theories is described by Davis:· 

... [in] teleological theories: the good is defined independently from the right, and 
the right is defined as that which maximizes the good....A deontological theory 
is defined by contrast with teleological theories as one that either does not 
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specify the good independently from the right, or does not interpret the right as 
. ~ maximizing the good. (206) 

Said another way, teleology, unlike deontology, draws a distinction between the right and 

the good. Kant and deontology separate the morally right from the individual good, 

which could lead "to the voluntarist idea that moral values are grounded in free decisions 

of individual will" (Habermas, xxii). "Good" here is referring to what brings about 

pleasure or enjoyment for the individual. From an understanding of teleology, it is 

obviou~ that the "good" cannot be mere pleasure but something that has a rational form 

for anyone. Deontology insists upon a sharp and dichotomous distinction between the 

right and the good, while tele'olbgy makes the "right" just the optimization of bringing . 

about the common good. This makes teleology similar to both deontology and 

consequentialism. Like the former, teleology is universalist, and like the latter, it is 

connected to the individual. 

Teleology is an appealing normative theory because it focuses upon what is good 

for individuals and groups, in contrast with deontology, which set the right above the 

good. Teleology is often classified as a theory of virtue ethics. Virtue ethics is a theory 
I 
I 
I about how one should act or live. It "emphasizes the virtues, or moral character" 

(Hursthouse). In this way it is distinct from both deontology, which emphasizes duties 

and relationships, and consequentialism, which emphasizes the consequences of an action. 

Thought of in another manner, Kant and deontology asks the question, "What I ought 

. do?" While virtue ethics asks the question, "What kind of person should I be?" These 

are two distinct views of ethics, where one focuses on action and the other focuses on 

character, respectively. To better understand this ethical theory, i~ is necessary to 

understand what is meant by a virtue and how this translate into a moral character. 

I 
I 

I 
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A virtue such as honesty or generosity is not just a tendency to do what is honest 
or generous, nor is it to be helpfully specified as a "desirable" or "morally 

,valuable" character trait. It is; indeed a character trait - that is, a"disposition 
which is well entrenched in its possessor, something that, as we say "goes all the 
way down", unlike a habit such as being a tea-drinker - but the disposition in 
question, far from being a single track disposition to do honest actions, or even 
honest actions for certain reasons, is multi-track. It is concerned with many other 
actions as well, with emotions and emotional reactions, choices, values, desires, 
perceptions, attitudes, interests, expectations and sensibilities. To possess a virtue 
is to be a certain sort of person with a certain complex mindset. (Hursthouse) 

, 'Virtue' deals with a character trait or multiple traits, which refer to the nature of the 

individualrather than his or her particular habits. Many of these tr:;tits are based on 

emotions, reactions, choices, intentions, etc. Therefore, virtue ethics deals with the 

person acting, instead of the action taken by the person. Furthermore, teleology has to do 

with the understanding of a person and how personhood is realized. This makes it clearer 

as to how teleology falls under the category of virtue ethics. Well-being captures the 

confluence of rules and consequences but in a well-lived life, but a well-lived life must be 

both rules governed (around absolute duties) as well as take fact9r about the future. 

An Alternative 

How can we reconcile these ethical theories into something manageable? The 

foundation of this compromise is the ideal of personal autonomy. Kant's sentiment 

towards personal autonomy is an important one becauseit allows for appropriate. 

interactions between people. By recognizing one's own autonomy in acting, that 

individual is accepting the recognition of other's autonomy. The responsibilities that 

. stem from personal relationships and the recognition of other's autonomy allow for social' 
I 

I 

I interactions to occur in the right type of way. "Speech acts structure social interactions 

through their illocutionary binding force" (Habermas, xiii). It is from this that the mutual 
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respect and reciprocity that exist in these interactions allows for people to fully develop 

into capable, functional adults. " ... communication is conceivable only against the 

background of broad agreement concerning the basic features of the natural and social 

worlds within which human life unfolds" (Habermas, xiv). It also enables trust and 

proper social relationships with and within a larger community because individuals have 

a common understanding of their social world. 'How·one ought to live: turns into 'how 

I should we regulate our interactions' because 
I
 

I
 

agents can no longer coordinate their actions solely by appeal to a background ofI 
I 

shared values. ... [This new question] demands that individuals look beyond their 
own needs and interests and take account of the needs and interests of 
others. . .. In addition, it requires that each adapt a perspective whose basic 
feature is captured in the universalization test of the categorical imperative. 
(Haberrnas, xxiii) 

Personal autonomy, deontology, and teleology are important for relationships within and 

among communities because together they bring about this coordination and allow for 

proper action. Although teleology and deontology have different temporalities (teleology 

deals with the future, while deontology deals with right here and now, the present action), 

both theories focus on the agent. One needs to synthesize these theories to get a 

temporality that works with the way that humans go about their lives. When taken 

together, teleology and deontology are complementary. What teleology lacks in telling 

us 'how to act,' deontology fills with duties one should always follow. And what I 
I 

I, deontology lacks in examining the consequences of an action, teleology fills by 

recognizing ends that anyone would pursue. This fusion is important for the 

understanding of well-being because you need a more complex moral theory to work in 

complex cultures and societies. "[E]thical questions [address] the' prudential issue of 

developing plans of life in light of culturally conditioned self-interpretations and ideals of 
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~~	 the good" (Habennas, xviii). This statement highlights that ethical questions take into 

account both teleological ("developing plans oflife"}and deontological ("ideals of the 

good") assumptions, further proving the need for a synthesis of these two theories. A 

theorist who is moving in this direction is Martin See!. 

i 
I 

I	 Martin See) 
I
 

i
 

In his essay Well·:Being: On a Fundamental Concept ofPractical Philosophy, 

Martin Seel explains why an understanding of well-being is necessary in a nonnative 

I 

I
I	 

theory. In detennining a social theory it is necessary to have an understanding of well-
I 

i i	 being. Social respect or personal autonomy is dependentupon an understanding of well

being. Seel speaks about social respect and its importance in society. 

