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In this essay, I aim to explain why the moral worth of our actions should not be judged only from the consequences, through the use of examples, as well as examples of consequentialism in practice. I will discuss Kantian ethics, as well as the deontological ethics. I will also then attempt to create a counter argument to provide an alternative viewpoint to my own, by discussing some consequentialist theories such as Utilitarianism and Hedonism. I will also discuss Historical events from the perspective of these different ethical beliefs and theories. and will then summarise my point of view on the subject once I have discussed the previously mentioned theories and beliefs.
The ethical theory of consequentialism suggests that the moral worth of any action that is taken should be judged entirely by the outcome of said action, and no other defining factors. One of the more well-known consequentialist theories is Utilitarianism, which was founded in the 18th Century, by the philosopher Jeremy Bentham. The main focus in Utilitarianism is that the best action that can be taken is the one that benefits the most people and provides the most amount of good for the aforementioned people. However, this can change dramatically, because at some point the element of humanity and the individual would give way to numbers, meaning that the actions would only be considered morally right if they benefit a greater number, ignoring the impacts they may have on an individual. An alternative form of consequentialism is Hedonism, which is thought to have been founded by the Greek philosopher and student of Socrates, Aristippus of Cyrene. Aristippus is thought to have founded Ethical Hedonism. The main theory behind Hedonism in general is that in life, there are only two things worth pursuing, pain and pleasure. However, different types of Hedonists take different stances on which one to pursue and in what amount. For example, ethical hedonism suggests that we should act in a way that brings about pleasure and avoids pain, whereas a motivational Hedonist would believe that pleasure and pain are the greatest influences on the way that we behave. However, something that is often compared and contrasted with consequentialism is Deontology. This ethical theory states that the outcome of an action is not as important as the context behind it. The main theory behind Deontological ethics is that no matter the consequence, if the reasoning behind why the action is good then the moral value can be justified. However, if the action is done with bad intentions, which could result in harm to people, the consequences are irrelevant. A significant Deontologist is Immanuel Kant. Kant was the founder of Kantian ethics, where the main theory is that actions, such as stealing or killing are completely banned, regardless of what the predicted outcome is. 
A dilemma that is often faced in philosophy which allows us to gauge the views and beliefs of the different schools of thought is the trolley, or tram dilemma. This debate looks at what choice would be made if one or 5 people could be saved. From a utilitarian point of view, the choice is simple, as they would aim to create the most good for the greatest amount of people. By changing the points and therefore allowing the one person to be killed, they have created the greatest amount of good for the greatest amount of people However, from a deontological perspective, or Kant’s perspective, the best thing that can be done in this situation is to simply let the trolley run its course into the five people, as if any action is taken by an individual, they are in the wrong, as they actively allowed a life to be lost. However, by standing and allowing it to happen naturally, no action has been taken, therefore they cannot be in the wrong.
The moral worth of our actions should not be judged solely by the outcomes, because there could be a number of defining factors that could justify the action. In order to judge the moral worth of our actions, we first need to know the context behind the actions. For example, if we look at World War two from a Deontological point of view, the actions of the Allied powers during the war cannot be justified, as the context behind them is dark. Although the war was won by the Allies, and the Nazis were defeated, the fact that many civilians lost their lives in raids such as the bombing of Dresden in 1945 shows that the actions of the RAF during the war was not justified. If these actions and events were simply forgotten about and not included in studies of the war, then the Allies would be in the moral wrong. However, in the eyes of a consequentialist, the actions undertaken by the Allies during the war can be justified, as the outcome meant that the rest of the world was safe from Nazism. A utilitarianist would most definitely see the Actions of war as justifiable, seeing as the Nazi Party and the Axis forces were a minority when compared to the populations of the countries in the Allied powers, meaning that the end outcome of the war resulted in a greater number of people benefitted from the results. My personal stance on the war is that the moral actions that were undertaken by both sides (Blitzkrieg raids by the Luftwaffe and the Bombing of Dresden by the Royal Air Force) cannot be justified, as the bombing of the innocent civilians had no real impact on the outcome of the war. Had the bombing raids had an impact on the war, perhaps if the Germans had surrendered as a direct result of the bombing raids, then it might have justified the actions, as it would have had a result where at least one party would have had some sort of Positive outcome. However, as there was no real positive outcome that came from it, I believe that it was morally wrong and cannot be justified. 
