Are our moral actions anything more than examples of enlightened self-interest?
Here I will argue that, although moral actions can seem to be driven by self-interest, this is not a true reflection of morality. This will be explored with conditional and psychological egoism, using Virtue Ethics as a judge of what makes actions moral. 
When discussing moral actions, it is important to be certain of what exactly this means. In Virtue Ethics the moral action is that which will ultimately lead to human flourishing-eudaimonia. Using this criterion, moral actions would be those which develop good character and are done purely because this is the right thing to do based on the virtues. [1] Enlightened self-interest is the acting with awareness that serving the public interest will ultimately benefit the individual. [2] 
First, with Conditional egoism as Adam Smith describes it, the actions are not moral actions; they are taken based on the advantageous effects to the agent, rather than that it is the right thing to do. For example, a baker baking bread does benefit society and its individuals but, it does not seem that this is the motive of the baker when baking the bread. They do so knowing it will be serving their own self-interest (in this case making a profit) as a primary goal, and whether society benefits from this does not concern them. [3] So by baking the bread motivated by monetary gain, the virtues are not cultivated, moral character is not developed, and the baker does not become closer to fulfilling eudaimonia. From this it seems that although baking bread may be an act of enlightened self-interest, it is not a moral action. 
Now consider a case where a baker sells bread at a price allowing them enough profit to continue making bread, and does so with the aim of ensuring everyone has enough bread. By acting in this way, they gain respect from the community, but their motivation for acting lies in that it is the right and most virtuous thing to do. It is when actions are with such motivations that they are moral, even though they can also have self-serving effects. This remains true when the action is taken, and the agent is aware that there will be effects that are advantageous to them because it is only if the self-interest served is the motivation for the action that the action is not moral. 
If the action serves the agent, but they act with a virtuous motive, the action is moral. One can be aware that their action is advantageous to them, but it is only when that becomes the reason for them taking the action rather than a pleasant effect that it is no longer a moral action. For example, I may jump in the pond to rescue a child, and though I am aware that I will receive respect for doing so, this is not the motivation for me to do so, rather that it was just because it was the most virtuous thing to do. However, had I jumped in the pond to save them merely motivated by the knowledge that I would be rewarded, this would not be a moral action. This demonstrates a distinction between motives which determines whether the action, whether enlightened self-interest or not, is moral.
An opposition to this argument is that in acting in accordance with the virtues is ultimately grounded in wanting to achieve eudaimonia. Based on the argument above, as eudaimonia could be conceived as the selfish motive for acting virtuously, one must ask if an action is taken in accordance with the virtues can be considered moral? This perspective strengthens the view of psychological egoism: “maintaining that people always act in their own self-interest.” [4] This is illustrated with the example of Hobbes giving money to a beggar. When asked about how it seemed to contradict his egoist theory, he replied that he was helping the beggar for selfish reasons such as ensuring if he were in such a situation it would be in a society where he would be supported. This demonstrates how acting in a seemingly selfless, virtuous way can always be traced back to a self-serving motive. 
Furthermore, the argument that under Conditional egoism no acts are moral due to the motive of profit, could be argued to be a false assumption. As society exists, people have very little choice but to live within its constraints, and that includes needing money. Although acting to gain money is acting in self-interest, it seems wrong to equate one baker who sells his bread at an affordable price that allows him to live a comfortable life to another who sells his bread at extortionate prices, so he gains while those around him struggle. In this example the motive for both is profit, but it is coherent to say the first baker is acting morally whereas the second is not.
To defend my argument, it is necessary to mention the mistaken claim that acting in a way that will achieve eudaimonia is grounded in self-interest. Although eudaimonia is the perfect state for a person to reach, this is not the motive for acting virtuously. [5] To truly reach a state of flourishing, the agent must act purely out of virtue, not to achieve eudaimonia. Hobbes in giving money to the beggar acted with a selfish motive, the same would not be true of a virtuous person whose action would therefore be considered moral. 
There is a valid distinction between the bakers in the last example: the latter was acting unfairly, therefore their actions were immoral, whereas the former conducts business fairly, despite profit still being a motive. Here is where morality is a matter of degree rather than a binary issue: the second baker is more moral than the first, because his motive less selfish, but as is true for all business, there is always a motive to some extent grounded in self-interest. To clarify, imagine a charity baking bread for the homeless; here the motive is to help others rather than to make a profit. 
To conclude, actions can be both moral and acts of enlightened self-interest, but not all acts of enlightened self-interest are moral. If the agent’s action is an act of enlightened self-interest and it is motivated by the self-benefiting consequences rather than by what is virtuous, then the action is not moral. A moral action is one driven by virtue, whether it has results in the individuals’ self-interest or is to the individuals’ disadvantage, showing how moral actions are not all examples of enlightened self-interest.
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