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During the age of ‘The Ancient World’ all the way through to the age of the ‘Contemporary Philosophy,’ ‘Moral Philosophy’ has been held at the greatest importance as its stresses the necessity of finding value of what is: right and wrong, good and evil, crime and justice, vice and virtue. These enquires of conduct have been brought about through discourse and systematizing ideas with the ultimate goal of understanding ‘how one should live.’ One of the most popular debates in understanding the motivations of our actions throughout the world has been between ‘Psychological Egoism’ and ‘Altruism.’ One way to define ‘Psychological Egoism’ is in relation to ‘Ethical Egoism’ and ‘Rational Egoism.’ Ethical egoism is the  ethical position that people ‘ought’ to act in their own self-interest. It differs here from Psychological Egoism, which states that people can ‘only’ act in the interest of one's self. Whereas Rational egoism is the theory that our actions are rational if it its only focused on the maximization of one's own self-interest, distinct from psychological egoism again, which stresses people are motivated only to act in their own self-interest. One way to define altruism is as it is the principle that human beings can give care for others whilst being selfless at the same time. In this essay, when introducing Psychological Egoism and Altruism, I will speak briefly of the history of both fields to give and outline of what brought about their philosophy and what they entail. While in explaining each field, I will then use examples to get at the core ideas they present. I am going to focus solely on Psychological Egoism and Altruism rather than focus on bringing in Rational and Ethical Egoism, and not to focus on the fundamental flaws of either field,  for example the circular argument in Psychological Egoism (desires leads to satisfaction, satisfaction leads to desires) but rather how Psychological Egoism and Altruism reflect upon one another and how this shows weaknesses in both arguments. Furthermore, In light of this conflict the reflection brings i will demonstrate how it gives strength to other philosophical fields like ‘Emotivism’, which demonstrates that our actions are motivated by emotions rather than self-interest and selfless concern for the wellbeing of others. To conclude the essay, I will then show how all these insights cause conflict and lose grounding, presenting an argument for if morality even exists.

Psychological egoisms roots can be seen to go back to ‘The Ancient Times’ with philosophers such as the ‘Epicureans’, which have held that all human behaviour, noticeably from childhood to old age, is motivated by maximizing one's pleasure. Epicurean likewise asserted that not just even the everyday actions are innately rooted in maximising one's pleasure but that all other behaviours, including virtuous, honourable and altruistic acts are to increase the wellbeing of one's self. In modern philosophy, philosophers such as Jeremy Bentham can been seen to have an accordance with the Epicureans as he stated that ‘’human actions are governed by a desire to increase pleasure and decrease pain.’' Today, in ‘Contemporary Philosophy’, Psychological egoism is the theory that humans are only motivated by selfishness and self-interest, even in regard to acts of Altruism. It states that, when actions of those who choose to help others, they do so ultimately due to the personal rewards that they expect to get in return. A good analogy for the tension between both theories is that of a solider jumping on a hand grenade to save others. For the altruists this would be seen as a good example because this act demonstrates how a person can have the intention for others wellbeing, whilst with the absence of one's own, (due to the soldiers sacrifice of one's life). However, the psychological egoist would state that with closer inspection, it shows us that the soldiers heroic act is none other than for his own satisfaction; satisfaction through recognition of one's own sense of self. The psychological egoist continues stating that the soldiers act has motivation of legacy tracing from it (being remembered as person of significance and symbol of decency) and it is that intention of legacy causing it to only on the surface look like a selfless act for which it can then be viewed as altruistically. Another example to present the collision between the two arguments would be, how a mother who could care for her own sick child, even if the consequences of caring for the child would result in the mother suffering for ten years, knowingly that the child would only have 1 month to live. Here, the altruist would clear point out that, what possible self-interest could be found in a mother who loses her health and endures such chronic pain and suffering for the protection of her sick child, for the child only to pass in one month from which she has to further more endure the suffering and grief of her loss. Although a striking and convincing point the for the altruists, the psychological egoism would respond with how it is in the mothers self-interest because as a consequence of the mothers care giving, she will be seen to withhold a certain reputation ( status of ‘a good mother’) in the eyes of an other, whether it be friends, family and loved ones, which would in effect bring about relief and self-satisfaction.