'" well-being is the central focus of social respect. " .For the way we detennine 
the reference point for social respect has direct consequences for our 
understanding of the bonds that facilitate and preserve a cohesively organized 
society and a democratically constituted state. A theory of social integration 
necessarily includes an understanding of the well-being of the members of social 
communities and of political institutions. . .. That is why a critical theory of 
modem societies cannot do without an accredited concept of the well-being of 
those who belong to social and political communities. (39) 

Here Seel points outthat social respect and well-being are vital in how we understand 

society, social integration, and how we make normative judgments about the workings of 

social relationships. As discussed earlier, it is through individuals' personal autonomy 

I . that we are able to have a thriving society with functional individuals. When speaking· 
I 
I 

about well-being, Seel does so in a simple manner by drawing on the important aspects of 

both teleology and personal autonomy. 

I shall speak of well-being exclusively in the sense of a persona/life that is on 
the whole good... .I am taking persons to be living creatures that are capable of 
evaluating and justifYing their own wishes, and who are thereby able to develop a 
critical understanding of the kind of life they lead. A good personal life is a life 
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which can be experienced by the subjects of that life as a successful one within 
the period of its duration. (40) . 

Through an account of personal autonomy, Seel gives us a clearer explanation of what he 

means by well-being. In other words, having and exercising one's autonomy allows for a 

life that is worth living. Similar to his thoughts on social respect, personal autonomy is 

necessary for an individual to live a good life because both allow for congruous social 

interactions. 

For Seel, the concept of a good life is a pre-moral one and because of this, there is 

a need for a universal understanding of the good. He points out that this conception 

I . cannot be limited to individual ethics. His first thesis is "any ethic must inescapably be 

based on a universal understanding of such a good....my thesis applies equally to the 

field of social ethics, where we reflect upon the behaviour towards persons and other 

living beings that is required of moral agents" (Seel, 41). This means that morality is best 

understood in terms of personal autonomy. To be amoral agent is to act autonomously 

and respect other agent's autonomy. As shown earlier with the discussion of Kant, 

personal autonomy is important for any concept of the good life. Seel demonstrates this 

in an explanation of Kantian ethics: " ... for any human being capable of having a personal 

life, leading a life that actually is self-determined represents a non-arbitrary end which no 

human being could wish to sacrifice, an end which accompanies aU the other ends they 

may pursue" (41). This comes from Kant's' Formula of the End in Itself,' which states 

that one must treat agents not only as means, but also as ends in themselves (this includes 

the acting individual). He believes Kant is getting at "an imperative to guarantee to all 

I people the possibility of a personal existence free of coercion" (Seel, 42). This guarantee 
i1:=' is one of respecting personal autonomy, which all agents want when they are acting. Seel 
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 , 

begins his explanation of why an account of the good is necessary by examining Kantian 
~,' 
I ethics.. Kantian ethics, while the foundation of deontology, has teleological aspects that 

I	 are important in any individual's life. 

[Eudemonistic ethics] has misled many people (including Kant himself to some' 
extent) into thinking that a deontological ethic ofthe Kantian type can get by (or 
is on its way to getting by) without teleological assumptions. But this is not true. 
For Kant, too, assumes that a particular kind of life is better for man than all 
others in terms of its evaluative significance... All human beings, according to 
Kant, are looking to lead a life that allows them to experience their personal life 
as an end itself. ... to live in this way as a person is for Kant an interest which no 
human being could wish to sacrifice. (SeeI, 41) 

I	 He is alluding to 'the need for a synthesis between the two most common ethical theories, 
I 

deontology and teleology. Both theories get something right about what is necessary for 

an individual to live a good life. Kant claims an objective quality of humans as being an 

end in themselves; Seel takes this claim to be a subjective quality. From this he interprets 

"for any human being capable of having a personal life, leading a life that actually is self-

determined represents a non-arbitrary end whiCh no human being could wish to sacrifice, 

I	 

an end which accompanies all the other ends they may pursue" (Seel, 41) to mean "there 

is an imperative to guarantee to all people the possibility of a personal existence free of 

coercion" (Seel, 42). Once more, this comes back to the significance of personal 

autonomy. He highlights that this ideal of 'a human as an end in itself does not facilitate 

us in formulating any type of moral measure, but "displays the focus of moral respect" 

(Seel, 42). Therefore, at the heart of the universal categorical imperative, Kant is giving 

us a basic assumption about what is best for human life. 

Seel then takes us to Jtirgen Habermas where he again shows us the need for a 

fusion between teleology and deontology. In addition, he shows us again how important 

I 

i,v----.-,	 personal autonomy is to social interactions. 
1,.:-. _. 

