Should the moral worth of our actions be judged solely on its consequences?

I will be answering the question for this essay by looking at as well as evaluating different consequentialist theories using my own opinion on as well as thinking about their ways of justifying or decrying certain moral scenarios both fictional and real.
Firstly, consequentialism is a class of ethical theory which subscribes to the idea that the only way to truly determine whether an action taken is good or bad is by judging the outcome of that action. One example of more specific consequentialist theory is Utilitarianism, which was founded by Jeremy Bentham in the 18th century (although it’s more accurate to say he founded the modern form of utilitarianism rather than outright inventing the concept, as the ideas behind it had already been thought about to some capacity in previous centuries), and it asserts that a good action is one that brings about the most objective happiness, and a bad action is the one that brings about the most objective suffering, with Bentham’s view more specifically arguing that what matters is the most good being brought about and the least bad being caused in any given situation, and is all that needs to be considered when judging ones’ actions. One more example of consequentialist theory is Hedonism, founded by ancient Greek philosopher and student of Socrates, Aristippus of Cyrene which purports that the only things with a base moral value are suffering and pleasure, and so our ethics should be defined by this.
I do not personally agree with Utilitarianism as I do not find it to be able to properly judge moral situations in a satisfactory manner, as it fails to ever address the full context of a situation, which I consider absolutely vital in order to truly be able to judge an action, I think the people involved and their own intent, as well as the nature of the situation are all just as important as the consequences of the action or actions taken. Say for example if we were to look at the trolley problem, a famous thought experiment which presents an ethical dilemma wherein there is an out-of-control train headed towards five people tied to the tracks, and you are the only person around, having the option to pull a lever which would switch the train to a track that only has one person tied to it. A utilitarian would say that in this situation the morally correct thing to do would be to pull the lever, and switch the train to the other track and kill the one person, as from a purely numbers perspective you have done the most objective good possible in that scenario, in a situation where the outcome would have otherwise been five deaths and one survivor, instead saving five people would bring about the “most good”, thereby making it the most moral possible outcome from the consequentialist/utilitarian perspective. I disagree with this approach entirely as I find it forces one to view human lives from an incredibly reductionist lens, discussing it by numbers and the overall value of groups, rather than weighing the worth and value of each individual person separately. 
This way of thinking I think can be incredibly dangerous, as I feel it opens the door for people to stop seeing each other as people and instead as numbers, valuing what would be considered the most objective happiness over anything else, and this idea of a “greater good”, is one that could very easily and has been used throughout history to justify horrific acts of violence. An historical example of this would be the Nika riots which occurred in the byzantine capital of Constantinople in 532AD, and which involved the citizens of Constantinople violently rioting against the emperor Justinian I over political and chariot racing related disputes for a full week, an uprising which resulted in the deaths of 30,000 rioters by the general Belisarius. This infamous event, while being a case of mass slaughter enacted by the heads of state, it was directly followed by the majority of the reign of Justinian the great, considered by many to be the greatest ruler the byzantine empire ever had, he assembled a detailed and comprehensive code of laws that are still used by many courts to this day, he stabilised the economy, and expanded the empire to the largest extent it had ever and would ever grow to (and incredibly notably recaptured the city of Rome). From a utilitarian perspective, Justinian’s killing of the rioters would be fully justified, as while those 30,000 people died which is an evil act, the direct result of crushing the riot (which was explicitly in the name of deposing Justinian as ruler and replacing him with someone else) was a huge amount of good in the way of the golden age Justinian spawned with his reign. I however disagree with this justification, as I do not believe any amount of good could justify such mass slaughter, and in fact trying to provide moral justification for acts like these will only make things like mass violence seem less and less evil over time. However, while a utilitarian approach can justify something like the Nika riots, I should also point out how a utilitarian might also completely oppose and utterly condemn it, as it is only from a long term perspective that Justinian’s’ actions can be at all justified by looking at the benefits that came from his reign, as in the short term there was practically no benefit at all other than Justinian not being overthrown as emperor, something which the common people certainly would not have considered good, considering the fact that they had just tried to oust him. The only short-term consequence of any visible importance to the common people would be the 30,000 slaughtered civilians, undoubtedly a plethora of suffering and unhappiness.
On the other hand, a hedonist would approach the Nika riots from a similar but also different perspective, since immediate pleasure is the goal of a hedonist, I feel something like the Nika riots could possibly be justified and also condemned, as through the lense of immediate pleasure, something could be argued both short term and long term. As previously said, the short-term consequences are just the 30,000 dead rioters, and the continuation of Justinian’s reign. A hedonist would most likely agree that the mass death and suffering does not come close to justifying the outcome, as there is no pleasure being attained at all. And this would be the same in the long term as well I feel, because as well as there being little short term pleasure, there would be little immediate pleasure in the long term, with Justinian’s rule not necessarily having visible benefit to all citizens at the time. But on the other hand, a hedonist could possibly argue that the Nika riots were actually justified, with the short term view (which I imagine would be from the perspective of someone like Justinian or one of his contemporaries) being that the violent crushing of the riots brought about some small stability which would have been a source of happiness (pleasure) for the ruling faction, and as well as this, the long term benefits from this perspective are justifiable, as Justinian’s decades of rule brought about massive improvements to the empire, and these improvements would not only have benefited the byzantine state, but the people living within it, and especially those within the upper classes, the wealth moving through the empire would definitely have arrived in their coffers, and accumulation of wealth would definitely be considered a form of pleasure.
To finalise my opinion, whilst I can see what the aim of consequentialism is, I just do not personally find it to be a good way of morally judging actions, I think that in order to properly judge an action fully, every single aspect of the situation must be taken into account, which of course includes consequences, but also the intent of the perpetuator, and the context behind their actions. If you judge purely based on consequence, you miss the full story and cannot properly assess things, and could end up punishing someone who is innocent, or letting a guilty person go free.


