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

To examine this question of whether the moral worth of our actions can be judged solely upon the consequences it’s important to define what we mean by both moral worth and consequentialism, the key concept identified in this question. 

The first key definition here is Consequentialism.
Consequentialism is defined as judging an action as right or wrong by examining the results of it, the more positive consequences the better the action that was taken. (Bbc.co.uk, 2014) This is how we’re judging moral worth in our question, by examining whether the consequences can evaluate such a concept. 
The most famous way to illustrate consequentialism is the trolley cart problem, where a trolley cart is going down the tracks and is about to hit 10 people, but you're by the lever to change tracks and could divert it to a track where only one person would die. This problem illustrates a consequentialist thought clearly as by this idea you would swap the track as 10 lives are better than 1. (Bbc.co.uk, 2014)

There are many types of consequentialism, two of the largest offshoots being Hedonism, which emphasises taking the action that will maximise human pleasure and Utilitarianism, which emphasises human welfare over all else. (Sinnott-Armstrong, Walter, 2019)

Specifically, it’s important to highlight Utilitarianism, as this appears again in the discussion surrounding moral worth. From a Utilitarian standing, the idea of moral worth is that action is determined as worthy by its contribution to maximising all human pleasure. By this, the greater the number of people who are happy, the more morally worthy that action is. (Philosophybasics.com, 2021)
As a form of consequentialism, this would mean for our question that you can judge the real worth of an action by its consequences, as you would be able to see the pleasure or pain it causes, but there are counter-arguments for this in the wider discussion. (Arpaly, 2002)

In the end, no matter the form consequentialism highlights that inherently no act is wrong as you can only judge that on its results. (Bbc.co.uk, 2014)

Moral Worth has two main definitions, the first is defined by Kant (A key philosopher in this area) as conducting your duty from duty has moral worth. ‌ (McCarty, 2018) To expand this means by his definition that if your actions are committed by duty then they have moral worth and that actions are morally worthless unless they stem from duty alone. 

Famously he uses two examples to highlight this, the first being a merchant. The merchant may offer fair prices to all his customers even if he could swindle or extort more money, but if this is done purely because it’s valuable for his business then the action has no moral worth. ‌(McCarty, 2018)
However, if a philanthropist does something good without having the moral inclination of it just being the right thing to do, and despite any of his own problems, resolves to help someone because it’s his duty, then this action does hold moral worth. So, to Kant, the actions taken have no moral worth unless done because of duty alone. ‌(McCarty, 2018)
One of Kant’s biggest critics was Friedrich Schiller, who famously parodied his view by stating,

“Gladly I serve my friends, but alas I do it with pleasure
Hence I am plagued with doubt that I am not a virtuous person
To this, this answer is given:
Surely, your only resource is to try to despise them entirely
And then with aversion do what your duty enjoins.”

His point is that you should in that case start hating your friend so that friendly actions towards them can hold moral worth and be virtuous, as at that point you would only be acting kind as it’s your duty as a friend to do so, therefore making the action stem from duty and hold moral worth. ‌(Moland, Lydia, 2017)

Another key criticism of this is important to the wider question of whether moral worth can be judged by its consequences. This criticism is that in Kant's standard actions can be right and hold no moral worth, so in turn, an action can be wrong but have moral worth if it stems from duty. ‌(Moland, Lydia, 2017)
Kant never quite addressed this ‌(Moland, Lydia, 2017), as he seemed committed to the simple fact that even if an action may be virtuous, and can be praised for such, it still has no moral worth unless it’s an act of duty. 
But this leads us to an interesting point if an action you take out of duty has negative outcomes, then can it still hold moral worth, and if so, this means we can’t judge actions from a consequentialist view as it cannot identify whether it was committed by duty just from the consequences. 

However, the second definition, which is much simpler, is that moral worth can be defined as the extent to which a person deserves moral praise or blame for actions and the extent that the action reflects well on the person. (Arpaly, 2002)
Comparing this to Kant, the Kantian view is interested in whether the action is permitted by a universal law. Taking the example of the merchant, Kant never denies he’s doing the right thing. The merchant is solely motivated by profit concern which means he isn’t particularly praiseworthy for his action of fair prcin9mg, so he is acting for reasons not connected to morality. So the Kantian idea of acting from duty indicates that you are acting for reasons believed or known to be moral in nature. (McCarty, 2018)
But, this in turns means that moral worth is about acting for moral reasons fundamentally, and not about reasons believed or known to be as such as a sense of duty. 