I 

I
I 26 
I 

!il 



t Habermas similarly describes morality as a 'protective installation', the purpose 
of which is to guarantee a mutual respect among people for the vulnerable 
identity of personal existence. ... individuals are dependent on the' life-saving 
network or reciprocal acknowledgement which alone enables individuals to 
stabilize their fragile identities'. Morality is thus given the task of doing justice 
to the 'autonomy of distinctive individuals and the way they are embedded in 
intersubjectively shared life forms.' (Seel, 42) 

Seel agrees with Habermas that the proper environment is needed for successful identity 

formation. He points out though, that this is a form of telos which is necessary for a 

clarification of what individuals are morally entitled to. This need for a telos in his 
I 

I. deontological theory does not undermine his theory; rather it brings to the surface what 

Seel is aiming for with the need for synthesis. "[A]utonomy and freedom are for 

Habermas essentially social matters" (Habermas, xxii). Personal autonomy and self-

I
I

determination are important to both Kant and Habermas in the same ways to which Seel 
I 

i 
1 earlier alluded. Seel explains the difference between self-determination and moral self-

determination and the value of this distinction: 

... the purpose of moral self-determination resides in the reciprocal demonstration 
of respect for the possibility of a self-determined life as an end in itself. .. Now 
we can distinguish between self-determination as the focus of moral respect and 
moral self-determination as a distinctive form of such respect. Now we can say 
that the purpose of moral respect is for all to guarantee to each other access to a 
life that is good for them because it is self-determined and an end in itself.... it is 
not moral self-determination, but self-determination in itself that is a meaningful 
internal end of the way a human life as a whole is lived. (43) 

See!' s claim that morality is not separate from the good life; it is a way of pursuing it 

because morality recognizes we are interacting with others. How is it possible to obtain a 

universal concept of the good life that is culturally independent? 

1 : 

I In the next part of his essay, Seel explains how he will interpret the human 
1 

I . situation towards an understanding of well-being. He does this by illuminating how 
I 

I general statements about well-being will be used, the conditions of the starting-point for 

I:I~' 
i ,,--/ the evaluative interpretation, and the move into personal autonomy as necessary for a 
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good life. First, Seel describes the "general statements about the constitution of a good h,'_ I 
,	 human life" as being "descriptive assumptions about the position ofmarikind" and 

"evaluative interpretation[s] of the situation ofmarikind" (43-44). This means that when 

searching for general statements about well-being we want "statements about what it is in 

the way any individual leads his or her life that is, on the whole, goodfor them" (Seel, 

44). Said another way, the foundation for the conception of well-being needs to be 

independent of who the individual is and universalizable to all individuals. Having an 

appropriate starting-point for this evaluation is necessary because it brings clarity to the 

source of the evaluations and thus avoids an arbitrary foundation. According to Seel, our 

basis ought to be as commonplace as possible: 

First, it needs to be an assumption with which everybody can agree. Second, it 
needs to be a presupposition which presents as few philosophical pretensions as 
possible.	 Our starting-point which fulfills these conditions is the following. We 
can assume that anyone who is capable of taking an evaluative attitude towards 
their life will find it important that some of their wishes are fulfilled....No one 
can take an attitude towards his own wishes which amounts to wanting none of 
them fulfilled. If this is true, then the proposition that the fulfillment of our 
wishes is a necessary component of a good life contains a generally held factual 
evaluation of what is good for a personal life. (44) 

The formulation of wish fulfillment is culturally neutral, which gives us a good 

foundation of what constitutes as good life. Derived from this formulation is the ideal of 

self-determination. If an individual is capable of rationally governing her- or himself, 

then that individual should be ,able to choose his or her own wishes. In other words, 
i, 
!	 having personal autonomy allows for the basic component of the good life, wish 
I, 

fulfillment. This move from wish fulfillment to self-determination is similar to the move . 

made by Kant and Habermas, in which self-determination became an important aspect of 

I 

i	
developing a life worth living. 

t)
I 
I . 
, 
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In Seel's final thesis we see that "a critical philosophy of social life is dependent 

upon the constructive use of a formally conceived good" (45). He takes this approach 

because it leads us to an understanding of the formation of a social life and social 

integrity. Similar to personal identity described by both Kant and Habermas, Seel 

describes integrity in the following way: 

... [it] consists in not being injured and threatened, not being tormented and 
humiliated....For all serious injuries to the integrity of individuals (or groups of 
individuals) consist in some kind of destruction of that capacity to build and 
rebuild confidence in oneself and the world that is the basis of a free individual 
(or collective) experience and assimilation of the outside world; it is the basis on 
which it is possible to live a self-determined life as an end in itself. . .. personal 
integrity consists in the internal and external possibility of living a life that is 
good for oneself. (45-46) 

Said another way, damaging the integrity of individual(s) destroys their ability to exercise 

their personal autonomy in society. Therefore, protecting personal autonomy is essential 

to the well-being of any individual. 

When determining the well-being of individuals in different cultures or with 

differerit backgrounds, it is vital to recognize the historical and social context in which 

the individual is living. According to Seel, it is only in this way 

that we can determine what we should view in individual cases as the fulfillment 
or infringement of the conditions for a good life, and also to what extent 
divergent life forms are compatible. As we do so, the overarchingconcept of 

,.I
, 

,
, 

i
I
I 

well-being guides our assessment of what is the appropriate form of social 
consideration for particular circumstances. We need a universal concept of good, 
combined with the idea of an impartial regard for its conditions, if we are to 
recognize and acknowledge the individuality and difference of any realization of 
such a good. (48) 

By examining the historical and social contexts of the individual, it is easy to understand 

the appropriate way to act in certain circumstances. Seel also highlights why it is 

important to recognize these contexts to give us a clearer unaerstanding of what 

1:'- constitutes a gootllife for that particular individual. 
1"~ 

I 
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I 

r~ What is Well-Being? 

