Can a Person Make a Genuine Moral Judgement
And Not Be Motivated by It?

Here I will firstly provide a brief defence for Moral Realism - this is what I feel provides the infallible foundation for the argument.  Secondly, I will explain what Internalism is, and how Realism helps with and provides a logical argument for it. I will then explain, how under my considerations, that it would then be impossible to make a genuine moral judgement and to not be motivated by it.  This, I argue, is what constitutes a genuine moral judgement, as opposed to a moral observation. The logical progression from Moral Realism to Internal Moral Motivation is undeniable, and is a true reflection of my position as an ‘Internalism Realist’.
	A defence for Moral Realism can be attributed to a mode or process of elimination; once we take other accounts of morality into consideration, they are incredibly fallible once pitted against the evidence for an objective moral framework. Emotivists will claim that any moral judgement is simply an expression of one’s feelings towards the world and is in no way representative of the world itself, or of any truth about the world. Andrew Fisher explores emotivism in Metaethics: An Introduction, and details the importance of the correspondence theory of truth whereby a Moral Truth, should it exist, seems to be apparent when it corresponds to a matter of fact, or a true statement about the world or moral action: “…the view that there is a property of truth that judgements have if they correspond with the world”[footnoteRef:1].  In discussing ethical issues, our everyday language suggests that we do correspond a moral truth to matters of fact, in such instances as learning of the murder of innocent people; we correspond the truth (that it is an immoral, or morally wrong act) to the fact of the matter (that lives have been lost in a cruel, unprovoked, and unnecessary way).  Emotivists, Fisher claims, would encounter a problem when trying to relate a moral judgement to any matters of fact, as they would typically need to reject Relativism by arguing that moral statements and judgements hold no truth.  “There may then be a dilemma for the emotivist: if they want to avoid relativism then they have to abandon moral truth; if they want to account for moral truth then they are relativists.”[footnoteRef:2]  Relativism is equally as fallible as emotivism for different reasons: more often than not a moral truth for relativists will be based on a coherence theory of truth, where one belief about a truth will support and justify a belief about another truth.  It is essentially a closed system that is problematic for the reason that each one of those truths could be negated, yet the coherent system would still hold truth value.  This form of morality would work well if we never needed to address or converse with people outside of a particular culture which held these values, yet we find ourselves immersed in multi-cultural societies more and more with global links being established more easily now than ever before.  Relativism becomes something of a troublesome notion when trying to account for a whole host of cultures trying to live harmoniously with each other, and is also highlighted in this context as being a form of subjectivism.  Subjectivism fails as soon as we realise that making a moral judgement about anything or anyone else is a way of exclaiming that we disagree with a particular form of morality, and that we seem to wish for some sort of convergence in our moral views.  This convergence cannot arise from a subjectivist position, as we would then have to accept that other subjectively held accounts of morality would be equally as viable, and therefore moral disagreements would be nothing more than an expression of beliefs or desires that would not trump any other.  So, in conclusion, this prerequisite argument rests on the fact that moral truths do exist, and that they must be found outside of the individual moral agent; they are however, once discovered, something that the moral agent can then direct their beliefs toward. [1:  Fisher., A. (2011). Metaethics: An Introduction. Durham: Acumen. p.36]  [2:  Ibid., p.36] 

	Simply by making a moral judgement, we imply the existence of an objective moral framework, especially as we cannot conceivably accept a notoriety of subjectively held, or culturally relative moral positions.  It takes us beyond individually or culturally held beliefs or desires, and will ultimately lead to moral disagreements.  Disagreements of this kind are not a negative issue – moral disagreements lead to moral progress.  If we no longer feel as a society that it is right to hit children, or right to enslave other human beings for our own ends, it is due to a revision of our ethical codes and conduct which is arguably the most indicative factor of an objective moral framework.  If we are progressing in our moral attitudes, we must be progressing towards something outside of ourselves, and our own individual beliefs.  In progressing our moral attitudes, we also bring about a change of moral disposition.  If we learn as a child that cats and dogs do not enjoy, and rather dislike it when their tails are constantly pulled and tortured, our disposition towards behaving in this manner will change (albeit possibly dependent on a certain level of maturity – perhaps an important factor in being able to recognise the objective moral framework), and will in turn induce a change in moral behaviour.  This is a rather simplified example of how moral progress works, even on much larger scales.  It would seem rather strange to have adopted an alternative moral view, and yet continue to exercise our previous and somewhat flawed moral beliefs.  Even subjective and culturally relative moral frameworks are subject to moral progress and they evolve, therefore we can argue that moral progress is also an objective truth.
