Shannon Giles
 CAN AN ARGUMENT BE PROVIDED FOR WHY A PERSON SHOULD ACT MORALLY?

[bookmark: _GoBack]I believe there are many arguments that can be provided as to why a person should act morally. In this essay I will go on to discuss these reasons in full while backing myself up using other philosopher’s arguments. Personally, I believe that as humans we not only should act morally but we must act morally and if we do not then we will have regretted not acting morally due to the repercussions. The theory of psychological egoism states that we do act out of self interest and the theory of normative egoism suggests that we not only do act out of self interest but we ought to act in our own self interest. I also believe in the egoism philosophy because it does make sense that a moral action starts with our own self interest. We, as a species, want to ensure we have the easiest life possible with as few conflicts and because of this we act morally all together as a society to ensure that is a possible life for us to live, we help others because if we were in a bad situation we would want others to help us so if we let  our neighbour borrow some sugar we would hope that when we need something from them in the future we will be able to obtain it easily as we provided a moral service for them so they should do the same for us in the future, hopefully. This will allow us to create a peaceful society. As Thomas Hobbes says, ‘The first and fundamental law of Nature, which is, to seek peace and follow it.”[footnoteRef:1] I agree with this quote as it allows for us as humans to try our hardest to live peacefully and harmoniously which leads us to achieve a life full of morality. Acting out of self interest does not necessarily have to have bad implications because it can actually cause us to be the most moral versions of ourselves by completing moral acts such as letting a neighbour borrow some sugar or giving money to charity we are acting in our own self interest as we want to do these morally right actions as an insurance policy that it might benefit us further down the line and it benefits us in the present as if we, for example, said no to the neighbour and told them to get their own sugar they may get angry with us and think we are horrible people which could cause us to get into a lifelong rivalry with our neighbour meaning we will be uncomfortable every day when we walk past their house and so on. This means that for our own benefit we must do the morally right thing to help our neighbour to avoid the much worse scenario that would occur if we neglected to help them.   [1:  Thomas Hobbes. Leviathan. (England. 1651). Ch. 14.] 

There are many arguments against the philosophy of moral egoism. A huge argument against it is that if we only do things for ourselves and not to help others then why do we feel guilty about things? If we have the ability to feel guilt then surely, we do not only do moral actions to benefit ourselves, surely, we do them to help people and to benefit others, or why would we feel guilt. Also, if a person is only acting out of self interest then it would not make sense that that person would have friendships and compassion. David Hume was one of the philosophers that was strongly opposed to the idea that humans only live for themselves and only should live for themselves. He speaks about it in his book An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals.[footnoteRef:2] He believes that making it seem like there is only one reason for humans to do morally right actions is not what we are supposed to do. The "love of simplicity…has been the source of much false reasoning in philosophy.”[footnoteRef:3] He also speaks about how there is definitive proof that animals are able to be kind and nurturing towards other animals which means that if animals are able to act selflessly then it must be possible for humans to act this way too.[footnoteRef:4] Hume also mentions the fact that we have created words within our languages to describe when we are acting without just or self interest. Words such as kind or helpful would become meaningless and humans would be delusional for even creating these words in the first place. Another argument that is against the theory of normative egoism comes from the book Ethics: A Pluralistic Approach to Moral Theory.[footnoteRef:5] This argument suggests that if you are a true egoist then you must be unable to have true friendships as they would only be in a friendship with someone for their own benefits and not to actually have a friendship and a close relationship with another human. [2:  David Hume. An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals. (1751).]  [3:  A. Moseley, Egoism, < https://www.iep.utm.edu/egoism/ > [Accessed 12th October 2018]]  [4:  Hume, An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals.]  [5:  L. M. Hinman, Ethics: A Pluralistic Approach to Moral Theory 5th Edition (Clint Baxter, 2011) p112.] 