different criteria, such as the action itself, the result of the action, or the character of the 

theories underscores the need to offer a fuller account of human coexistence and its 

complexities. We need to synthesize them into a single, multifaceted theory that 

acknowledges the limited truth of each. From the blending of these two theories, it is 
, 
I' 

I possible to come up with a conception of the good life that is best-suited for an I 

understanding of well-being. This is where Martin Seel's work takes form. For him, ' 

respecting personal autonomy and realizing that all individuals have certain goals or 

I wishes that they want fulfilled to have a good life, gives us the foundation for our. 
I 

i, 
conception of well-being. As we will see a little bit later, it is under this philosophy that 

I 

i
I Amartya Sen unknowingly does his work. 
, 

I 

I Quality of Life and Well-Being 

Quality of life is analogous to subjective well-being. In the last twenty years 

there has been an interesting shift in the way people view well-being. Well-being was 

normally measured by objectives factors, for example income, health, and housing 

conditions. Now it is measured through subjective factors, such as "individuals' 
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165). This shows that there are many aspects to well-being. The most prominent 

component of well-being is health, but the understanding of health has been expanded: 

Most researchers presently agree that health is a multidimensional construct 
which includes physical, social, and psychological dimensions. This perspective 
was first asserted in the Declaration of Human Rights (1948) and again 
emphasized at the World Health Organization (WHO) meeting at Alma Ata 
(1986), where the idea of considering health not simply as an absence of 
pathology but as a state of physical and psychological well-being was claimed. 
(Csikszentmihalyi and Csikszentmihalyi, 166) 

The subjective understanding of one's own condition is helpful because it allows for a 

direct perspective of an individual'scircumstance; however, it can pose a very serious 

predicament: A problem may arise from oppressed people believing that there is nothing 

wrong with their situation ornot understanding the nature of their situation. The 

Ii	 subjective factors would be the most beneficial if the person has an undamaged identity 

or integrity and can engage in congruous interpersonal relationships. 

Quality of life is a concept that is hard to quantify. Regard,less, it is an important 

aspect of an individual's life that needs to be considered when providing aid and 

assistance. How then is quality of life quantified? One measure is the Sickness Impact 

Profile (SIP), which "was developed by Marilyn Bergner and colleagues to measure the 

impact ofa wide variety of forms of ill health on the quality of people's lives.... the SIP 

measures the impact of sickness by eliciting information concerning whether activities 

. typical in the exercise of that function continue to be performed, or have been limited" 

(Brock, 117-119). It is divided into three dimensions: Independent categories, Physical, 

and Psychological. The first dimension includes the categories and describing behavior 

related to: sleep and rest, eating, work, home management, and recreation and pastimes. 

The 'ph);'sical' dimension contains ambulation, mobility, and body care and movement." 

I'~. 
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Lastly, the 'psychological' dimension includes social interaction, alertness behavior, 

emotional behavior, and communication. 

In addition to these universal aspects of quality of life, Martin Seel articulates his 

own account of what constitutes the good life. Factors which contribute to this are: work, 

social interaction, play, and contemplation (whether artistic, religious, or spiritual). For 

Seel, these are dimensions of well-being that are cross-cultural and therefore universal. 

In his opinion, these four features are abstract enough to not illicitly exclude cultural 

variability, and strong enough to articulate what needs to be respected as a matter of 

moral autonomy. This basic account of well-being and the ones described earlier are 

necessary as a guide to determine whether another's autonomy in a foreign culture has 

been violated. This allows us to connect the abstract notion of freedom to real-life 

duties are now a way of protecting teleological dimensions of life, which are 

. magnificently variable. 

Aid and Assistance 

Providing aid and assistance to different cultures poses many problems due to 

differences in cultural beliefs, customs, and practices. What the people providing 

assistance believe to be right and wrong could be starkly different from the people they 

are trying to help. In addition, many cultures and ways of life have been destroyed in ~n 

effort to provide aid and assistance. An example of this can be seen with "the Stolen 

Generation" of Aboriginals in Australia. From about 1869 into the 1970s, the Australian 

I
 
I
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)'....--.-.. , government and church missionaries were taking children away from Aboriginal parents 
~,~ 

in order to "assimilate" them into white culture and because they believed the 

Aboriginals were incapable of raising children properly. The children were placed in 

orphanages where many Were abused, neglected, raped, and assaulted. These children 

were tom away from their culture and heritage and raised in an environment that did not 

promote any type of family structure or support. Once these children were old enough to 

have children qf their own, there was an extreme rise in alcoholism, drug abuse, neglect,
.,' 

and child molestation within the Aboriginal community. These new parents were unable 

to properly raise their own children because they lacked the connection to their old way 

,of life and had no understanding of how a parent was supposed to care for their child. 

Today, we can stil1see the determent that this policy has caused to Aboriginal 

communities across Australia. This is why it is crucial to have a non-culturally specific 

basic understanding of a good life. 

Sen Through Seel 

The concept of well-being is an important aspect of ethical and normative theory 

that has been avoided for too long. Amartya Sen works with neither deontology nor 

teleology in his work. He is working under a normative concept that is merely implicit, 

which only Martin Seel has articulated. 

