Can an argument be provided for why a person should act morally?
Yes. An argument can be provided for why people should act morally and it is called utilitarianism. In this essay I will be talking about how utilitarianism is a moral system for how to make decisions in society. 
Utilitarianism is a moral system that can persuade people to act morally by appealing to their reason and self-interest. It is based on two principles: consequentialism and the hedonic principle. Consequentialism is the idea that the moral worth of an action is determined by the consequences it entails. And the hedonic principle is the idea that people should do what is pleasurable to them. When faced with the decision on whether to divert a carriage that is set to kill five people on one set of tracks or to kill only one person on another set of tracks we are faced with a moral dilemma. Most people consider it morally wrong to do actions that eventually lead to someone’s death, but when doing nothing leads to more people dying, then they feel a responsibility to save more lives. The above example assumes that each person on the tracks is of equal worth to each other. By that I mean of equal worth to society and the happiness of people around them. The example would not work if the one person was a doctor and the other five murdering psychopaths. Utilitarianism says it is morally acceptable to kill the one to save the five. When the five people go home and greet their families after their traumatic near-death experience we can safely say more people are happy than if only one person had survived.
Suppose a hospital can only afford one of two expensive treatments for its patients. One treatment is for a very common and potentially fatal illness. The other for a rare disease that is also potentially fatal. The right thing to do is save as many lives as possible. It is no-one’s fault that some people contract rare tropical diseases. But when thousands of people will die if the right medical facilities are not available, it becomes incumbent on medical boards to save the people they know will be coming to them next year round. Now try to imagine a different situation where a doctor has six patients. One patient’s health is deteriorating rapidly and will be dead sometime in the next month. The other five patients will die sometime between a day and a weeks’ time. It just so happens that if the first patient dies then their organs can be harvested and used to save the lives of the other five patients. Suppose the first patient is dying of the rare disease we talked about in the first example then our doctor might feel he has just as much a right to end this patients’ life early as the medical board has a right not to invest in the treatment that will save this persons’ life. And the utilitarian would agree with him. If we accept that there is not much of a moral difference between the two choices then utilitarianism could be useful in convincing the doctor to do the right thing. It would do this by saying that it would be wrong to deny the five patients the rest of their lives of happiness just for the enjoyment one patient would get over a month in a hospital bed. We should make the decision, says the utilitarian, whose consequences entails the greatest amount of happiness.
Utilitarianism is also useful when making trivial decisions, like whether to spend money to buy each of your friends a small present or spend it on one good present for one friend. It is not obvious which is best. If you buy each of your friends a small present, then they may forget about it in a weeks’ time. But if you buy a pair of expensive golf clubs for a friend who loves golf, they may use it for years and get more pleasure out of them than all your other friends combined. Some people have expensive tastes, but if they get immense pleasure from satisfying their tastes, or not doing so causes them great emotional pain, then according to utilitarianism the world would be a better place if they got what they wanted while as a consequence other people did without basic necessities. Normally people would say you should be fair to all of your friends and buy them a present each but as we have shown that may have consequences of less happiness overall. Hence utilitarianism can give a person reasons to act morally. But suppose we take the argument to an extreme and buy a very expensive car for a man who already owns three very expensive cars. We will also assume that he desperately wants a fourth car. For whatever reason he is in agonies about only having three cars and would be in immense joy were he to have a fourth car. The money it would cost to satisfy his needs could go to providing brick houses to people living in huts. But if they are the sort of people who are happy with what they have got and whose spirits are not much raised by improved living accommodations then the money should be put to better use. According to utilitarianism the man who wants a fourth expensive car should get what he wants because there will be more happiness in the world as a consequence. One might argue there is no utility in building houses for poor people if it does not make them happy.
[bookmark: _Hlk497263170]Going back to the example of the six dying patients. Gertrude Elizabeth Margaret Anscombe is a famous philosopher who once said that any moral theory that says it is okay to kill an innocent person is morally corrupt.1 To counter this argument I would say that if you know that someone is near the end of their life, you are not going to deprive them of much happiness by ending their life sooner. If anything, people are normally happy when they find out they have made others happy.
In conclusion, the arguments utilitarianism offers are useful because they appeal to people’s desire for pleasure, their want to minimize pain, and their need to plan for the best possible future for themselves and the people around them.
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