3

[bookmark: _GoBack]




The Trial of Alexander Holmes Dilemma







Author
Institutional Affiliation
Instructor
Course code
Date of submission
Ideally, the first question someone is bound to ask in such a situation would be regarding the morality of the actions undertaken by the crew members. Were they justified or not. Going through Holmes’s trial, my initial thoughts revolved around the theory of utilitarianism. From the background story of the sinking ship, I have held that it was morally right for the crew members under the command of Rhodes and Holmes to throw some passengers overboard. The core idea is that whether actions are good or wrong substantially depends on the effects such actions are bound to have. More specifically, the only effects of actions that are relevant are the good and the bad results that they produce. In the practice of rule utilitarianism which focuses on the effects of actions, I think that the actions were just and fair because it resulted in happiness and pleasure for many people as compared to those who were thrown overboard (Shaw, 2016).
In essence, utilitarianism holds the belief that actions need to aim at making life better and enjoyable for many (Trial, 1842). Throwing about 16 people overboard had a considerable impact on saving lots of lives of the other which could have been lost in case the action had not been done. Going through the scenario, I realize there is a need to develop a philosophical point of view to especially evaluate a wide range of things that involve choices that people face. In general, these evaluations should point towards actions that would produce the best results. As held by utilitarians actions need to produce maximum utility; the largest amount of good compared to the wrong done. From one evaluative principle of morality, I believe the crew was justified in their actions.
As a member of the jury, I would have given a different verdict concerning this case basing my arguments on moral rules that guide our actions in search of maximum happiness (Shaw, 2016). In the understanding that there are some situations where a wrong action would act to serve a better purpose than not doing anything.
In essence, taking the wrong action to throw some of the people overboard according to me served a better purpose than allowing the whole rescue with all the people in it to sink. While it is true that even murder without malicious intent is still wrong, I think convicting Holmes was a wrong decision because he would have still been blamed for not doing anything to help salvage the situation. I believe that in his actions and decisions, he had acted in the interest of many. In general, the jury ought to have understood that the normative principle of an individual depends only on consequences.
In contemporary society, I believe the case would not the same verdict. Ideally, in modern society, no one can be convicted of any criminal action unless his guilt is ascertained in absolute terms. I am sure, today, the jury would have considered the moral certainty as well (Cohan, 2006). Against the background information regarding the aspect of self-preservation, Holmes having accepted the duty to risk his life for that of others, I believe considering the situation in which they were in, the passengers in the rescue would have as not managed to keep the boat afloat without the help of the crew members in case they had risked their lives in place of their passengers.
In modern society today, the circumstances leading to the actions would be given priority since seamen have to protect the lives of their passengers, in essence, it would have not been right to just watch everyone perish without attempting to do anything.
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