


Should the moral worth of an action be judged solely on its consequences?
What determines the morality of an action?  “Moral” meaning here, what is right and correct. In a world coloured in grey it is in not always clear as to what the right or wrong thing to do is, in any given situation. Because of this, philosophers have come up with various theories of what constitutes moral behaviour, such as hedonism, utilitarianism and consequentialism. This essay will focus on consequentialism and contrast it to Christian ethics I.E. “ God is love so he commands us to love, God is merciful so he commands us to have mercy, God is truthful so he commands us not to bear false witness.” (Grudem 2018). Consequentialism is the idea that “whether an act is right or wrong depends only on the results of that act” (Ethics guide 2014). When up against Christian ethics this can be problematic, for example; - a person could have no money, take from their brother’s purse while no one watches. The consequence of this is the thief now has money and faces no repercussions as it is unbeknownst to their brother that they are the culprit. Yet, the brother is now without and has been wronged. For the consequentialist the end justifies the means, therefore it is a good act. When you apply this same act to Christian ethics, whether the thief is caught or not the act is still wrong.  
For consequence to be ones only goal it can become very singular to decide what is right and what is wrong, for one is then only looking at what is an advantageous consequence for that time or that specific reason. This leaves morals open to discussion and means a moral act can change depending on the situation. Christian ethics base their morals on Gods laws, which are steadfast and constant. 
This essay will take various scenarios and determine the morality of the issues using the consequentialist theory and argue against it using Christian ethics. 
One of the most common examples used when discussing moral dilemmas, is the train track conundrum. A train is set to hit five people tied to the rail tracks, it is in your power to pull the lever, switching the course of the train where it will hit only one person tied to the track. Consequentialists would say it is better to save five lives than to save one. However, the consequence of this is (though you would have saved five lives) the blood of one life is now directly on your hands. Yet, if there was not that one person on the track and you need only pull the lever to save five people resulting in no mortalities, it may be your duty to do just that. Else you would have (however indirectly) the blood of five people on your hand. This example can be modified to make many philosophically moral arguments and the consequentialist method is often used to answer it – it is better to save five lives than one. However, for sake of argument I might suggest that when choosing between five lives or one perhaps it is “right” (using the word loosely here) to do nothing? For it is not for us to decide who lives and who dies. Yet, if this is true why do we have doctors, who save lives and cure diseases that would otherwise kill us. Surely this is not an immoral  thing?
Another modification of the question is a train has only one course and is set to hit five people, you are walking on a bridge over head and a large man (who’s weight is enough to bring the train to a halt before it has reached those tied to the tracks) is standing at the edge of the bridge. Would it be the morally correct thing, to push this man, killing him but saving the five others? Often, people answer no to this given that the consequence of doing so would be the same and “philosophically” the act itself is the same, given that your one action (be it to pull the lever or push the man) kills one but saves five. What is right or wrong here? 
To say it is not for you to decide who lives and who dies then begs the question; - why would you bother to save the five, were there no repercussions to pulling the lever? If it is not your place? However, Christian ethics would tell us that it is our place to help where we can. “If any man will sue thee at law, and take away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also.” (Mathew 5:40). Does that mean at the peril of another? Were the lever on the side of the road would the “right” thing, be to pull the lever directing the train toward the one, then run to attempt to untie the one, placing yourself in peril in the process, whatever the odds of you untying him in time are. Ready to die with your brother or all walk away together. Of course, it would take a Christ like person to show such courage and selflessness. It is thankful that we are unlikely to find ourselves in such a predicament. It does bring into question the moral ethics of consequentialism, especially given that apart from the immediate consequence i.e. five lives are saved at the expense of one – it cannot be known, what kind of people you are saving. The five people could be murderers and go on to kill hundreds more, are those lives also on the hands of the would-be hero? Is the action moral for a time until proved otherwise by the actions of those you saved? 
Morals are as rules and as such, should be unchanging. Right is right and wrong is wrong. Enter the shade of grey.  Consequentialism is a “moral” idealism that is based on what has the best outcome. The best outcome for whom? In a room full of different people who desire different consequences, how is it then decided which consequences are most desirable? 
I have so far been unfair to consequentialism in that it is not broadly based on what is good for any one individual but what is the best overall outcome and what produces the most good. An article by the BBC gives an example of this: - “A billionaire needs an organ transplant. He says that if he is given the next suitable organ he will fund 1000 hip-replacements a year for 10 years. Giving him the next available organ means Mr X, who was top of the list, will die - but it also means that thousands of people will be very happy with their new hips.” (Ethics guide 2014). Objectively this appears to have agreeable consequences for many. But, does the degree of the payment for such a request suggest the immorality of it? Does 10,000 new hips pay for one man’s heart. Do five lives matter more than one? I do not think you can answer that question and call it moral. It also suggests that only the rich or those who have something substantial to offer have anything to gain from consequentialism (unless you need a new hip). It does not consider what is fair or ethical (Ethics guide 2014). Example: - what if someone tried to poison you but the elixir, they gave you cured you of a fatal illness, much to the dismay of the attacker. It is a good consequence of the attacker’s action, but his intent was still to kill, and would very likely attempt their crime again. Were consequentialism the sole agreed upon concept of morals the attacker might escape justice in this scenario. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Morality must be played with as humans because we are complex creatures. I’ve heard it said: - “the trouble with what we want, is that it is constantly at odds with what is right” (Something borrowed 2011).  Consequentialism is an ideal that attempts to make an action irrelevant so long as it attains a good outcome. Yet if a good thing is attained through poor means it cannot be moral. For an act to be moral it needs to be ethical and fair. To understand Christian ethics in contrast to the arguments given we can ask the consequentialists: - “Would you give up your place at the top of the transplant list if you were Mr X?” “What would you want to happen if you were the ‘one’ tied to the train track?” “How would you respond if it were you pushed of a bridge to save five people?” Of course, the answer to these questions will vary depending on each person you ask, the point is…could, or rather should you, I or anyone else make that decision for them? 
In conclusion, it is my believe that the moral worth of an action is dependant on the moral worth of an action. Being the intent of the action and the action itself. It is not solely based on the consequences for consequences are often unforeseen and whatever the result may be, the end does not always justify the means.  
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