	Making a moral judgement is expressing an opinion about the truth of how the world should be.  This also envelops the notion that things in the world can be different – this is what allows us to see the difference between good and bad, and not simply to accept immoral outcomes, or harmful consequences of moral action as an end; our perception of morality is simply a means to an end discoverable to us through our experiences of the world and morality.  It is important to remember that despite the fact that we can express a subjective belief about a moral truth, the truth itself is not a subjective one. We are continually using our subjective experiences to discover something that lies outside of our cognition, although it is through our cognition that we discover the moral truths of the world.
	If moral judgements have any connection to moral motivation (which moral progress, and subsequently a change in moral conduct indicates), we must consider in which ways this could be the case.  Externalists believe that moral motivation lies outside of an individual’s moral judgement.  It is dependent on whether the agent’s beliefs and desires are also in-line with their judgement as to whether they feel and/or express any motivation presented by their instance of moral judgement. “…the externalist would say, for example, that if I judge that it is right to give money to charity then only if I have a desire to give money to charity will I be motivated to do so”[footnoteRef:3].  I have two issues with this: firstly, I have argued that there is an objective morality which lies outside of the individual, and this cannot be comprised of subjectively held beliefs or desires – they are simply directed at the moral truth once discovered.  Secondly, for an individual agent to decide whether their beliefs or desires correspond to matters of fact enough for the moral motivation of a judgement to prevail, is unintelligible according to the same argument.  This subjective element negates the objective reality from a Realist’s position, and makes the connection between judgement and motivation a contingent one, rather than a necessary one. [3:  Fisher., A. (2011). Metaethics: An Introduction. Durham: Acumen. p.129] 

In opposition to externalism, stands internalism; it finds moral motivation inherent within a moral judgement, and that “as a conceptual necessity, moral judgements motivate; the internalist believes it is conceptually impossible to make a genuine moral judgement and yet fail to be motivated”[footnoteRef:4]. Fisher highlights the fact that with the internalists’ claim that genuine moral judgements necessarily motivate, there are no counter-examples to ‘making a genuine moral judgement and being motivated by them’ – the reason for this is that if there is no necessary connection between judgement and motivation, it fails to be a genuine moral judgement. Despite the fact that emotivists claim that moral judgements do not relate to any truth about the world, they may only be a small step away from Russ Shafer-Landau’s argument for moral objectivism and its necessary connection to motivation.  He writes about genuine moral judgements[footnoteRef:5]: “They have this power because, at their core, what they do is express the very things that cause us to act – our desires, cares, commitments, and emotions… Our moral judgements express our feelings, and our feelings are our basic motivations.”[footnoteRef:6] As I have discussed, the discovery of objective morality lies outside of our beliefs and desires, but is something at which we can direct them once discovered. The reason for this is discussed in Fisher’s exploration of the Humean Account of Motivation: “A belief that there is a man on the roof can be characterized as a description that there is a man on the roof… [Descriptions] are sensitive to what the world is like but the belief itself does not try to change the world in any way. For example, if I believe that my bike has two inflated tyres and I find out that one is flat, my belief will change”[footnoteRef:7]. This emphasises the fragility of our beliefs, especially if we wish to direct them toward the world in some way. Our beliefs can always be manipulated by matters of fact, and therefore cannot be held as concrete justifications for a framework of morality[footnoteRef:8]. I would also have to disagree with David Hume’s Motivational Argument – especially with the second, and the so-called irrefutable