Can an argument be provided for why a person should act morally?

In my essay, I’m addressing whether there’s an argument that can be provided for why a person should act morally. For instance, would there be a rational explanation to convince an amoralist, a person who lacks a sense of what is right or wrong, to act morally, but to address the amoralist approach I would be seeing it from Bernard Williams’ perspective. However, for a person who acts morally this means living a good life and I would be approaching the argument as to why we should act morally from the perspective of Kantian Ethics and also touching on the perspective of Plato as well. In my opinion, Kantian Ethics is a better approach as I think it gives a reasonable argument for why a person should act morally as Kant believes it is out of duty, but the duty of acting morally is out of our free will, it’s our responsibility to know what is right or wrong.
       However, before approaching the argument from the perspectives of Williams and the perspective of Kantian Ethics, I’m going to look at Plato’s idea as to why we should act morally. As according to Plato, by acting morally this is the way to a good life and to have a good life you have to be moral and have a balanced soul, so meaning the only way to have a good life is to act in a way that’s moral. To be moral, you must be rational. So, for Plato ‘rationality requires self-interested action’[footnoteRef:1]. Plato believed that rationality and morality’s apparent clash is ‘simply a conflict between one's perceived self-interest and justice’[footnoteRef:2]. An example of the clash between self-interest and Justice would be when John Newton, the author of ‘Amazing Grace’, was a slave trader, but eventually quit due to being so disgusted by the way the slaves were being treated. In a way, it would have been in Newton’s self-interest to not quit as it was a job that earnt him money, but then again the job was unjust due to the inhumane and disrespectful treatment of slaves, however Newton didn’t realise the severity of the injustice and the cruelty of the trading of slaves, until becoming a captain of a slave trader ship, but once realising he quit, but from Plato’s point of view, he acted morally as he gave them their freedom from ownership as he went on to abolish slavery in later years. However, to think realistically, I think he acted out of self-interest as he didn’t want to feel bad for treating other people so disrespectfully and with such injustice. So, the example is where the conflict between self-interest and justice is apparent as this example outlined either do what is right for you, so act out of self-interest, or act in a way that’s moral and is in the interest of everyone else, but also there’s a sense of morality with rational thinking as he thought rationally to make a moral decision to quit his profession as a captain of a slave trader and eventually go on to abolish slavery.[footnoteRef:3]  [1:  S, Wein, Plato’s moral psychology, < https://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Anci/AnciWein.htm> (accessed 11th October 2019).]  [2: S, Wein. (accessed on 11th October 2019)
]  [3:  D. Streater. ‘John Newton and slavery’, cross way issue, 1992 <http://archive.churchsociety.org/crossway > (accessed on 11th October 2019)
] 

             Another point Plato makes is that people only act badly out of ignorance and, also people only act badly as they don’t realise it’s in their own self-interest to act morally. So, an example of this would be if a child stole a toy from a shop, but never got told that it’s wrong to do that, then that child would grow up to think it’s acceptable to steal, which in this instance, they would grow up to become a thief. This would be down to ignorance as that person from a young age has never been told that it’s wrong to steal, so they acted badly out of ignorance. However, in contrast to this if the child stole and got told that it is wrong to steal, but purposely acted badly, and continued to do so as they grew up and become a thief, then  Plato would say that person that acted badly didn’t realise it was in their own self-interest to act morally and own up and take responsibility for what they have done as it would be better for their self-interest to own up, or stop stealing as this would make them feel better as they would be living an honest life, other than continuously stealing and worrying if they have been seen or if they will be caught. 
             From Plato’s perspective, he would think that there can be an argument provided for why a person should act morally, as he thinks to be moral, is to simply act rationally and it is in our own self-interest to act morally. However, from an amoralist approach, which is someone not moved by moral considerations, there cannot be a rational argument provided for why a person should act morally. As an amoralist is like being colour blind; being colour blind is not being able to recognise some colours, however rather than not being able to recognise colours, an amoralist cannot recognise morals. So, if an amoralist cannot recognise morals, then an argument for why a person should act morally cannot be provided as due to the lack of recognition for morals the argument would be irrelevant to an amoralist.
       To follow on, Bernard Williams, in his book of Morality an introduction to Ethics, explains an amoralist in a way in which they have no concern for other people’s feelings or the concern of others, so Williams uses the comparison of the amoralist with a psychopath as Williams mentions that by ‘arguing him [psychopath] into morality is surely idiotic’[footnoteRef:4] , basically Williams is suggesting that a person without concern for others are in a way a psychopath as there would be ‘no basis of morality or rationality’[footnoteRef:5], due to the lack of moral considerations and the unmoral way of thinking of things. However, Williams suggests that ‘more moral citizens would be amoral if they could get away with it, or if they were not too frightened, or if they were not passively conditioned by society’. Basically, morality is something conditioned by society around us, so we have moral rules to know what is right or wrong and for Williams more people would choose to be an amoralist if it was seen as a good thing within society, but due to laws and rules people are scared to go against those rules.  [4:   B. Williams, Morality an introduction to Ethics (penguin books,1972) p.24]  [5:  Williams, Morality an introduction to Ethics, P.24] 