Close friends are people we can trust with our secrets, trust with our feelings, and trust with those parts of ourselves that are most vulnerable…  Just as we stick by them, even when things get rough, and we expect that they will stick by us. Yet is it realistic to expect ethical (normative) egoists to do the same?[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Hinman, Ethics: A Pluralistic Approach to Moral Theory, p112] 

A normative egoist would, in theory, not be able to obtain a true friendship due to them not wanting to ever be there for the friend or support them in anyway unless they thought that it could benefit them in the future, which according to many is not what a true friendship is about. Hinman’s book also suggests that normative egoists would be significantly less likely to help somebody in need or feel compassion and/or empathy for that person as it appears that egoists are likely to think that people are responsible for themselves meaning that it wouldn’t be the egoists responsibility to provide help, or their responsibility to feel bad or guilty if something awful happened to them.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Hinman, Ethics: A Pluralistic Approach to Moral Theory, p113] 

There are also times when acting in your own self interest could potentially end up with the consequence of your action not being in your own self interest. A good example of when this happens is in the prisoner’s dilemma.[footnoteRef:8] This thought experiment has 2 convicts (A&B) who both are being interviewed about a crime in separate rooms with no way of communicating with one another. If they both confess then they both get 5 years, if A confesses and B doesn’t then A will get 6 months and B will get 10 years, and vice versa. And if they both do not confess then they both get 2 years. This means that if A was to act in his self interest then his best scenario for himself would be to confess and hope that B doesn’t meaning he only gets 6 months but acting in this way could potentially lead them both to getting 5 years instead, especially if they are both egoists and both act self interestedly in order to get the least time in prison possible.  [8:  A. Moseley] 

I will now present my own arguments in order to counteract the ones above. Starting with the argument about why we feel guilty about things, I believe that guilt comes from our own desire to be helped one day, from our own ability to empathise with people. For example if you did not give money to a homeless person you may feel bad because there is always a possibility that you will end up in that position one day and if you are setting the example of giving them money then others will follow and if you do end up in that position in the future, the notion of giving money to homeless people will be established in society and will lead to people helping you also. I believe that words such as kind or helpful are not meaningless as there are many reasons for a person to use these words, using my example above, an action such as giving some money to a homeless person may seem altruistic but will essentially be down to our own desires to be helped in the future or to be seen as a good person by others. I agree with Ayn Rand[footnoteRef:9] when she is saying about how we should act selfishly, how we should benefit from our actions. Rand believes “Man must choose his actions, values and goals,” She believes those actions, values and goals must allow us to achieve a fulfilled life, one that is enjoyable by our own standards.[footnoteRef:10] I believe that even if someone is dedicating their entire life to charity, an act that seems entirely selfless, that person wants to work for charity meaning that they are achieving. their own goals and they are going to feel like good people and know that other people see them as a good person, this, I believe, makes the act a self interested one and not an altruistic one.  [9:  Ayn Rand Institute, Introduction to Objectivism, <https://www.aynrand.org/ideas/philosophy#inrand'swords-1> [Accessed 14th October 2018]]  [10:  Ayn Rand Institute.] 

In response to David Hume’s views[footnoteRef:11], I would argue that it definitely makes sense to simplify what humans use as their moral philosophy. Making it complicated leads to too many open ends and just gets confusing, whereas if you simplify it to humans only wanting to do right things in order to benefit themselves, then people know where they stand. And yes, there is definitive proof that animals are kind and nurturing to other animals but that does not necessarily mean humans must be too. Human beings have the ability to think rationally and decide whether an action is going to benefit us but animals do not have this ability. It is understandable to try and compare our actions to that of an animal as we did evolve from apes, who have shown themselves as being nurturing but that is the thing, we have evolved, we are no longer apes meaning we no longer act like them or have to act like them. [11:  David Hume. An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals. (1751).] 

I will now argue against the idea that an egoist cannot maintain a true friendship. We are able to actually have friendships because even if we are in the friendship for selfish reasons, as long as we are doing moral acts for the person, such as lending them money or driving them places, then we are having a true friendship. Just because it is for reasons such as making us seem like we are being a good friend, or in the hopes that our friends will lend us money or drive us places in the future it does not mean we aren’t true friends.
And finally, in response to the argument that sometimes acting in self interest may backfire I would say that that is just something that would have to be risked, we can not predict the outcomes of our actions, all we can do is act in accordance with what will benefit us the most and if that does not work out then there is nothing that can be done except accepting the situation, moving on and continuing to ensure that you will be able to keep benefiting from your actions. 
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