fourth premise, as detailed by Shafer-Landau[footnoteRef:9]. I would have to assume the Kantian position in rejecting the second premise (Beliefs are never able, all by themselves, to motivate those who hold them). Kant believed that “the good will involves only our reason, and not our desires or emotions”[footnoteRef:10]. The only belief we are required to hold in this instance is a belief that our reason will construct our deontological approach, and this will in turn, motivate us to exercise our good will. The fourth premise (If moral judgements are not beliefs, then they can’t be true) must be revised in accordance with my argument; I do not claim that moral judgements are beliefs, but simply partially comprised of them. Moral judgements are not beliefs alone, and they needn’t be believed for them to be objectively true. My revision would be as follows: ‘Moral judgements can be beliefs, therefore they can be true. Therefore, moral judgements can be true.’ [4:  Fisher., A. (2011). Metaethics: An Introduction. Durham: Acumen, p.129]  [5:  By this I mean them to be judgements necessarily connected to motivation.]  [6:  Shafer-Landau, R. (2015). The fundamentals of ethics. 3rd ed. New York: Oxford University Press, p.335]  [7:  Fisher., A. (2011). Metaethics: An Introduction. Durham: Acumen, p.134]  [8:  There are accounts of a weaker form of internalism, that Fisher attributes to Michael Smith for one – this weaker form states that a genuine moral judgement is made, necessarily connected to moral motivation, yet due to some circumstance the motivation is not exercised. This could be due to a physical or psychological impairment on the agent’s part. Even though they may be internalists, and their beliefs and desires are now directed at ‘the good moral action’, they are motivated, yet unable to display their motivation for reasons outside of their control. I will avoid this weaker form for purpose of this argument, but do not at all deny its plausibility.]  [9:  The argument is as follows:
Moral judgements are able, all by themselves, to motivate those who make them.
Beliefs are never able, all by themselves, to motivate those who hold them.
Therefore, moral judgements are not beliefs.
If moral judgements are not beliefs, then they can’t be true.
Therefore, moral judgements can’t be true.
(Shafer-Landau, R. (2015). The fundamentals of ethics. 3rd ed. New York: Oxford University Press, p.336)
]  [10:  Shafer-Landau, R. (2015). The fundamentals of ethics. 3rd ed. New York: Oxford University Press, p.337] 

	We might consider why a belief can be true, enough to support the notion of moral judgements being true. Evaluative beliefs, as Shafer-Landau writes, are those beliefs that differentiate between good and bad, or right and wrong. That is to say that we are aware of these differences in moral application before directing our beliefs at ‘the good’ or ‘the right’. These beliefs could include such things as believing that murdering children is bad or wrong, and that nurturing them is good or right.  If we treat all moral judgements as evaluative beliefs, and adopt the position stated above – that moral judgements can be beliefs (evaluative or otherwise), therefore they can be true – then we are on our way to adding further weight to the argument for objective moral truths.  These evaluative beliefs are the kinds of beliefs that necessarily motivate, as we consider Kant’s argument - for our capacity to reason to be our morally objective ‘playing field’ – this also serves to make the argument for moral objectivity and its ability to necessarily motivate us, furthermore coherent.
My argument can be concluded by understanding the development, from Moral Realism by eliminating subjective, relative, and emotive (or non-existent) frameworks as an accurate possibility, to understanding that due to the fact that externalism is founded on the precedence of particular beliefs and desires, it seems far less plausible than the internalist position, and finally to acknowledging the fact that genuine moral judgements necessarily motivate us due to the fact that they are partly comprised of evaluative beliefs which can motivate us all by themselves. Without a motivational element, it would not be a genuine moral judgement, but more akin to an emotivist proclaiming a moral position that would be understood to not relate to the world or to any matter of true fact.
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