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Moral Paradigm
Introduction
In the year 1964 a famous report of one of the famous surgeons caught the attention of the global sector of health. The report recorded the advance effects and health complications resulting from smoking. However, many health service providers ignited a public debate on the question of smocking. This led to some states and nations passing laws and regulations that pertained to the packaging and advertisement of cigarettes. Some laws forbidding smoking in public areas. The incident of the man smoking in the train and verbally harassing, spatting, and pushing an older woman is someone’s presence count to be one of a tricky scenario to act upon. At such a point, one would be left to wonder what action to take.one would ask, its okay to just take any action without any consideration? For such a question it would still be in order if one is guided with the three paradigms, that is deontology and utilitarianism and virtue ethics. Even at a critical state, an individual would take an action inclined in the three theories of morality (Crisp and Slote, 1997).
First, one would stop the person from smoking since it is against the regulations of the country on the matter of smocking. This is in line with the deontological paradigm that states that, the morality of any action done by human beings should be based on whether that action is right ort wrong depending on the rules or laws kept across and not about the consequences. In such an incident, the man was violating the regulations that are kept by the government concerning smocking. The public health laws in the country stipulate that it was unlawful to smoke while in the public areas. Some of the places that the government specifically listed to be smoke-free include stadiums, parks, bus stations, trains, airplanes, and offices just to mention a few. The law and regulations ban smoking at any place that has more than one person regardless of the venue's purpose or activity taking place. As such the act of stopping the man in the train carriage would be appropriate since the man was violating the rules and regulations of the state or country (Alexander and Moore, 2007). The laws emphasize that every person have a legal responsibility to prevent people from smocking in relevant premises such as inside the trainspotting then man is neither good or bad at any one argument, but since the man happens to break and violate the set rules and regulations pertaining smoking then it is okay to say that deontologically it is morally wrong. Hence, stopping the man and preventing him from smocking at the train carriage is right.
Similarly, the action of stopping the man from smocking is also inclined in the theory o utilitarianism. the theory argues that any action that is done and brings out happiness, as a result, is termed to be morally right regardless of the consequences. On would presume not all people in the train smoke. As such, the people on the train would feel discomfort, devalued, and deeply saddened by the act of the man smoking. Stopping the man from smoking is a right action since it mounts to great happiness to the people. As Jeremy Bentham argues, he says that the only thing that is good in itself is a pleasure (Oakley and Cocking, 2001). He continues and says that, things that bring pain, suffering, or unhappiness are instrumentally bad. This act is of the well being of the people inside the train. In as much as the stoppage will bother the man but the motive of stopping him is because of the well being of people.  Furthermore, since the action taken at such a scenario intended for the well-being of the group summing up the interest of the passengers, then the action is simply right according to the argument of the theory of utilitarianism as argued by Bentham.
Consequently, one would also take an act of stopping the man from harassing and causing an alarm in the train resulting to fear. The kind of behavior that the man display was worth to be stopped. This because the man was violating and acting against the law of the country. The man harassed the old woman sending her into a deep abyss of fear that resulted in panic and the old lady feeling shameful and embarrassed. From Crimmins (1996), the act of harassing people threatening or using abusive words lie deeply at the offenses contrary to the public order act 1986. This by far states that any person who uses provocative words, harassment, and insults that are likely to cause fear or immediate violence is an offense. Therefore, deontologically, the act of stopping the man from harassing the man is okay since it is a defilement of a stet law and regulations.
Similarly, one would take an act of reporting the for smoking in public and also harassing the old woman man to the police station for the criminal offense. This action according to the deontological perspective is okay and morally right. The intention of reporting the man to the police station or center is because the man acts again the set laws of the country or the state. A person is termed to have committed an offense or crime of harassment when the person acts in a  way designed to annoy, threaten, or provoke or threaten someone or a group of people. this is what exactly the man depicted after carelessly harassed the old woman making her feel threatened and insecure. The state of fear is vivid when the other passengers went silent and got jungled in the scenario not knowing what exactly to do (Oakley and Cocking, 200). Perhaps this explains why other passengers on the train had to focus on their phones as a reflection of panic and fear. The intention of a man harassing the old woman is so enlarged with the act of spitting on her. The action, therefore, counts to be very intentional and therefore rendering it an offense. Report the man for smocking is also in line with the basis, that the man violated and acted against the law of the land that committing an offense.