Altruism roots can be seen to go back to the ancient times, but most predominantly recognized in the late 1700’s with philosophers such as Auguste Comte. Comte was motivated by the horrors of the French revolution to formulate the doctrine of positivism, leading a new social doctrine built upon the sciences. He was known as the first philosopher of science and the man who had coined the word ‘Altruism’ for opposition towards ‘Egoism’, which stood for ‘other people’. A good example for the altruist's argument would be, there is a person walking down a park and sees is a kid drowning in the lake. The person jumps in and gets the kid to safety, even though it risks the person's life in the process. Here, Altruists would argue that the act of the person putting himself into a position where he could lose his life for the concern of an others wellbeing and happiness, clearly expresses a cost to their own quality of life; pleasure, time, and probability of survival and reproduction. And not only a cost to their own life but without the expectation of anything in return, whether it be status, fame, self-gratification. As we know, the psychological egoist would interject her and respond with the underpinning ideas of legacy and reputation to other people. However, the altruists would respond saying, it's not about the intrinsic rewards you get from after the behaviour that are driving the motivation to act, it’s the intention and feeling you have in the instance of the moment. It is in that moment of seeing harm's way come to another and then acting on it out of impulse is a clear representation of Altruism and not Psychological Egoism. As the impulse to save another It is not connected to any intrinsic rewards of self-gratification or even thoughts or fame or legacy.

In reflection to the conflicting arguments of Psychological Egoism and Altruism, another field of philosophy becomes apparent. Which is Emotivism. Emotivism suggests that it is our emotions that are the signifier of moral conduct and not propositional ideas like altruism and egoism. This is taking into account and pointed out by how the mother's emotions of desire to protect the child and her feelings of grief if the child suffers, are at hand here, regardless of egoic rewards or self-sacrificing intentions. Additionally, the mother's actions may have been motivated by other emotions like anger, fear, love or even the hatred of injustice. Making it seem rather sort sighted to only focus on ideas of self-interest and benevolence for an other. Furthermore, Emotivism begins to break down Psychological Egoisms account, as it argues that the motivations of self-interest would be pointless unless the person had other motivations as well. For example, if you are thirsty, it is in your interest to drink. But thirst is a desire who object is drinking, and not your interests. Self-interest here is then seen to be different, a kind of second order desire, who's objective is to satisfy the first order desires, like thirst, which also creates motivation to us directly. And there are some first order desires for things separate from oneself. For example, if you donate money and food to the homeless, your motivations are that you don’t want other people to be suffer from hunger, not that your motivation is that you want satisfaction of your desires for other people not to starve. You could possible feel good for donating and potentially bad if you do not, but as due to you already acknowledging there is a reason to donate, it presents that the feelings do not explain the motive, but rather the motivation explains the feelings. The final example I will use to show how Emotivism can bring weaknesses to Psychological Egoisms argument is that, how a person denies a vaccination of a virus during and epidemic, from being afraid of needles, and shortly after contracts the virus. Here, the Psychological Egoist would state the person acted out of self-interest as he was satisfied his fear of needles, however, the Emotivist responds on how the Psychological Egoist only considers the influence of momentarily desires on choice. Stating that if an act is to be considered self-interested it must take into account all one's interests, future ones and present ones. And as the person refused the vaccination fulfilling his momentarily desires it was not in the persons self-interest as he in the end contracts a virus.

To conclude, on the one hand, Psychological Egoism does put forward a good argument for the how a person can in return gain self-recognition in a seemingly selfless motivated act, through ‘status’ and in the eyes of an ‘other’. However, it losses grounding when brought into reflection upon Emotivism and Altruism. Emotivism, due to how it only considers present desire choices and other emotions like love and anger towards injustice can be motivating factors. Altruism, due to how our impulses at a given situation of heroism, doesn’t incorporate ideas of legacy and self-satisfaction, but rather they are untainted motivations of selfless actions towards another without any other factor making them impure. So, in sum, I agree that our actions can be motivated by other factors other than self-interest, whether it may be acts of selflessness or actions brought forward from a range of emotions. Finally, in light of the tension between these ethical positions, its important to stress that whether morality even exists or perhaps it is just one's own emotions that are take charge in motivation our actions. 



