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

’But only instances of our Makers’ care and love both of the individual and the species, and proofs that He intended we should be instruments of good to each other, as well as that we should be so to ourselves’. 
(Butler, 1866, V1, p.31 Land1990)

While studying most of the different interpretations of Philosophical Morality, most will attempt to give a reason why we should act morally, what intrinsically separates them are ‘why’ we do so.  This essay will be exploring three completely different interpretations philosophically ‘why we as people should act morally’ looking at the framework of each argument, not only to see if they can adequately answer the question, but which one gives the best reason to do so.
T
his essay will be looking at both Egoism, utilitarianism and Moral realism.
The argument will show which one gives the best explanation with both reason logic, to answer the question of why it is we should act morally, and to show which philosophical concept conclusively holds up to scrutiny.  The investigation into these moralistic interpretations will fundamentally show if they hold up both practically politically and for what Plato called the highest virtue ‘Justice’ which is both implied individually as well as in cultural communities (Plato no date).  The palpable conclusion to my argument will be ‘are morals absolute or open to interpretation’ and does this paradox make any important decision to best answer the above question 

Before carrying out a systematic inquiry into the differences of Egoism utilitarianism and Moral realism, to conclude which one best answers the question to why a person should act morally, it would be beneficial to first understand the theory behind all three philosophies and to contextually understand not only the foundations to which they stand, but how each discipline explains how morality works both individually and socially.
The essay with look to examine these theories before making an argument to which one best achieves the purpose of the study.

Egoism is an expressive or a normative position. Psychological egoism makes the ultimate claim that each person is motivated by one aim: his or her own welfare. Normative forms of egoism make assertions about what a person should do, rather than explain what one does do. Ethical egoism asserts morally one should perform some moral action if it’s in my best self-interest. Rational egoism claims that I ought to produce some good action, and because, performing that action increases my self-interest (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (2019).

All interpretations of egoism require explication of “self-interest” which in reality does away with true morality.  Egoism is the actions that only fulfil self-interest, Egoism puts morality in the category of desires, and these only account to self-interest whether the action is moral or not. Hedonism, which decides self-interest with the desire and only pleasure, so pleasure then is controlled by your desires
Psychological egoism makes the claim that every person has but one aim in life: his/her own self-interest or importance. This gives the perfect excuse to take actions that sometimes fails to achieve self-interests (Stanford University, 2019).
When one unravels the true concept of egoism, it’s clearly apparent that one’s own action is done only for one’s own self. Now a person can still act morally in an action but only to make themselves feel better, is that true morality?  Is this a good enough reason to why a person should act morally, while the action to the individual may have been beneficial to them thus moral, but does it answer the question? It appears to fail in one aspect, because selfish action’s although some may produce moral acts are not moral at the inception, or is it individually, the action may be moral but the person is not.

Utilitarianism is one of the most influential moral theories. Like other forms of consequentialism, its main idea is that whether actions are morally right or wrong depends on their effects, it is only the effects of the actions that are relevant, and whether they are good or bad, it is the results that they produce that matters. A vital point in this philosophical theory concerns the distinction between a person’s actions and types of actions. Utilitarian’s focus on the effects of individual actions like torturing for example. Utilitarian’s focus on the effects of types of actions rather than the inception of the action, (such as killing or stealing).

Utilitarian’s also believe that the purpose of morality is to make life better by increasing the amount of good things, such as pleasure and happiness, by decreasing the amount of bad and evil things, such as pain and unhappiness. They reject moral codes rules and traditions, or orders given by Kings Leaders or Gods. Instead, utilitarian’s think that what makes a morality be true or justifiable is its positive contribution to humankind, the means is irrelevant only the contribution it makes is what counts, the greater good (Nathanson nodate).

Moral realism confirms that there are moral facts that exist outside of the individual and are absolute in nature, realism as a discipline confirms that facts exist and that they are independent from human thought, and that moral laws are independent of human proposition, or human thought or human concept, they are true and they exist eternally and they stay the same eternally (O. Brink 1989).