Both Sen and Seel recognize that well-being has more components then just 

health. For Seel, well-being has a wide range of niches that it fills in multiple disciplines 

because it' covers such a broad collection of ideals. His major focus in Well-being: On a 

, 
i 
I Fundamental Concept ofPractical Philosophy is how well-being is central to social 
I 
I 
",~

respect and he therefore looks at well-being "exclusively in the sense of a personal lifek-,' 
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that is on the whole good" (40). Some of the factors that determine well-being are 

income, commodities, and health. Ho~ever, "what use we can respectively make of a 

given bundle of commodities, or more generally of a given level of income, depends 
J 
1 

I crucially on a number of contingent circumstances, both personal and social" (Sen, 70). , , 

I 
-I Sen points out that how a person is able to use the commodities they have is influenced 

I 

by many variables internal to and external to the individual. These include: disability, 

1 : 

!
I illness, age, gender, climate variations (which determines the amount of cloth~ng, 

I 

,I' heating/cooling, and shelter are necessary), presence of infectious diseases, pollution and 
I 

I, 
other environmental handicaps, social conditions, crime/violence, epidemiology, publiC I 

I 
I
I 
I' facilities, social capital, commodity requirements, conventions/customs, and the sharing 
I 
I 

I and distribution of income by earners and non-earners (intrafamily distribution) (Sen, 70
I 

i, 71). Since well-being is comprised of so many elements, both Seel and Sen look at the 
1 

idea of the' good life' to explain their views. Both authors define the 'good life'_as a life 

I 

i that can be valued by the individual based on history, culture, etc, similarly to teleology. 
I' 
i 

"[W]ell-being is the central focus of social respect. ... [T]he way we determineI 

the reference point for social respect has direct consequences for our understanding of the 

bonds that facilitate and preserve a cohesively organized society and a democratically 

constituted state" (Seel, 39). Here Seel is describing the connection between societal 

views and well-being. This also ties in directly with Sen's work on the creation or use of-

public services to assist in economic growth and improved well-being. Sen writes: 

... [T]he creations of social opportunities, through such services as public 
education, health care, and the development of a free and energetic press, can 
contribute both to economic development and to significant reduction in 
mortality rates. Reduction of mortality rates, in tum, can help t6 reduce birth 
rates, reinforcing the influence of basic education - especially female literacy and 
schooling - and fertility behavior. (40-41) 

I,
, 
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talking about the good life" (40). 

Discussing what goes into the 'good life' can have some moral implications. 

j 

There are two distinct approaches to ethics that Seel synthesizes, deontology and I 

teleology. Seel discusses Habermas's work, which like Kant's theory, shows the need for 

a theory that encompasses both deontological and teleological ideals. Habermas is 

getting at a crucial application ofthe idea of the good life, one that Sen's research focuses 

on: the need for access to the opportunities that lead to or promote a good life. What can 

! . offer the opportunity of a good life? According to Seel, both Habermas and Kant believe 

this to be self-determination or personal autonomy. 

Self-determination and free agency allow for the changes that Sen talks about in 
\ 

Development As Freedom. In most places around the world, women are viewed as 

second-class citizens~ Therefore, the ideal he starts with is the belief that women are 

autonomous agents. He uses studies that show the impact of focusing on women's welI-
I 

I being and the effects which that has on society as a whole. 
I 
I 

I High fertility rates can be seen, with much justice, as adverse to the quality oflife, 
I	 especially of young women, since recurrent bearing and rearing of children can 

be very detrimental to the well-being and freedom of the young mother. Indeed, 
it is precisely this connection that makes the empowerment of women (through 
more outside employment, more school education and so on) so effective in 

I 
I 

I	 reducing fertility rates, since young women have a strong reason for moderating 
birthrates, and their ability to influence family decisions increases with their 
empowerment. (144-145) 
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Women's agency also needs to be addressed when talking about women's well-being. 

The two are different, but intertwined, because many of the issues of well-being deal with 

unequal treatment, which comes from a lack of recognition of women' s agency. 

To see individuals as entities that experience and have well-being is an important 
recognition, but to stop there would amount to a very restricted view ofthe 
personhood of women. Understanding the agency role is thus central to 
recognizing people as responsible persons; not only are we well or ill, but also 
we act or refuse to act, and can choose to act one way rather than another. (Sen, 

! 190) 

I 
The description given by Sen above is that of personal autonomy that was described 

earlier, emphasizing the fact that personal autonomy is extremely important in an 

individual's well-being. " ... [I]t is also the case that the limited role of women's active 

,	 agency seriously afflicts the lives of all people - men as well as women, children as well 

!
I 

I as adults" (Sen, 191). It has been shown that the status and well-being of a mother has a 

large impact on the health of the child. Not only because if the mother is healthier she 

can better care for the child, but because the mother's psychological well-being affects 

her emotional (and sometimes physical) relationship with the child. " ... [T]here is 
i 
I considerable evidence that women's empowerment within the family can reduce child I 

I 
I 

mortality significantly" (Sen, 193). Women's agency has lead to promoting child 

survival and decreasing fertility rates. Education plays a large role in women's agency. 

I Being educated has a positive effect on a woman's social standing, ability to be 
I 

i 

J!	 independent, ab.ility to communicate clearly and efficiently, knowledge of the outside 

world, and influence in group or family decision making (Sen, 218). These results and 

observations tie in with what Seel talks about because it sh?ws first hand how opening up 

the possibility for self-determination improves the well-being of the individual and the 
, 

I
 ,~ society involved.
 
""_/ 

I 
I 
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Ir' Human freedoms depend on many determinants, such as, but not limited to: 

growth of GNP and individual incomes, "social and economic arrangements (for example, 

facilities for education and health care) as well as political and civil rights (for example, 

the liberty to participate in public discussion and scrutiny) ... [and] industrialization or 

technological progress or social modernization" (Sen, 3). Many factors determine a 

I. 
person's freedom or access to social services that would enhance their freedom. Self-

I
 
I
 

determination is essential for the improved and continued well-being of an individual. 

