Should the moral worth of our actions be judged solely on the basis of the consequences that stem from them?
Introduction
To answer this question, I believe we need to know the intensity of the consequences that stem from our actions, as well as the character of the person responsible.
Quoting Husthouse's response 
“We are not morally autonomous in the way the Utilitarian and the deontologist think we are.”
To go in depth for the question I’ll be using Philipha Foot's trolley problem.

Argument
I think that the intentions of the person responsible should play a major point in how someone’s actions can be judged and the consequences that stem from them should be taken with less judgment. 
Let’s say that when this trolley problem happened the person flips the switch so one person dies instead of the five because one person is less then 5 people. Unknowingly to the person flipping the switch that one person has found a cure to a deadly disease.
The intentions of the person responsible weren’t to stop this disease from being cured, just would rather have the guilt of killing one person instead of 5. Unfortunately, that one death has led into many others to die due to this illness, but the person responsible only knew that one person would die at the time of making the decision.
This is usually what the moral worth of our actions are usually judged on:
· Actual outcome
· Intended outcome
· What could be reasonably expected to be the outcome.
I believe that the person shouldn’t be punished too harshly, because it was an accident and they’re not to be held accountable for the trolley going the speed that it was or the person being on the tracks in the first place. They had good intentions, however if their intentions were to purposefully cause harm then it should be considered a murder to which they should receive harsher punishment for their actions. Either way a person should still be held accountable for their actions however they have no control in what stems from them.
Consequences of actions can domino affect into bigger problems in a wider picture, so it’s more of a question of how much does the person know before they act and are those consequences out of their knowledge and control?
Counter argument 
Some may say that if decision stay within the guidelines of the virtues by following the moral guidance:
· Defining the right actions
· Acting in accordance with the virtues 
· Do what the virtuous person would do
If they follow these rules they’re good and there for shouldn’t receive judgment. However, to act in accordance with the virtues and do what the virtues person would do can easily be shifted around and something that would seem like the virtuous thing is now the wrong thing. Many would save one over five, but they would also want to save the hundreds if not thousands of sick people in exchange for five.
To which the golden mean makes it easier to understand why judging just based on the virtues can be difficult 
Golden mean:
· Any justice is a vice
· Virtues are the mean between two extremes
· How do we find the middle ground between cowardly, courageous and foolhardy.
Despite my option that with good intentions should come little punishment. They are still responsible for causing the death of someone to which the law considers them a murderer no matter the intention and most likely the people who knew who died on a more personal level and people who have suffered in consequence may want justice for them and maybe even closer. 
We should also consider the Hedonic calculus when judging this person because the intention may be good but they also might feel some pleasure from doing this.
Hedonic calculus:
· Intensity
· Duration
· Certainty or uncertainty
· Promiscuity or remoteness
· Fecundity
· Purity
· Extent
Let’s say the person who was responsible had good intentions however. They got a very intense feeling of pleasure that only lasted when they saw the person die and has a high probability to go Looking for more situations to find that sense of pleasure and would continue to feel it when they knew that person’s death is guaranteed and possibly feel little to no guilt for their actions. 
That then makes this person who had good intentions become dangerous for others and would need to be put in jail and possibly receive some mental health checks and potential therapy.
There is also utilitarianism, consequentialism which is if there was a good outcome, say the person who was on the tracks was a serial killer and the person stopped them from killing lots of people or/and hedonic an outcome benefited them and their own desire, maybe they knew someone who had the illness to die or was protecting someone they knew from this killer. 
This is where things reach a sort of grey area where in one aspect the person is a hero, they’ve saved all these people from a murder, however in another aspect they weren’t doing it for the sake of saving anyone other than the person they knew or just wanted to kill a killer. Then judgment can become very two sided where people believe that they’re a hero while the other’s think they are a murder.
And let’s say this situation has happened before and they based their judgement on just the consequences, however they both had the same thought process I want to kill this person, but their death is a good thing that I don’t care much about. However, the person got to leave without any punishment, whilst the other got years in prison for murder. They did the exact same crime had the exact same thought process and yet one gets a harsher judgement then the other.
Let’s say there is one difference between them that one of them grew up in a nice home and treated everyone with respect and had lots of people say they were a good person and could be trusted. Whereas the other had a negative abusive household went to the same school, but treated everyone with disrespect and didn’t get treated the same way as the other and that people have said they were mean and couldn’t be trusted. The difference in background made it so that the judgment passed was more to do with the character of both people rather than the actions or consequences themselves.
Which brings me to the question. How do you draw the line between the level of punishment or praise someone should get when in a similar situation and is it considered unfair for your background and character to make such a drastic difference on how judgment is made?
Verdict
Looking over all the points I’ve made. I’ll use Gilligan’s relational ethics to try and come up with a conclusive verdict to answer the question.
It’s safe to say with either good or bad intentions the consequences that stem from our actions can only justify how much you know beforehand. However, knowing the way in which people think and act upon their decision and how the think and behave after is important to know how much we are responsible for the consequences that occur.
To which I say that our actions don’t always align with the consequences that happen, that we cannot solely be judged on just the consequences and need to have a deeper understanding of Intention and internal thought processes that we may have and be judged more thorough on them.
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