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In this paper, I will argue that the outcomes of action should not be solely considered in determining whether an action is right or wrong as the utilitarianism theory holds because the theory fails to account for virtues like justice and human rights, it's impossible to predict an action's consequences and also happiness may not be quantifiable. The utilitarianism theory argues the outcomes of actions should be considered in evaluating whether an action is right or wrong emphasizing on taking actions that bring happiness to the greatest number. The consequences of an action can be good or bad and the theory does not seem to consider the consequences of the actions on the minority group (Harsanyi, 2017).  
According to utilitarianism, an action is considered to be good if its outcomes lead to the happiness of the greatest group. This suggests that one can predict the future outcomes of an action. Since predicting the future is not possible, judging actions based on their future consequences may be wrong. Sometimes however the consequences of these actions may occur instantly hence one does not need to wait for the future or to predict an outcome. If this is the case, the theory holds to be true.  
Utili9tariansm is a philosophical approach which holds that the morally right action is the action that produces the good for the most good.  This means that the consequences of an action should be used in evaluating whether an action is good or bad but not the nature of the action. For instance, an individual may be accused of a crime that leads to unrest in the community. In sentencing the accused restores peace among the people, it is considered the right action. In this case, sentencing the individual leads to the happiness of the community and is considered to be morally right (Chinglai, 2009).
 Utilitarianism does not account for virtues like justice and human rights. An action that is done for the happiness of a larger group may be unjust to others or deny them their human rights. In the above example, the utilitarian approach does not consider whether the individual is guilty or not. The action taken may lead peace in the community which is considered the greater good. However, the individual may not be guilty of the crime they are accused of. The approach, in this case, seems to support the violation of human rights for a small group to attain the greater good for the others.
Violating human rights in any case regardless of the reason is wrong.  The utilitarianism approach hence is wrong because it supports the violation of individual human rights when serving others. An individual should stand a fair trial based on the provided evidence to prove them guilty or not guilty. The outcomes of an event may not be easily measured in other cases. Violating human rights or giving one unfair trial in hopes that there might be a state of peace in the community is speculative and may not necessarily be the outcome. This shows that an action should not be judged based on its consequences but rather the nature of the action. 
The happiness to a greater group can sometimes be considered. The failure to take any action may contribute to larger harm. For instance, if one fails to shoot an intruder in their house to protect the members of their family, the intruder may harm the family members. This places one in a dilemma between protecting the family and protecting the rights of the intruder. In this case, the individual may have no choice but to take any action based on the interest of the family remembers and protecting them. The action of shooting an intruder to avoid the unknown consequences to the family, in this case, contributes to the larger good in the community which is protecting the familial (Haryanvi, 2017). 
The action of shooting an individual is a violation of human rights. According to the counter-argument, the consequences of not taking an action that is better for a larger group are predicted. An intruder in the house may be assumed to have intentions of hurting the family. The source of happiness for the larger group may not be well defined. Some groups of people may get happiness from their involvement in violence or when there is a state of unrest. When a judge sentences an innocent man trying to attain a peaceful atmosphere, it means that they are speculating on the source of happiness for the rioting groups or even predicting the outcomes of the actions taken. If convicted for unfair reasons, other groups may raise demanding justice for the innocent man. This shows that the greater happiness of the larger group through the utilitarianism approach is mostly predicted and actions are taken based on one’s instincts which may be wrong. (McCloskey, 2019)
Conclusion 
The utilitarian’s approach highly borrows from the consequentialism approach. This approach suggests that an action should be evaluated based on the consequences it produces. If the consequences of the action are good, the action is considered to be good but when the consequences are bad, the actions are considered to be bad (Sinnott-Armstrong, 2013). The utilitarianism approach, however, determines the nature of actions based on the groups affected. An action is considered to be right if it leads to the happiness of a larger group. There are various weaknesses to this approach. The approach is based on various assumptions such as knowing what the happiness of the greater group is or even speculating on the future consequences of an action. According to the approach, a healthy individual in a hospital should donate their organs to other sick individuals who need the organs he has. In this case, killing one individual to save four sick ones is considered morally right. However, the human rights of the individual from whom the organs are taken are violated. The approach is also speculative and assumes that the happiness of the individuals will be attained through the organ transplant. This shows weaknesses in the approach not accounting for human rights as well as trying to predict the future. 
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