"[T]he scope for a self-determined life is essentially the scope provided by the historical, 

cultural, and individual manifestation ofparticular forms of life" (Seel, 47). Sen shares 

I'
 

i
 Seel's view: 
I 
I 
I 

I 
What people can positively achieve is influenced by economic opportunities, 

I political liberties, social powers, and the enabling conditions of good health, 
i " basic education, and the encouragement and cultivation of initiatives. The 

in~titutional arrangements for these opportunities are also influenced by the 
, ' exercise of people's freedoms, through the liberty to participate in social choice 
I and in the making of public decisions that impel the progress of these 

opportunities. (Sen, 5) 

By comparing the ideals of Amartya Sen and Martin Seel, one can see many similarities. 

It is through See1's understanding of well-being and the notion of the ',good life' that 

I
 
I Sen's work comes into proper context.
 

I 

i' Both Sen and Seel have an understanding of well-being and an idea of the 'good 

life.' Their conception of the 'good life' is simply a life that can be valuedby the 

I, 

: individual. Self-determination and personal freedom are validated as integral 
I 

components to the conception of the 'good life' and an understanding ofwell~being. 

Sen's observations show that improving individual freedom improves the well-being of 
I 

I ' the society and the individual. 

k
:~

' j 
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I 
Real Life Applications (j 

,'-- 
There are already many organizations around the world that are working with this 

understanding of personal autonomy. One way in which personal autonomy is respected 

and utilized is through education (involving matters of health). This type of education 

has a positive effect on well-being. When I was comparing the health conditions of 

Thailand and Cambodia, I found that a common theme among successful groups was 

education. For the people living in these areas, having some kind of education about 

health issues had a large positive effect on their health. 

! 

There are many Non-government Organizations (NGOs) that are working to 

improve the health and overall well-being of the people in their countries. Their work 

has shown similar results to the work done by Sen. While there are many cultural 

differences and a few cultural barriers that can inhibit the progress of improving well, ' 
I 

being,'these NGOs have found a proper balance. The NGOs work with Seel's 

understanding that self-determination and free agency are important to well-being. It is 

through this conception of well-being that their work in educating people about health 

issues comes into context. The NGOs also work to change government policies to 

improve well-being: We will now look at two organizations that are working under 

I, Seel's philosophy: RTF/PHAMIT in Thailand and CHEC in Cambodia. 

RTF/PHAMIT 1 

The first NGO we visited was the Raks Thai Foundation (RTF) in Samutsakorn, a 

province just outside Bangkok. RTF is a registered NGO and a part of CARE 

International. RTF has worked with the "hill tribe villages in Northern Thailand to 
i, 

: 
I

I All the infonnation provided is from the presentation by Raks Thai and the folder of infonnation they 
gave to us about their organization and PHAMIT. Most of this infonnation should be available on the 
PHAMIT website: www.phamit.org. 
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how to live well and decreases stigma and discrimination by educating communities 

about HIV. RTF encourages access to a new world of education via children-centered 

learning" (RTF folder). One project they are working on is PHAMIT, Prevention of 

HIV/AIDS Among Migrant Workers In Thailand. The project is funded by the Global 

Fund to Fight AIDS, TB, and Malaria with the goal to decrease the number of new HIV 

infections among migrant workers ~nd the number of cases of HIVIAIDS in Thailand, 

Cambodia, and Myanmar. 

There are 90,000 registered migrants in the province of Samutsakorn and in all of 

I Thailand an estimated two million migrants. Of those two million migrants from 

Myanmar, Cambodia, and Laos, "a little over 288,000 migrants are registered" (PHAMIT 

pamphlet). There are many obstacles that migrant workers (registered or not) face in 

order to\receive information about and access to proper health care. These obstacles 

include language differences, negative social views of migrants, capacity and budgeting 

of the public health department, location of services, and legal issues for unregistered 

migrants.. In recognition ofthese obstacles, PHAMIT has created four objectives: (1) 

increase condom use, (2) make health system where they can receive suitable health 
, ' 

I 

prevention and treatment services, (3) support services, and (4) promote political 

advocacy (RTF presentation, PHAMIT pamphlet), 

Through objective one (increase condom use) PHAMIT is increasing education at 

schools, factories, work places, and in communities. In addition, they are meeting with 

employers to train sex workers and have already placed four hundred and seventy 
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('~	 condom boxes in areas where migrant workers live and work. The effects of this object 
l,f-...._._ 

have been enormously beneficial. According to their.two-year review booklet, they have 
! 

"reached over 175,900 migrants and 6,500 sex workers" with outreach activities and 

workshops in the migrants' languages. They also use a wide range of vehicles such as 

brochures, comic books, music, and videos in seven languages. They have distributed 

"over 1.7 million condoms... through direct activities, volunteers, condom boxes, and 

socIal marketing" (PHAMIT booklet). They also produce their own condoms, which 

ends the problems faced with a shortage of condoms. "There are 20 PHAMIT drop-in 

centers open in 12' provinces" (PHAMIT booklet). There are a hundred and twenty-eight 

i'	 health service places available for STI testing and treatment for sex and migrant workers. 

Having the drop-in centers located in key areas, allows for easy access to health 

information and services for those who would normally not be able to get it. By using 

pictorial media and multiple languages, PHAMIT ensures that the information can be 

received by a wide audience. 

By way of objective two (improve health care), PHAMIT has created mobile 

clinics, drop-in centers, first aid and health,training, volunteer training, and dental clinics. 