           However, Williams does come up of a different way as what morality is as he also argues that if an amoralist does feel a concern for a specific person then it’s a chance for the person, who acts as an amoralist, to achieve morality. As they may not act morally majority of the time, but there’s a time where they act morally and put someone’s interests above theirs. Williams uses the example of a Gangster in a film to explain the possibility of an amoralist  having morality, as a Gangster in a film cares for specific people, so could be a wife, children, his mother, but then that Gangster has no remorse or show concern for someone’s feelings  when murdering a person, so here Williams is picturing a reasonable argument for why a person should act morally as them acting morally is down to caring for specific people. Williams also says ‘he was not a man without morality, but a man with a peculiar one’[footnoteRef:6], so this quote can sum up the idea of the Gangster can be moral as his ‘particular’ morality is not for the concern of others he doesn’t regard as having a fundamental importance to him, but rather his particular morality is defined when caring and showing concern for specific people. [6:  Williams, Morality an introduction to Ethics, P.19] 

            From Kantian Ethics perspective, I think an argument can be provided for why a person should act morally as Kant says it’s out of duty. Kantian ethics is a duty-based system of ethics, but also known as the deontological theory. So, Kant mentions that ‘the rightness or wrongness of actions does not depend on their consequences, but on whether they fulfil our duty’[footnoteRef:7]. Basically, our actions don’t dictate whether we are moral, but whether we did our duty of being moral.  Also, Kant believed there was a ‘supreme principle of morality’[footnoteRef:8], which is known as the categorical imperative, so an example of this is that you should not lie. Categorical imperative is universal, meaning it’s always applied to everyone and in all places, so Kant implies that acting morally is universal. The categorical imperative is an unconditional demand, so not based on achieving a particular end and it determines our moral duty. Furthermore, Kant says acting out of duty is the morally right thing to do, but if a person acts out of compassion then it’s morally wrong as morality extracts from you, so it’s your duty, but if it’s out of care it’s morally wrong, so it has to be motivated by duty. So, it’s dutiful to act morally, however, to act out of duty is to act in our own free will as we have to choose what is right or wrong. Kant explains that it’s the freedom of will that make us act out of duty, which then leads us to act morally as, according to Kant, morality requires freedom of will, but if we are casually determined then there’s no need for moral rules as our actions must be the result of an uncaused cause. So, if we determine what is right or wrong then we have free will. According to Kant, we must have a sense of free will to be held morally responsible, we must be able to choose from what’s right and wrong. [7:  E, Anscombe, Kantian Ethics, < https://www.csus.edu/indiv> (accessed on 12th October 2019)]  [8:  E, Anscombe, Kantian Ethics <https://www.csus.edu/indiv/> (accessed on 12th October 2019)] 

        Furthermore, from Aristotle’s view, acting morally is down to being virtuous and having a good upbringing, but Kant believed that irrespective of upbringing, you are still a rational being, so you can still determine what is right or wrong. An example of choosing what is right or wrong would be giving back a wallet someone has just dropped, so for a virtuous person, they would immediately give it back, without thinking of keeping it, but for Kant the person would be tempted to keep the wallet as it would be in their interest to do so as they could spend the money, but comes to reason and does the right thing.
[bookmark: _GoBack]        To conclude on whether an argument can be provided for why a person should act morally, I think that after addressing the perspectives of Bernard Williams with the idea of an amoralist, Plato’s idea of why we should act morally and from the outlook of Kantian ethics, I think there’s a reasonable argument as to why a person should act morally in the Kantian ethics as it’s more realistic and applies to everyone. As Kant says there are temptations and that these don’t make you morally bad as long as if we think rationally and act out of duty and not out of compassion, then you are morally good. Also, since Kantian ethics is universal, it can be applied to everyone, in all places, at all times.
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