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We carry out moral actions for many reasons, but are these moral actions merely based upon our self-interest? Can a person ever really act only according to ones “own interests without regard for others’ interests? Conversely, can an individual ever truly act for others in complete disregard for her own interests?”1 
“It has been assumed, for more than two millennia, that it is irrational for anyone to do what he knows will be worse for himself”2
Egoism is a theory that maintains the view that ones self-interest should be the motive for their moral actions.
There are a few different theories involving Egoism. Firstly there is Psychological Egoism, supported by Hobbes, which is that we are motivated solely by self-interes.t. Secondly, Normative Egoism is the theory that states a range of things motivate us, but we should be motivated by self-interest. Conditional Egoists, such as Ayn Rand hold the views that people should benefit from their actions, so to be motivated by self-interest and these actions will be rational and virtuous. These actions are driven by our reason, rather than our emotions. Lastly there is Ethical Egoism, where acting self-interestedly is moral, and 
In this essay I will be defending my view of psychological egoism, which is the type of egoism, which states that we are motivated solely by self-interest. I believe that we may think that we are doing something for a range of different reasons, however these reasons can all be reduced down to our self-interest.

People appear to be acting altruistically, some more often than others, however if we look to the reasons for these moral actions, it would appear that these actions are always merely examples of enlightened self-interest.
In Chapter 5.2 ‘The Strategy of Reinterpreting Motives, A Companion to Ethics Kurt also defends his view that ‘it is not hard to discover that the “unselfish” behaviour of a person is actually connected with some benefit for the person who does it.” Peter Singer believed that acting out of self-interest could be successful as people can work towards getting to the top without worrying about getting passed or affecting other people’s positions. Singer also notes that David Allsop “had previously worked as a campaigner himself, and he said he found it deeply satisfying to be able to provide the financial support for others to campaign.” Within the chapter, he continues to explain how our actions can be broken down to examples of self-interest by writing that “altruistic” behaviours are therefore in “reality connected with such things as the desire to have a more significant life”, such as “the desire for public recognition, feelings or personal satisfaction, and the hope of heavenly reward.” For any act of apparent altruism, we may be able to find a way to explain away the altruism and replace it with an explanation in terms of more elf-centered motives. This technique of reinterpreting motives is perfectly general ad may be repeated again and again”3 for each action we make, it can always be narrowed down to our self-interest. 

One argument to oppose the following argument I found was from the book ‘A Companion to Ethics’, where Kurt gives the view that people “act from a sense of justice, from friendship, loyalty, compassion, gratitude, generosity, sympathy, family affection and the like – qualities that are recognised and honoured in most human societies.” And elaborates by disagreeing with some “Egoist theorizers such as Hobbes” where they claim that these “alleged motives are unreal”. As “it is hard to see how named could ever have been invented, and have become current, for non-existent motives. And t is still more puzzling how anyone could ever have successfully pretended to be moved by them”.4 

To argue against this point however, acts that could be considered altruistic but can be argued to arise from our self-interest are moral acts such as charity work, these acts can affect many people and result in possibly changing peoples lives for the better, however these do make people feel better about themselves. They will see the results of their work affecting the lives of others and gain a sense of fulfillment. Also for the view of “why do we keep friendships if we are only motivated by our own interest?” we rely on our friends to fulfill our desires too, if we have a two way relationship with somebody, when we do something for them, we know that this will be returned to us.  We take part in generous acts in the hopes that people will return our favours. Thus creating a society for us to live in where people can do things if we need help, so we keep this “loyalty” to others to ensure this.
We are not pretending to be moved by these acts, we are however misunderstanding the reason why we are moved. For example, when we see or hear of somebody we do not know being rewarded, we are moved by these acts because we know that we are living in a generous society where if we need the same type of help, we know that we can receive it.

Furthermore, I also agree with two other theories of Egoism, which are Rational Egoism and Ethical Egoism. The rational egoistic view the theory of acting in ones self interest in accordance with reason. One rational egoist is Ayn Rand, who believes in the view that people should be able to benefit from their actions by being rational and virtuous. The Ethical Egoist would say that acting self-interestedly is morally right.
Following on from the Ethical Egoist view, I believe it could be argued that our moral actions are not anything more than examples of enlightened self-interest as any action we undertake while being motivated by our self-interest are moral actions in themselves.

James Rachels describes Egoism as “ a theory of human nature” which is one “widely held among philosophers, psychologists, and economists, and still held by many ordinary people, that says we are not capable of being unselfish”.
He follows on by writing that “according to this theory, known as Psychological Egoism, every human action is motivated by self-interest”, where some people could may believe themselves to being “ noble and self-sacrificing, but that is only an illusion”. As “in reality”, he states, they only care for themselves. “Could Psychological Egoism possibly be true? Why have so many people believed it, in the face of so much evidence to the contrary?”4 
This chapter describes being “unselfish” as a bad thing, whereas in my view we should be acting with our own self-interest as it is what is good for us, and doing so is not wrong or immoral in any way, as long as the acts we are carrying out are not immoral in themselves. He describes acting not in accordance with our self-interest as “noble”, where we can still be noble with out being self-sacrificing.

A source that seems to follow exactly from Rachel’s point in this chapter is one I discovered from the Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, which explains that:
“psychological egoism’s validity turns on examining and analyzing moral motivation. But since motivation is inherently private and inaccessible to others (an agent could be lying to herself or to others about the original motive),
explaining that we may not know the reasons behind our moral actions, however I believe that we naturally are inclined to act for our self-interest, whether we know it or not.  
“the theory shifts from a theoretical description of human nature--one that can be put to observational testing--to an assumption about the inner workings of human nature: psychological egoism moves beyond the possibility of empirical verification and the possibility of empirical negation (since motives are private), and therefore it becomes what is termed a “closed theory.”1
A closed theory is a theory that rejects competing theories on its own terms and is non-verifiable and non-falsifiable.1

To begin my essay I asked if these moral actions we complete on a daily basis are merely based upon our self-interest? And if a person can ever really act only according their own enlightened self-interest. I have concluded to side with the Psychological Egoist, believing that we can carry out an action with the idea in our heads that we are doing this for possibly many reasons, however these moral actions can all be reduced solely down to our self-interest. I also side with the Ethical Egoists who believe that acting, while being motivated by your own interest, is right and therefore moral. 
It is not however wrong that our actions are not anything more than examples of enlightened self-interest. A supporting argument for this claim is Ayn Rand who explains in her book ‘A New Concept of Egoism’ that the exact meaning and dictionary definition of the word “selfishness” is: concern with ones own interests. And elaborates to say that
“This concept does not include a moral evaluation; it does not tell us whether concern with ones own interests is good or evil; nor does it tell us what constitutes mans actual interests. It is the task of ethics to answer such questions. The ethics of altruism has created the image of the brute, as its answer, in order to make men accept two inhuman tenets: (a) that any concern with ones own (Moseley, Egoism)n interests is evil, regardless of what these interests might be, and (b) that the brute’s activities are in fact to ones own interest (which altruism enjoins man to renounce for the sake of his neighbours).”5
.
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