Are moral judgements anything more than an expression of cultural norms?
It is argued by many that an individual’s moral framework is dependent upon the culture they are from, the main shaping of one’s moral framework as they develop comes from their surrounded culture. It is inevitable due to the fact that when a person is surrounded by a culture and society that believes certain things, these morals will imprint upon that person also. Thus meaning that right and wrong is then relative to the agents moral framework, for example, a vegan will not eat meat however most would not mind a meat-eater eating meat in front of them. In this case, it is more of a situation where you can apply ‘each to their own’ as in that culture, both are acceptable. However though, if somebody within our culture had claimed to have killed a puppy, that would be considered completely unacceptable by the culture as a whole. In his book, Metaethics: An Introduction, Andrew Fisher explains; 
“A moral framework is a set of rules telling us how to react in different situations generated by the values, standards and principles we hold… Moral frameworks are generated by the values, standards and principles we hold and consequently they will be dependent on the contexts in which people find themselves. For instance, if we were brought up by secular, liberal parents we might have a rule allowing abortion whereas we were brought up by Catholic parents we would not have such a rule.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Fisher, A. (2011). Metaethics (e-book) An Introduction. Durham: Acumen, p.112.] 

Therefore, moral judgements do depend on the culture one is in, as different cultures would have different views, for example in China, it is regarded as a norm to eat a cat as part of a meal, however within most societies, this would be deeply unacceptable. Fisher also goes on to explain that no moral framework is more ‘correct’ than another. Culture A would have no right to tell Culture B that what they are doing is incorrect, as Culture B may think that what Culture A believes is wrong, thus meaning that we could never come to a conclusion as to who is ‘more correct’ since both cultures would be bias of their own beliefs. So, who is to say who is wrong and who is correct? Sumner argues;
“The "right" way is the way which the ancestors used and which has been handed down. The tradition is its own warrant. It is not held subject to verification by experience. The notion of right is in the folkways. It is not outside of them, of independent origin, and brought to test them. In the folkways, whatever is, is right…. When we come to the folkways we are at the end of our analysis.”[footnoteRef:2] [2: 2Fisher, A. (2011). Metaethics (e-book) An Introduction. Durham: Acumen, p.112.] 

				
Williams argued that ‘Relativism is possibly the most absurd view to have been advanced in moral Philosophy’[footnoteRef:3]. However, Fisher explains that Agent Realism may be correct when considering numerous examples. He sets three examples of which we are to question as to whether the action was right and wrong. Fisher’s second example discussed the book signing of celebrity Leona Lewis in 2009, during the signing in London an individual was able to push through the crowd and assault her by hitting her in the head. Was this person morally wrong? Although in our culture, we would regard any kind of assault as wrong, this person was severely suffering from mental illness, thus meaning  [3:  Fisher, A. (2011). Metaethics (e-book) An Introduction. Durham: Acumen, p.111] 
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that he was not completely aware of his moral considerations. Though if this was committed by someone else, it would be regarded as morally wrong. “If a normally functioning adult punched someone in the head then we would have no hesitation in judging that what they did was morally wrong.”[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Fisher, A. (2011). Metaethics (e-book) An Introduction. Durham: Acumen, p.114	] 

