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Consequences vs Intentions
Kant is one of the greatest philosophers that history has ever had. Kant is largely celebrated for his theory of ethics, the Kant’s theory of Ethics, in which he claims that a good will is "good without qualification." According to Kant, a good will is good regardless of the results of its actions. This implies that Kant supports the use of intentions as the basis for judging the morality of people’s actions in the society. on the contrary, J.S. Mill, one of the Utilitarian philosophers, seems quite opposed to this idea and focuses primarily on consequences in his moral assessments. Mill and Aristotle take a similar stance by contending that the end justifies the means and hence consequences should be used as the basis upon which the morality of people’s actions in the society should be judged. Though these two philosophical viewpoints have of morality have valid arguments, the Utilitarian position held by Mill and Aristotle is more convincing that Kant’s position. My contention is that Mill’s theory is far superior in dealing with moral judgement to that of Kant, and in what follows I will demonstrate why.
The philosophical issue being introduced by Kant when he says that a good will is "good without qualification" is whether morality should be a question of the intentions people have when they act or the consequences that their acts bring about. In respect to this philosophical issue, it is an undeniable fact that people in this world engage in different acts with the hope of achieving a desired outcome. For this reason, the consequences which come at the end of an actions is more important than the intention enshrined in the act. Therefore, the argument that Mill and Aristotle put forth which supports the fact that consequences are the best basis for moral judgement is makes more sense than what Kant proposition.
Kant’s argument in which he claims that a good will is "good without qualification" implies that however bad the outcomes of a person’s actions maybe, the morality of such actions should only be judged from the intentions that such a person had when carrying out the act. This argument is good because it promotes the notion that morality is built within an individual’s mind. It is the mind which tells a person to do something and hence the morality of such an individual’s acts should be judged from that person’s intentions. Though the consequences of an act could be unpleasing, the intensions behind such act could be purely good and thus moral. In addition, it is usually very hard to please everybody because what feels good for one person may not be as good to another person. For this reason, the intention behind any given act stands out to be the most objective standard upon which the morality of an individual’s act can be measured or judged.
However, taking intentions as the main basis of moral judgement is a very awful way of judging people’s actions because intentions are only best known by the person performing the act. It is very difficult to know for sure the intentions of an individual by looking at their acts. This kind of situation creates a huge loophole for evil doers who may have bad intentions when acting in a certain manner. Such evil intentions may not be directly manifested in the consequences of their acts. In such situations, evil doers can still find a way of luring people about how they had good intentions when doing whatever they did. In this manner, such evil doers may still be judged as being moral, when in actual sense they are not. In addition, people may have good intentions when doing something but they may not put in much effort to actualize their intentions. These problems can be solved by using Mill’s Utilitarian argument which considers the consequences to be the main basis upon which the morality of an individual’s act should be judged. This is because the benefit of an act is not realized in the actor’s intentions. Instead, such benefit is realized through the outcomes or the consequences of such an act. Taking the consequences as the main measure of the morality of an individual’s act also has the benefit of encouraging people to perform good acts that yield good consequences. This is because praising people for having done good acts encourages them do to good things again and again in future, something that helps to minimize immoral acts in the society.
One main objection that which may be leveled against Mill’s Utilitarian argument is that the goodness of the consequences is a relative and highly subjective factor. This is because different people have different tastes and hence a good outcome of an act to one individual may be an awful consequence for another person. This means that the reliance on consequences to make judgements over the morality or immorality of people’s acts can only be as good as subjective. This makes Mill’s Utilitarian argument highly susceptible to moral bias. However, this objection can be ruled out by introducing the concept of the majority goodness. Using this concept, the goodness of the consequence of an act can be judged from whether such consequence is beneficial to the majority of the population or not. When an individual’s act brings good consequences to the majority of the population in question, then such an act should be deemed as moral. This concept of majority goodness eliminates the moral bias that may affect the moral judgements made under Mill’s Utilitarian theory.
In conclusion, and as it can be seen from the above discussion, it is clear that though the philosophical viewpoints of Kant and Mill have valid moral arguments, the Utilitarian position held by Mill and Aristotle is more convincing than Kant’s position. As discussed above, I have shown that Mill’s theory is far superior in dealing with the issue of moral judgement to that of Kant’s theory. Though the Mill’s Utilitarian theory has the objection of being highly susceptible to moral bias, the theory is still held intact by the concept of majority goodness.
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