I PHAMIT is working on developing "health systems that are more accessible to migrant 
! ' 
, 

workers and related populations through working partnerships with Public Health and 

Hospitals" (PHAMIT pamphlet). As a result, volunteers trained by PHAMIT bridge the 

gap between migrant communities and health providers through a hundred and three 

public and forty-eight private health sites. Through the program, "over 9,000 migrant 
I 

I' 
children have received preventative health services, with many getting vaccinated by 

health providers" (PHAMIT booklet). Some of these preventative health services are 
('~ 

~ ----' 
I, 
I· 
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PHAMIT has also been able to provide social support and assistance to over three 

hundred migrants living with HIV/AIDS. Additionally, the dental clinics are available 

once a month. 

Objective three is "assist in the development of a supportive psychological 

environment and community strengthening for migrant workers and their families" (RTF 

presentation, PHAMIT booklet, and PHAMIT pamphlet). They have done this through 

establishing Migrant Children Learning Centers, legal clinics, and rights training 

programs. The legal clinics educate migrant workers about laws and policies and help 

them to become registered. Not only is this socially and politically beneficial, but it is . 

beneficial to the overall health of the migrant workers by taking away a major source of 

stress. The learning centers are very important not only to the migrant community, but to 

the Thai community as well because it prepares the migrant children to be able to attend 

Thai schools and become members of the community.' The children are taught three 

languages, life skills, environmental health, math, and cultural activities. The learning 

centers also educate them about their native culture, customs, and language so that they 

do not lose a part of their identity. These centers not only educate, but create confidence, 

a sense of identity, and a sense of belonging in the migrant children, allowing them to 

adapt to Thai culture. 

We visited one of these drop-in centers at the docks in Samutsakorn, which was 

also a Migrant Child Learning Center; it was an incredible experience. We were able to 

see the classroom and some of the educational material available to the children. 

. ! 

i 

I 
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I 

r~, .Moreover, this facility keeps records of the children's past medical histories because 
\'~-' 

many parents unable to keep these records safe. We were shown the informational 

material about sexual health they distribute. Even though the material was not in English, 

each brochure or comic book was easy to follow and understand. RTF then took us to an 

area where the migrant workers lived and worked. While the conditions were not ideal, it 

was great to see the condom boxes and posters about reproductive health around the area. 

Seeing and experiencing the areas where RTF and PHAMIT are needed gave an overall 

picture to the work they are doing and I left feeling as though I had a better understanding 

.

of their impact on the migrant community. 

What makes PHAMIT successful is that it addresses the problem of HIVIAIDS in 

.migrant workers from many different angles. PHAMIT recognizes the importance of 

preventative care in the reduction of HIVIAIDS cases. The most important aspect of the 

program is the increase of knowledge for migrant workers, their families, their children, 

and sex workers about safe reproductive health and where health services are available. 

RTF is also working with Injecting Drug Users (lDUs) to help stop the spread of 

HIVIAIDS, Hepatitis Band C, and TB. Their goal is to protect the "community from . 

crimes and HIVIAIDS transmission from drug use by peer outreach, drop in center, 

needle exchange project, and methadone maintenances" (RTF presentation). All of the 
I
 

I
 
I 

methods of reduction involve educating the IDUs about safe practices and giving them 

health information. There has been a decrease in drug use in the north, butthat is likely 

I 

due to it being more hidden after the mass killing of drug smugglers. I was unable to 

obtain comparative information or information about the success of this particular 
I 

program.
l~..,I~-
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Cambodian HIV/AIDS Education and Care (CHEC) helps two hundred thousand 

people through twelve health centers. CHEC trains and educates people and health staff 

about HIV/AIDS. All the services and treatments they offer are free of charge including 

rapid HIV tests. Since a majority of the population they help are impoverished, CHEC 

delivers food to patients who cannot leave their houses~ helps people find income, and 

gives money for funerals. Monks are also involved in CHEC community outreach· 

programs. 

. In 2003, 1.9% of people were HIV positive and the incident rate of deaths is 

decreasing. The high-risk groups for HIV include the thirty thousand sex workers «20%) 

and promotion girls ("indirect" sex workers, 20-30%). 2.2% of pregnant women are 

infected and 30-40% of babies because of mother to child transmission and the promotion 

of breast-feeding. IUDs are not high risk, but are on the rise. Sex education, HIV/AIDS 

education, and life skills are taught in year nine to fifteen and sixteen year olds. "The 

overall goal of CHEC is to assist in reducing the incidence and spread of HIVIAIDS and 

I 

i . STIs in Cambodia through training and education of community groups, health workers 
I , 

,I 

and, through them, the general public, thereby encouraging safer sexual practices and 

improving general knowledge about the diseases" (CHEC booklet, 3). CHEC has been 

having good results such as more community support for individuals, less fear about the 

disease, and most couples choose to be tested before marriage. "The presence of CHEC 

in the districts is considered valuable and had increases the capacity of the districts to 

I 

. respond to the epidemic" (CHEC booklet, 5). 

2 All the information provided is from the presentation by CHEC, the information folder they provided for 
us, and an email exchange with the director, Dr. Kasem Kolnary. Their website: 
http://www.checcambodia.org. 