Fisher furthers this by explaining that if we consider the agent’s whom is carrying out the action’s mental capacity before deciding whether it is right or wrong, then it cannot be said that a specific kind of action is wrong without taking everything into consideration before deciding so.  Agent relativism is telling us that before judging whether an action is right or wrong, we should look at their moral framework. That moral framework should be crucial when taking into consideration whether the action was right or wrong, as one persons moral framework may view that action as correct due to the moral framework they have built from their culture’s norms, however another person in a completely different culture with a different moral framework may have a different opinion on the action. Yet, we cannot decide which person is ‘more correct’ as discussed before, no one has the right to question the other cultures norms, when your own cultures norms could be considered wrong to another. 
There are two reasons as to why we do things, these are internal reasons, and external reasons. Internal reasons are the things that matter and are priority to you. They are that particular agent’s personal desires. For example, if you were to get a car, you would get it for internal reasons. You consider things like whether you would be better off getting a cheaper car, or getting a flashier car and risking going into debt. External reasons however, they are external to the agent.  Like the values of the world, they are what are considered right and wrong. The external reasons link to the cultural norms and moral framework of the person. Williams however, argues that there are no such things as external reasons, only internal. If you are hungry, then the hunger drives you, that is your reason to eat food. There are no external reasons to that. Gilbert Hormann also explained that if what defines right and wrong is reason, then if there’s no reason, why would we do it? For example, in Hitler’s time we could have given him reasons not to do as he did, though he would not accept them. If nothing says that his actions are wrong within his own moral framework, then saying ‘you ought not to do this’ would make to no difference to his decision making. 
It is no argument that everybody has their own moral framework dependent on their culture, but Bentham explains that there are some things that are just good to human being, like pleasure. It is dependent on an individual’s psychology, though, as different people find that different things are pleasurable. Many argue however that of course you can have your own moral framework, but can you ever know your true views until you have had experience to do with those views? One may have the view that everyone has their own right to have ownership of a gun, however your mind may change after experiencing a shooting. It is possible that you may have a favourite food, however once it has made you unwell once, you will not want to eat it again, thus meaning your taste has changed, so your moral framework too has changed.
 A persons moral framework could have numerous inconsistencies, many people disagree with animal cruelty however still purchase and eat meat. It is also possible for people to accept new values, yet still hold many old values. A clash within culture suggests both inconsistent moral 
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framework, but also inconsistencies within cultures. An individual’s moral framework can tell them that what they are doing is correct, however it is not up to anybody else to tell them that it is incorrect. This is cultural relativism, no one has the right that to tell another that their view is wrong due to their own personally built moral framework.
There are also believed to be both motivating reasons and normative reasons as to why people do the things they do. Motivating reasons are what motivate people to act how they do, similar to internal reasons. Normative, slightly similar to external reasons are the reasons somebody has to act. This is not linked to psychological states, however these reasons may be due to the culture one is within. Normative reasons cause many to question whether there really are external reasons after all, or if they are meaningless. External meaning what is considered right and wrong, means a person will act according what they believe is right, normative reasons suggest that a person only acts how they have to in that situation, and not because of what is considered to be right or wrong.
Bernard Williams explains that if you are up every single night drinking alcohol, and someone tells you it is bad; you respond that you do not care, and you will have to die someday anyway. However eventually, your own child tells you that the drinking is upsetting them – then you choose to stop. Williams concludes that something has to appeal to you in order for you to do something about it. For example, if you had a roommate of whom refused to wash their dishes, they can be pushed into doing them if you decide to put their dirty dishes in their bedroom. Thus meaning that a person can have a reason to do something even if it does not tie in with their own personal moral framework. 
During the majority of the time, to have a reason to do something is normally a reason that would benefit yourself, even if it is partly an expression of cultural norms; so, is it actually possible for someone to have a reason to do something without it applying to their own moral framework? Williams believes that the only true reasons are internal reasons. It is asked, why would we ever choose to do something outside of our own moral framework? However many would respond to this with the belief that even if you do not agree with existing cultural norms, you will still express them due to conform to those norm. Thus meaning that you are doing something outside your personal beliefs and moral framework, even though it can be viewed as an expression of cultural norms. 
Shafar – Landeau argued moral reason and its defence; he explains that we are able have normative reasons of which are proved by our deliberation. He believes that it is possible that we have things we should or should not do of which are beyond our moral framework. A strong example of this would be the case of Miss Shy, whom went to a party she was invited to simple because she did not want to be rude. This is an external reason, as going out and socialising were outside her moral framework, however she did end up enjoying. This led to a shift in her moral framework. Thus concluding that even though it did not fit her moral framework, she did have a reason to go without her realising. It is possible though, that her framework was incorrect. She had the reasons to go to the party all along, however she did not realise or was unware of them.
In conclusion, James Rachels uses the example of Eskimos in order to portray this difference in cultures in regards to infantcide, and what some believe to be right and others believe to be wrong. Rachels wrote;
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“(1) The Eskimos see nothing wrong in infanticide, whereas Americans believes infanticide is immoral. (2) Therefore, infanticide is neither objectively right nor objectively wrong. It is merely a matter of opinion, which varies from culture to culture.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Rachels, S. and Rachels, J. (n.d.). The elements of moral philosophy. p.chapter 2.] 

Rachels also continues to explain that opinions from culture to culture are different, no opinion is ‘correct’ and no opinion can be regarded as truly ‘wrong’,
“(1) Different cultures have different moral codes. (2) Therefore, there is no objective “truth” in morality. Right and wrong are only matters of opinion, and opinions vary from culture to culture.”[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Rachels, S. and Rachels, J. (n.d.). The elements of moral philosophy. p.chapter 2.] 

Therefore it is possible that the roots of a persons moral judgements are from their culture, due to the fact that the majority of people would agree with their own culture’s ways, and disagree with the beliefs of a culture they are unfamiliar with. Thus meaning it could be argued that when a person is voicing their own opinion or belief, they are just simply expressing what their cultural norms have pushed and influenced them to believe.

[bookmark: _GoBack](Total words-2,081)



























Bibliography
Online Sources
  Fisher, A. (2011). Metaethics (e-book) An Introduction. Durham: Acumen,
  Rachels, J. (n.d.). The Challenge of Cultural Relativism. [online] Available at: http://rintintin.colorado.edu/~vancecd/phil1100/Rachels1.pdf [Accessed 15 Jan. 2018].

Material Sources
Rachels, S. and Rachels, J. (n.d.). The elements of moral philosophy. 