Another example where the moral actions should not just be based on the consequences was the Beeching Cuts of 1963 and 1965. The end outcome of the cuts was that British Railways ended up saving money and was able to be more efficient as an operating body. However, this left thousands of communities isolated and stranded from the bigger cities. This is another example where the actions should not be judged only by the consequences, as although the overall outcome of the event was that the larger operating body benefitted and was able to re-invest the money into the more heavily used lines, which also benefitted the commuters in Central London and those who lived on the lines that were un impacted by the Beeching Cuts, it limited the amount of travel and opportunities for those living in the towns and villages that lost their rail connection as a result of the  Beeching cuts. From a Consequentialist point of view, the actions that Dr Beeching undertook in 1963 and 1965 are completely unjust, as the consequences that resulted from the cuts had more of a negative impact than a positive impact. From a utilitarianist point of view, there would be some debate, as the consequences that came about had a negative effect on a considerable number of people, and the people that benefitted saw a negligible change to what they already had. Although the greater number of people received the greatest amount of positive change, the benefits to the communities that were cut off are negligible, therefore not benefitting the greatest amount of people. My personal stance on this specific example is that the outcome of this is a perfect example of where the consequences should not be the basis of the judgement of the morals of the actions, because the results of the cuts benefitted a few, but on the whole it negatively impacted several communities. However, we also cannot justify the actions based on the reasoning behind it, as the aim of the Beeching cuts was to improve the British Railway Network. However, because the positive impact of the cuts did not really manifest themselves until much later on, the actions cannot be justified. Further highlighting this is that the majority of lines that Beeching axed are being reinstated due to the original communities being isolated, which further highlights my point that the actions of Beeching during 1963 and 1965 were morally unjust due to the negative impact that was had on the isolated communities.
Another good example that can be applied to this question is the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in the August of 1945. From the point of view of a Consequentialist, the American bombing of Nagasaki and Hiroshima is completely justified, due to the fact that the results of it allowed the Americans to supposedly win the war. The fact that it pretty much ended the conflict between America and Japan would be significant for a consequentialist, as it allows them to ignore the huge amount of suffering that was inflicted upon the Japanese people in order to justify the American actions. A Utilitarianist would also agree with the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, as the actions that were undertaken by the American Air Force in 1945 benefitted the greater number of people and had the bigger benefit. As America was seen as the bigger power at the time, a Utilitarianist would say that the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki was completely justified, as it fits the Utilitarianist theory of providing the greatest amount of good for the largest amount of people. However, from a Deontological point of view, or a Kantian point of view, the Bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are completely unjust. To begin with, Kantian ethics prohibits any form of killing regardless of what the consequences are or what the reasoning is behind it.  Personally, I think that the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki cannot be justified, as the reason that the American Air force bombed it in the first place was a simple retaliation to the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbour and was meant to end the war. As the damage that was done by the American Air Force had a lasting effect on Japan, and realistically it had no real impact on when the war actually ended, it has no real moral justification in my opinion. As it was more than likely that the Japanese were going to surrender around that time anyway, the argument that the war ended because of the bombing is not valid in my opinion as a means of justifying the morality of their actions during 1945.
To conclude, the moral worth of someone’s actions cannot be judged just off the consequences that result. In order to truly judge the moral worth, context is needed, as if an action is undertaken and the outcome is negative, but the reason behind the action has significance or importance, then the moral worth of that action would go unnoticed. However, if context is used, the moral worth of the actions can truly be judged. In my opinion, consequentialism is flawed because it ignores any context and background information, meaning that key points that could lead to the actions be justifying are missed. However, I also think that Kantian ethics are flawed, as in some cases stealing and killing can be justified.