Arpaly’s view has one more key element, this is the concept of moral motivation, Moral motivation is defined as the desire to act morally and not doing so may produce stress or negative feelings, so you are doing good for moral reasons. (Arpaly, 2002)
 This is something Kant would’ve found less praiseworthy as he disagreed with the idea of simply doing the right thing as praiseworthy of moral worth. 
Arpaly also outlines blameworthy actions, where any action taken for sinister reasons or from a morally neutral ground, where there’s an indifference to moral consideration. (Arpaly, 2002) So in Arpaly’s idea, to conduct a morally worthy action you need to have a degree of moral concern and a fully morally character is someone who does a praiseworthy action even over concern of yourself suffering moral disgrace. (Arpaly, 2002) 
Whereas the Kantian argument focuses on the character to determine a praiseworthy action.
 
It’s also crucial to our question to note that Arpaly believed there cannot be a morally worthy action that’s devoted to a morally wrong cause, the fact the advocate may believe this cause to be just does not redeem the action at all. (Arpaly, 2002) His belief is that people are praiseworthy for acts of good as they are also blamed for negative acts, the amount of praise or blame they deserve depends on the depth of their motivations. (Arpaly, 2002)
The reason this is so important here is that unlike Kant's definition where we wouldn’t be able to say if an action is morally worthy just on the consequences, as we don’t know if said action was taken from duty, (McCarty, 2018), Arpaly’s argument directly counters his. We could by using this definition, deem an action morally worthy based on its consequences as he believes that morally wrong actions even if believed to be right, are not praiseworthy. And it can be determined by its results alone whether an action was wrong or not. 

Bringing together these arguments we have two clear sides, in support that we can judge the moral worth of our actions on the consequences alone is Utilitarianism and Arpaly’s views. 
Utilitarianism as an offshoot of consequentialism means that by looking at the pleasure or pain caused by your actions on humans then you can judge the moral worth, if you cause more pleasure then the action would have moral worth. (Philosophybasics.com, 2021)
Arpaly also supports this side as his theory excludes the possibility that morally wrong actions can still have worth, and we can identify through consequences if an action can be deemed morally wrong, for example, if that action caused pain or destruction, then it has a clear inclination towards being morally wrong. (Arpaly, 2002) To weigh up if something is morally worth, he thought a praiseworthy action had to be done with moral concern, (Arpaly, 2002), while we can’t ascertain all of these criteria from consequences alone, it still doesn’t invalidate that we can at least see if the action taken was praiseworthy based on its consequences. 

On the other hand, by Kant’s definition, we wouldn’t be able to say if an action has moral worth based on its consequences as we have no way of telling if that action was taken out of duty. In addition to this, Kant also believed that as an action can be right but have no moral worth as it came from no place of duty, an action can be negative but still have moral worth. (McCarty, 2018)
As such we can’t establish the outcomes alone whether the actions taken were done out of obligation, as both positive and negative consequences can and cannot be done from places of duty. 

Personally, I’m more inclined to support that we can judge the moral worth of our actions based upon the consequences alone. While Kant does make a good argument into the fact that sometimes you can do a negative action but perhaps truly believe in that cause or believed to be the right thing, (McCarty, 2018)
, but ultimately if it causes more harm than good, it shouldn’t be deemed to have moral worth, which is what Utilitarianism clearly defines. From a utilitarian view moral worth is as simple as if the consequences have hurt or made people happy, which I believe has a lot of credit. (Philosophybasics.com, 2021)
My main criticisms of the other views here are that first of all, Kant is very much focused upon the character and to that, there’s no such thing as doing a morally worth action because it’s the right thing to do, which I disagree with. You can do a kind action because personally if you believe it’s the right thing to do, then that should not be disregarded as having any moral worth just because it’s not your duty or wasn’t your direct intention. 
With Arpaly I did find his view to be very agreeable especially the simple explanation that if an action deserves praise then it’s morally worthy, and the clear line that even if you believe in a cause, if the act is morally wrong then it holds no worth, (Arpaly, 2002). This is because I found Kant’s theory to have too much of a grey area over the clear line established in the other two theories. It's this grey zone that made me believe that just going off his news alone it would be impossible to establish an answer to the key question, and consequently strengthened my support for the opposing argument. 

In conclusion, from a clear consequentialist standpoint, yes, we can judge if our actions are morally worthy based solely on their consequences.
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