But what makes Moral realism answer the question to why a person should act morally better and more convincingly than both egoism and Utilitarianism?  Before this question can be conclusively answered, the lesson in Fyodor Dostoyevsky’s book ‘’Crime and punishment’’ would be a perfect example to show why. Although it’s a work of fiction, the example made in the book goes a long way in discrediting Utilitarianism, so it has credibility in this argument. The book  is an emotional examination of the poor student called Raskolnikov, who uses a form of Utilitarianism morality to achieve his goals, by using evil means to achieve what he thinks are morally good ends, this concept of his, leads him to murder someone. At first this seems to produces good moral ends, however later Raskolnikov suffers extreme guilt that eventually destroys his soul. This may not answer the above question conclusively however it goes a long way to why a person should act morally all the time and not just for the action of self-interest or the Utilitarianism form of morality which the book goes a long way to expose its fallacy  (Dostoyevsky1866).
According to Dostoyevsky (2014), the Study of this book offers a great breakdown into philosophical morality, Rasholnikov thought like a Utilitarian by thinking the perfect murder he was to commit would undoubtedly improve not only his self, which at first glance seems to imply an egoistic action, but a deeper examination shows he is using utilitarian ethics to achieve what he believes is the prefect murder to not only improve his life but so many others around him, the loan shark made the lives of the community in which he lived miserable so he reasoned with himself that the murder of this female loan shark would not only make the lives of so many people happier but that he would be ridden the world of what he thought was an evil person. So although the people of his community’s lives improved, he did not achieve his goal of moral satisfaction or happiness, the book is an intense evaluation of utilitarian’s conscience, and his conscience condemns him, he is overcome with regret and riddled with guilt that it destroys any hope of him ever achieving any form of happiness, the guilt eventually destroys his life, it’s what Dostoyevsky described as destroying very his soul, and he lived a very unhappy and tragic life because of what he did, this give credence to what moral realism confirms, and that doing wrong is a fact unchanging.  It is however an absolute wrong, a fact that exists outside of one’s self and is independent of culture education or society.  The study of this classic psychological study of the conscience goes a long way to expose the philosophy of Utilitarianism (Dostoyevsky 2014). 
According to Harding, (2008), one of the most critical arguments against philosophical egoism is self-sacrificing acts of morality. In this case a soldier jumping on an incoming grenade to save his platoon is a perfect illustration. This happened recently in Afghanistan, the marine in question called Lance Corporal Mathew Croucher during a covert patrol to inspect a Taliban bomb factory, the marine unwittingly walked through a wire trap that set off a grenade understanding it would potentially kill his comrades, the marine jumped on top of the grenade knowing this could cost him his life.   This act of heroism where he attempted to shield his fellow soldiers at the expense of killing himself illustrates perfectly the incompetence of egoism and how it fails to answer certain acts of morality (Harding, 2008).  
The debate between egoism and moralism started to become a subject of contention again the during the seventieth century, especially with Bishop Joseph Butlers criticism of Tomas Hobbs who he thought was influencing society with his egoistic ethics, which he attributed to the decline of the people’s faith in Christian ethics and believed it was having deleterious effects on the decline of civil morality. In Butlers mind Hobbs influence encouraged England to stray from what he called the divine design, Butler saw the philosophical view of Egoism as detrimentally dangerous to the moral fabric of English society (Lang, 2014).
Joseph Butler illustrates how in nature there is a moral system which is guided by conscious he applies that denying morality you would essentially be denying your very nature as a moral code of good which he attributes to the proof in the existence of god.  He says there are different parts to human nature that are arranged hierarchy, as Butler believes it is not rules and systems that compels a person to act morally but it already intrinsically exists in your conscious for what he called the word of god.  Butler viewed conscious as the divine authority of human nature and by disregarding this you are disregarding yourself.  He believed that people who disregarded his conscious would fall into depression. So he attributed to being right with your conscious, for example doing the right thing is what will ultimately make a person happy.  He fused the both together, he believed happiness could not be obtained without being morally good thus following your conscious.  So to answer the above question why as people we should act morally Butler illustrates clearly that you can never truly be happy if you fail to do so (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2019).
In conclusion, as illustrated by Dostoyevsky’s book Crime and Punishment the psychology of his Character Rasholnikov struggles with his guilt which eventually destroys his very soul, Dostoyevsky seems to destroy the concept of utilitarianism and really does argue in favor of moral realism, because moral realism confirms to a moral standard that exists outside of one’s self or culture and society, it is what Joseph Butler referred to as your conscience the words of God, if you are not right with your conscience it will condemn you, thus being completely unable to be happy with one’s self.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Egoism seems to fail when it simple cannot account for sacrificial act of morality, like the Marine ricking his own life to save his fellow comrade. So in hindsight the above question can only be best answered ‘to why it is a person should act morally though the philosophical concept of moral realism.  Because Like Butler said the only way to be right with one’s self is to act morally to be directed by your conscience so that it will not condemn you or riddle you with guilt like in Dostoyevsky’s book crime and punishment, one cannot truly be happy unless one commits to living a moral life, and Joseph Butler linked morality to one’s happiness. The reason why moral realism bests answer the above question is?  It is simply morally the right thing to do with the law of nature or the divine, and thus making you right with your soul your conscience…
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