I 
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One program CHEC has developed is Community Action Groups (CAG) in rural 

areas. A CAG does a one-on-one baseline survey of the people in the area "to determine 

HIV/AIDS knowledge and behaviors, as well as poverty levels" (CHEC PowerPoint print 

out, 8). After the analysis is completed, the CAG meets with village leaders, village

! volunteers, traditional birth attendants, and community health staff to begin the 

specialized education of the villagers in the community. Due to the differences in 

literacy among the villagers, the CAG uses many different teaching techniques when 

educating community members. For every Primary Health Center (about ten in each 

district), there is a CAG and every village has at least one CAG member: "Prevention 

and support are integrated with the CAG model. By working closely with local Health 

Services, CAG integrates with testing and treatment services for HIV and TB" (CHEC 

, , I	 
PowerPoint print out, 19). The CAG program is excellent outreach program because it 

allows CHEC to work individually and at community levels to help spread information 

about and support for HIV/AIDS. CHEC, through its CAGs, has also bought about less 

discrimination and better care ofHIV patients. Thirty-four sites provide free medicine 

and they have sold twenty-two million condoms. 

Through ,m email exchange with the director ofCHEC, Dr. Kasem Kolnary, I was 

able to receive the following information about the progress of CHEC over the last two 

years. Ninety-eight CAGs have been established and almost thirty thousand people have 

received counseling. 23,552 home visits have been made and 739,004 people have been 
I 
, ' 

I, reached by trained CAG members. Dr. Kolnary provided me the results from their last 

evaluation from an outside source. 90.4% of the community population surveyed knows 

)_>.- " about condoms,. but only 56.7% of those surveyed know how to use a condom. "Further 
',\,_1 

44 



, 
I 

analysis shows that a third of men and half of the community women do not know how to 
(~ 

use a condom" (Kolnary, 15). "All the youths in Phnom Penh interviewed know about 

HIV/AIDS and the source they learn about HIV/AIDS from is media (including TV, 

Radio, print materials)" (Kolnary, 16). 97% of youths surveyed know about condoms 

and 60% know how to use a condom. Awareness and knowledge of the transmission and 

prevention of HIVIAIDS is increasing, as are discussions and openness about HIVIAIDS. 

"Program impact on the awareness of HIVIAIDS among target people appears high, with 

indication of a high proportion of the people having correct knowledge about HIV 

transmission, decreased discrimination against HIV infected persons or a AIDS patients, 

and discussions about HIVIAIDS among people becoming more open and common" 
\ 

(Kolnary, 23). While not everyone knows about CHEC, the organization is expanding to 

work with a larger population. So far, the organization has been effective for those that it 

reaches.I 
! . 

Cambodia and Thailand are very different countries that face many similar health. 

problems. Some of these health concerns include HIVIAIDS infections, cigarette 

smoking, reproductive health, and poverty. Both countries have dealt with these 
, 

I 
problems through education. This knowledge was spread mainly through direct I
 

I
 

communication and the media, in both Thailand and Cambodia. The organization in 

Thailand I visited that has been making a notable difference in the health of Thais is 

RTF/PHAMIT. In Cambodia, the NGO I visited that are making a difference in health 

issues is CHEC. 

i 
In Thailand, PHAMIT used many forms of media to spread the understanding of 

t
I
 

sexual and reproductive health to migrants. Using comic books and videos, they were
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able to reach a larger audience who would not otherwise benefit due to illiteracy. 
. . 

Furthermore, they are able to present the material in the migrants native language, 

breaking down one of the barriers faced when dealing with migrant health issues. 

PHAMIT also is working on the barriers related to location of services and the 

government with their mobile clinics and legal clinics.. 

In Cambodia, CHEC understands the importance of educating people about 

HIV/AIDS to help stop its spread. To help more at the personal and community levels, 

CHEC implemented the CAG program. 

Both countries, like most countries in the world, have a long way to go before the 

health of all their citizens is at a high level. "Cambodia is now one of the few countries 

in the world that has demonstrably reversed the HIVI~IDS epidemic" (CHEC booklet, 2) 

and Thailand is in the process of moving from a country that needed aid to a country that 

supplies aide. The largest contributor to the continuing success of both, Thailand and 

Cambodia, is the recognition that public awareness, education, and knowledge are 

important factors to improving and maintaining the quality of life of their people. 

Conclusion 

Martin Seel has given us a normative theory that can be used as the foundation for 

providing aid and assistance. Unknowingly, Amartya Sen did his work on human 

development and well-being under this philosophy. There are many organizations that 

are working today to improve the health and well-being of people allover the world. 

J 

These successful organizations also work under Seel's philosophy. Seel points out, as 

,does Kant and Habermas, that personal autonomy is the key factor that needs to be 
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r~)	 respected in individuals to help them obtain a good life. Sen, RTF/PHAMIT, and CHEC 

have shown that the promotion of personal autonomy through education is an effective 

way to promote well-being. To achieve this, an organization should go in open-minded 

and ask the communityto come together to discuss what they feel they need. The right 

type of assistance must be communicatively achieved with those to whom one hopes to 

provide assistance. What is to be done must be determined within the scope of an open 

conversation within which the autonomy of their community is respected. 

Such a cooperative arrangement determines the education, tools, and resources required 

for the community and its individual members to achieve their goals. Of course, any 

such assistance affects the community and its self-understanding, perhaps modifYing or 

changing altogether fixed or traditional cultural patterns. Such changes, however, will be 

self-legislated, not imposed from without. How one intervenes in the lives of others -

whether cooperatively or coercively, through communication or force -- determines 

"what" one does. This also allows for a multifaceted approach to the problem(s) the 

community is facing, because a,lot of problems are linked. Then the organization should 

allow the community to take what they have learned and use it on their own (unless asked 

of otherwise), and this is the second part of respecting autonomy. This information is 

invaluable to any community or organization that wants to provide aid and assistance to 

people of other cultures or nations. By having an understanding of well-being that is not 

,culturally specific, we are able to overcome many of the problems that surfaced in the 

past. 

I 

I 

t~ 
I 
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