A person may also decide, at such a phenomenon, to take the man out of the train. From the act of the man, some passengers are likely to cause violence as a result of what the man is doing. Honestly, if the man continued to act in the manner he was doing, some passengers, even if not all, were likely to get annoyed by the man and cause violence. Arguing in line with utilitarianism stands, that state, any action did those results to happiness or the wellbeing of the affected is considered right. According to Kelly (1990), the act of taking the man out of the train to prevent an occurrence of violence is okay and good as far as morality is concerned.  To stop such an occurrence of violence. The act of taking or throwing the man is not so good to him but since the man was likely to cause serious violence that would maybe result in death or injuries and destruction, it is okay taking the man out of the train and not allowing him to board again. The comfort of people in the train was being compromised, the man also ignited unnecessary tension, threat, and fear. As such, the people on the train felt like they were lifelong hostages. The emotional pressure that the man was mounting to the old woman was so intense. Therefore, taking the man out was morally good since it was maximizing utility which is the key principle in the argument of utilitarianism as a theory explaining morals.
The man had epitomized the anger of passengers; fear was evident inside the train. People were frustrated and irritated by the behavior of the man towards the old woman. From this spectrum, one would decide to keep silent, take a seat, and watch the outcome. The decision of doing this is because of avoiding to confront the man and ignite violence, war, or conflict at that point. Psychologists attest that when one is angry and emotionally uncomfortable, chances are that the person might cause violence and harm in the act of vengeance. However, despite the act looking more of cowardice, deontologically, the act is morally right since one is avoiding creating chances for himself to break the laws by using violence. Since it is very certain that when an individual starts the conflict, the possibility is that the conflict will end up on a fight, a war or even a more criminal offense, then it is morally right if one takes a seat and observe what happens. Here what matters most is not the actual consequences of the action that one would take during such a situation rather it is the motive of the person doing the act. From O’Neill (1993), when one decides to just seat down and not act with the motive that if he or she takes an action it will cause a conflict, violence, or even war. For these reasons, it is morally right to have acted that way.
Moreover, one would also have decided to question and act fierce against the man to stop him from verbally and harassing the old woman. This act according to utilitarianism is morally right and when pursued or done has no wrong in it. Since the theory focuses on validating something morally right when done to bring out ultimate happiness or stop evil or mischief from happening, the act of doing a fierce attack on the man is therefore morally right and okay. John gay who is a major proponent of this theory argues that happiness is the ultimate and proper end of all the actions of human beings (O’Neill, 1993). By attacking the man, one would intend to stop him from doing mischief. for this case, harassing the woman and even pushing the older woman is mischief and a bad occurrence. Attacking the man and obstructing him from continuing with the act is what is morally right.
According to the perspective of Kant in his broad argument on the deontological theory, one would also decide to calmly and humbly ask to inquire why the man was harassing and often pushing the old woman. This can be done by either asking the man or the woman why the scenario. By doing this one will be executing an act of goodwill that one would also wish it to be a universal thing. Here the inquisitive decision is aimed at trying to find an end to all that is happening. This is so positive, very rational, and respectful of humanity. Since there could be a chance to cause violence or cause advanced damage, the act of humbly making an inquisitive is morally right because one has acted according to the moral law (Oakley and Cocking, 2001).
At such a point also, one would decide to stop the man from harassing the old woman as a result of the excellent trait of the person or what is termed as virtues. During this, in student it is very clear that the passengers were not interested or concerned with what was happening inside the train. even after the man verbally harassed the old woman to a point of even pushing the old woman, passengers seemed less interested. Some went on with their little businesses of operating the phone and reading the books. When one takes an action of intervening and stopping the man from harassing the old woman is because of the honest virtue the person is possessing (Crimmins, 1996). It is an excellent virtue that makes him become outstanding among the many passengers and decide to intervene in the situation that is evil, bad, and unacceptable. Here, the consequence of the person stopping the man from harassing the woman will likely result in a peaceful atmosphere and calmness on the train. additionally, the old woman will feel safe and relieved from the stressful harassment from the man. Therefore, if such results are possible to occur, then it is morally right to stop the man from harassing the old woman. This is true because of the theory of virtue ethic advocate by arguing that if the consequences result in happiness or are done from the act of pure honesty, the act is right. 
