END-MEANS –SYNDROME

Logical distinction

There is internal relation between means and ends, so they are not separable. They are relative terms and the relationship between them is asymmetrical.  It means that a particular object cannot become both ends as well means under the same circumstances.  The relation, therefore, between these two terms is fixed, non-transitive and non-reflexive.   Hence, it is necessary to understand carefully the significance of both these terms as well as their interrelations.  For example, if A, B, and C were three means to achieve an end “P”, there will be three different situations and relationship between one particular “means” and another cannot be blurred.

Practical Least Disagreement about End

Though there are differences of opinion regarding the means, there is practically the least disagreement about our expressed moral ideals. Everybody talks of liberty and e quality, justice and democracy.  They differ only how to achieve them.  Hence, it is important to examine the moral basis of “means” to achieve a definite end, because the means that we adopt, qualitatively change our end-pursuit.

Moral Basis of ‘Means’

The object of moral judgment is voluntary action.  Whatever is not willed has no moral quality.  However, according to writers like Bentham and Mill, morality depends upon intention, i.e., in the consequence of the act and not in the inner attitude of motive or will.  Thus, Bentham says that motives are colorless, since they are always the same in kind pursuit of pleasure and avoidance of pain.  According to Mill, morality of an action depends entirely upon intention, i.e., upon what the agent wills to do.  On the other hand, Kant affirms that the moral quality of an action depends upon the attitude that will take and not upon the agent’s success or failure to achieve the external result.  So Kant says:  “There is nothing qualification, except a good will”.  It is the only jewel that shines by its own light.  A good will is not merely a good intention.  We must distinguish will from mere wish.  It is said:  “The road to Hell has been paved with good intentions”.  A good wish is merely the consciousness that the attainment of a certain end would give satisfaction: a good will is the identification of oneself with that end.  Will and act are but the inner and outer side of the same phenomenon.  A good will issues in a good action: and conversely, there can be no good action without a good will.  However, through some interference of some circumstances, an action, which is in itself good, may lead to a bad result and a bad action may lead to a good result.  Green says:  “There is no real reasons to doubt that the good or evil in the motive of an action is exactly measured by the good or evil in its consequences”.  But as Dr. Johnson has said “The morality of an action depends on the motive from which we act”.  T.H. Green and John Dewey have insisted upon the indissoluble unity of the two.  They are inseparable as the dynamical and the technological aspects of choice.  Motive is that which moves us to act in a particular way.  Now, feeling alone being blind cannot move as  to perform a voluntary act without the idea of the end.  We require the union of thought and feeling for constituting the motive.  We may conclude that it is immaterial whether judgment is passed on the motive or the intention.  The two have much in common.  But in as much as the means are taken into consideration while passing moral object of moral approval or disapproval.  This is the psychological aspect of the conduct upon which moral judgment is passed.  Moral action is not an isolated even but a system of life.  End cannot be separated from the means because both of them taken together constitute the moral life.

Psychological Basis

Those who say “means are after all means” do not want to subscribe to the inseparability of end and means.  In fact, there is no wall of separation between the means and end.  The means may be likened to a seed, the end to a tree, and there is just the same inviolable connection between the seed and the tree.  It is not only the end but also means that cast their influences upon human life and conduct, character and personality.  The moral and spiritual means, intangible as they seem, are the most potent means of revolutionizing one’s environment and loosening external shackles.  It works subtly and invisibly.  All our actions cast impressions upon our mind.  Our livelihood affects our life.  So Lord Buddha emphasized upon the value of Right Livelihood in the Eight fold Path for liberation.  The Hindu doctrine of Sanskaras is no fantasy but a biological and psychological truth.  Neither, we can cast off our heredity nor psychological set up which is largely influenced by our means that we adopt in our life.

Intrinsic Worth of Means

Means have got their internal and intrinsic worth.  It has its own value.  Hence, any evaluation of an at without the consideration of means will be quite unrealistic.  The desires of the agent are meaningful only in relation to the means that are employed for its attainment.  There cannot be any valuation in a vacuum.  It can be done only in a concrete situation where we consider both the end and the means.  If morality is understood as an instrument of human development, it cannot afford to neglect the problem of means.  The clearest possible definition of the goal and its appreciation would fail to take us there, if we do not utilize the means of achieving it…if we can take care of them (means) attainment of goal is assured.  Hence, Gandhi was concerned principally with the conservation of the means and their progressive use.  He felt that our progress towards the goal will be in exact proportion to the purity of means.  However, clear and definite we might be about out goals, we cannot reach there without a proper path.  There fore, the end is relevant only in the context of means.

Scientific and Philosophical Basis

Scientifically, every action must have its appropriate reaction, like every cause must have its effect.  The end is merely the result of a series of acts undertaken as means.  Now, if action has its appropriate result, good action creates good Karma and a bad action creates and evil Karma.  “Immoral means must ultimately have their effect on ends.  If then desirable ends are necessary, moral means to achieve the ends are at least a necessary”  This is known as the Law of Karma or the law of moral causation.  We cannot say that the principle of causation works only in physical world and not in the moral world.  If it is so, it is not science; hence those moral thinkers like Kautilya, Machiavelli, and most of the Marxists, who advocate the principle “end justifies the means” and adopt all sorts of moral and immoral means to achieve their ends, are treading a wrong and unscientific path.  There is a natural temptation in man to achieve one’s end either by hook or by crook.  We become result-oriented and hence we lose scruples with regard to our means.  Hence, the Gita has stressed upon the value of action without attachment (Niskama-Karma), in which we are concerned with our duty rather than with the result.  Kantian dictum of “Duty for Duty’s sake” is therefore, not a “formal but a psychological and scientific principle of moral action.  According to the Gita, “ to action alone thou have a right and never at all to its fruits;” let not the fruits of action be thy motive; neither let there be in thee any attachment to inaction”.  We must not brush aside the message of the Gita as being idealistic or Platonic.  It is based on practical considerations.  Success or failure does not depend on the individual alone but on other factors as well-like the “seat of the action, the agent the instrument, efforts and providence” Giordano Bruno says:  “I have fought, that is much, victory is in the hands of fate”.

Law of Causation vs. Means-End Relation

“Of the non-existent there is no coming to be; of the existent there is no ceasing to be”.  Out of nothing, nothing comes.  By even a thousand artists blue can never be made yellow.  What is non-existent cannot be produced (asadkarnat); because every effect is not possible for every cause; because the efficient can do only that for which it is efficient and because the effect is of the same essence as the cause”.

Like the cause-effect, “there is just the same inviolable connection between the means and the end as there is between the seed and the tree”  If the present action is immoral it will degrade the doer, spoil our habits and cannot achieve a good and noble life.  Our good habits are the most important capital of our life.  The mere spectacular success, which is sometimes attained by adoption of foul means, should not be mistaken for real success.  No success is worthy of human efforts if it does not ennoble man.  If the man is lost, success becomes a pity and shame.”  The Bible also says”  “For what shall it profit a man if he shall gain the whole world, and loose his own soul.”  As butter cannot come out of the churning of water, so bad means cannot produce a really good end.  Hence, it is very superficial to think that a good end can be achieved through bad means.
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