Moved and deeply concerned with the situation, one would also get the old woman out of the train to look for other means of transport for her. Here the old woman will feel relieved, secure, and comfortable. Similarly, the passengers left on the train will not be interrupted or bothered whatsoever. They will enjoy calmness. most important, the action would also reduce the chances of fight and conflict eruption. In the act of harassment, the affected person here is the old woman who is deprived of happiness and liberty (Louden, 1998). As such, the act of taking her out of the train to seek other transport means to her is an act motivated by the well being of the woman. Therefore, the act is termed right as far as it is in line with the argument of the theory of utilitarianism.
Also, the action taken on stopping the man from harassing the old woman would be explained to right based on the theory of utilitarianism. from the verbal harassment that the man was directing to the old woman, it was so clear that it was a bother to the passengers and the woman. Looking at the intense effects of verbal abuse or harassment, one would understand the reason why it would be the right act to stop the man from doing it. Verbal abuse fractures the victim’s emotion and renders the person selfless or with low self-esteem. The verbal abuse statements send signals to the victim that he or she is hated and disliked. This was the state at which the old woman was in. The act of stopping the man from the man however was ideal since it will bring happiness and it will affirm the well being of the dourer. As such the happiness of the woman and the passengers would be restored. On checking the motive of the act, it is propagated by total well being and consent of achieving the wellbeing of the old woman and the entire group of the passengers on the train (Louden, 1998).
Similar to that, the act of reporting the man to the police station or police center due to violation of the law and verbal harassment can be validated under the line of utilitarianism argument. In this, one would argue that, if the man is left to continue smoking on the train, the train would catch fire and explode thus causing massive killing. therefore, reporting the man to the police will ensure that the man does not cause such a danger or threat to the people inside the train. such a motive is rooted in the basis of the well-being of the people and the group on the train as large. In this case every action that is to be taken must have its objective founded in the ultimate happiness as the end product. According to Christie, et al., (2008), the action taken is therefore right since it has the objective of attaining a happy end and for the well-being of the people. According to Francis Hutcheson, a proponent of utilitarianism to states that, the choosing of the best moral action should go in hand with the number of people to whom such an action brings happiness to. He continues and says that, is just the same way the moral evil inducted to people that would lead them to suffer. As such, since the action of stopping the man from smoking will result in many passengers on the train being happy, then it is what is morally right.
Likewise, one would decide to move out of the train before it takes off. After taking a long consideration of what is happening on the train one would prefer to step out of the train. the reason for doing this would be, the person has seen the possibility of violence that might graduate into a serious conflict, wear, or damage. Secondly, the person has also seen the danger in which the man is putting the whole group of the passengers into by smoking inside a train that might catch fire at any time. lastly, the person has seen how careless people are inconsiderate of the situation that is possible to cause a serious problem. With all these considerations in mind, the person pts to move out of the train for the sake of his well-being. The man would not want the tragedy of war or fight to befell him or her. For the sake of his happiness and well-being, which are key masterminds advocated in the theory of utilitarianism, the man opts to move out of the train and possibly look for other means of transport (Christie, et al., 2008). This action according to the argument of the proponents of the theory of utilitarianism is morally right, since it is in the motive of the well-being of the self and attaining self-happiness.
Conclusion
In conclusion, people may be faced with difficulties in making moral judgments and decisions due to overwhelming debate on whether to incline their decision in the theory of utilitarianism, virtue ethic, or deontology. Both of these theories have strengths and weaknesses. It is therefore left in the consent of an individual to decide when to incline to either of the three theories depending on the issue at hand. 
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