


Can a person make a genuine moral judgement and not be motivated by it?

[bookmark: _GoBack]Cognitivists believe that all moral statements are an expression of a belief about the world.[footnoteRef:1] As far as cognitivists are concerned there are two views: first is the internalist position in which moral motivations are seen as internal to a moral judgement. Second is the externalist position in which the extent that we are motivated is dependent on whether we care about the moral judgment. This, however, does leave open the possibility that someone could make a moral judgment but not really care. This is Humean position. [1:  Andrew Fisher, Metaethics an Introduction (Durham: Acumen Publishers, 2011), E Book, p. 138] 

Internalists believe that one cannot make a genuine moral judgement without being objectively, morally motivated by it. So, for them, any genuine moral judgement follows a universal moral compass, meaning one cannot make a genuine moral judgement without a genuine moral motivation behind it.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Fisher, p. 129] 

In contrast, the externalist believes that people can have genuine moral opinions however they do not need to have a genuine moral desire to fulfill that morality. They could act against the opinion, e.g. they might believe that wearing furs is wrong but they could be in a very cold situation and wearing furs in that situation is an option and they choose to do so out of a desire to be warm; and that desire includes that it is necessary to wear furs in that situation. Thus, they have a genuine moral opinion which is that killing animals for fur is wrong, but they recognise that wearing fur in certain situations is morally justified.
An externalist could go against their own moral decision whilst still recognising that they are going against something that they believe to be the morally right thing. The internalist might believe that, regardless of the situation, you cannot wear fur to keep yourself warm or else you are going against your own moral opinions. This may be summarised as: ‘the internalist thinks that the link between moral judgement and motivation is necessary while the externalist thinks the link is contingent.’[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Fisher, p. 129] 

Fisher claims that the debate regarding internalism and externalism is not about the truth of the judgement, but is simply a debate that is concerned with the connection between moral judgements and motivation.[footnoteRef:4] This suggests that it does not matter whether those judgements are genuine or not and is, rather, all about the link between a genuine moral judgement and whether that motivates us to behave morally or not. But if philosophers are not interested in whether a judgement is genuine or not then the internalist’s position hangs on whether a person’s moral decisions are genuine or true. It is very problematic to say that it is irrelevant whether a genuine moral judgement is important and ‘[demonstrates] that false moral claims can motivate [but] does not advance the debate.’[footnoteRef:5] But if someone suggests that this whole debate is about genuine truth and another person says there is no point in talking about truth here, if part of the main debate for internalism is about how truth always motivates us, then we have to introduce falsehood into the debate and it does help the debate. [4:  Fisher, p. 130]  [5:  Fisher, p. 130] 

Michael Smith argues that internalism gets our moral psychology right. He attempts to show that there is something that both the Internalists and externalists agree on, and then he wants to show how only one position can correctly explain it, this being his way of undermining externalism. ‘“The striking fact”’ he says, is ‘the contingent empirical claim that a “change in motivations follows reliably in the wake of a change in moral judgement.”’[footnoteRef:6] I do not agree that this follows reliably. He perhaps just assumes that this change in motivation that follows is reliable. He goes on to give the example of someone who, judging it right to vote for the Republicans would automatically do so, but if they changed their minds would vote for the Democrats. This argument assumes that the link between judgement and motivation is a necessary one, but I do not think it is. I believe it is contingent in the sense that we are not moral arbiters of an objective moral truth that defines what a good person is and about which we all agree. It assumes that we all think ‘good people will agree, will not contradict each other, or change their minds. This does not reflect real life. For example, as children, whatever we see and experience we assume to be the truth. As we learn language, and understand what learning is, the idea that what you see is the case, what you feel is the case and what you feel about what you see is the case, is still an overriding principle. But later, as we grow up, our judgement of these situations can completely change. Through our own experience we see it, experience it and judge it in a different way. It all changes. So therefore, most people throughout their lives make assertions about what is right for them, and for other people. But because we cannot see into some objective moral reality, it becomes a guessing game about what we think is best for others. Truth? It is not an exact science so there cannot be an exact judgement.  [6:  Michael Smith, The Moral Problem (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994), p. 71, in Fisher, 2011, p. 131] 

Internalists choose to look at moral psychology as a neat relationship between judgement and motivation. Whilst there is a link, it is not a necessary one. Smith thinks externalists are driven by the desire to do the general right thing, but this is what Smith calls “a fetish or moral vice.”[footnoteRef:7] Fisher explains this as ‘someone who is driven by a general non-specific desire to do the right thing’.[footnoteRef:8] As a result of this, we should adopt internalism. [7:  Smith, 1994, p. 75, in Fisher, p. 133]  [8:  Fisher, p. 133] 

I agree with Fisher’s critique of Smith – people do have a general desire to do what is right. However, in the case of the example used by Fisher, formulated by Halvard Lillehammer, of the father who turns in his son[footnoteRef:9] there is a further problem in that the law is being used to define what the right thing is. This assumes that the law follows what the right things is to do, yet at the same time it points out that if the father does go through with the right thing it is not a position that relies on an expression of an internal belief about the world. The law is created out of other people’s moral beliefs and these people cannot know of every situation which may occur and then be liable to the law they created. So if the people who created the law were put in the exact same position as the father to the homicidal son, then their moral desires and beliefs could be at odds with one another. This is because the law attempts to be a moral arbiter for many types of situations but cannot fully cover every possibility. So when put in the position of the father and the son, those who have made law may become indecisive when faced with such a situation. Thus the law cannot be relied upon as a moral arbiter. [9:  Fisher, p. 133] 

According to the Humean Beliefs are necessary, desires are sufficient. Desires inject ‘dynamism’ into beliefs. But there is no necessary link between beliefs and desires – they are two different and distinct mental states. So the agent who is not motivated might not have the ‘relevant’ desire.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Fisher, pp. 134-135] 

Take the example of addiction. People generally have a desire to carry on living but they can be addicted to many different things that would not fulfill that desire. For example, if someone is addicted to cigarettes and they have a desire to carry on living, and have a belief that they should live healthily, then they ought to stop smoking. However, due to their addiction, and thus their desire to smoke cigarettes, this goes against living healthily, this goes against the possibilities of all the bad things that could happen to you if you decided to carry on smoking cigarettes. There is a motivation in both areas: wanting to live a long time, to be healthy, and also a motivation to want to relieve the addiction and smoke cigarettes. People will have moments when they quit smoking, going against their desire, and they may have a desire to both smoke and not smoke at the same time. So they stop, but depending on the situation (out drinking with friends in the evening for example) the present situation changes their desire from not smoking to wanting to smoke. Therefore they can have a desire that forks off in two different directions; they can choose to go with either desire within space of a few moments. They can desire both at same time. 
According to the Humean account you can only be motivated to do one thing if you have the appropriate desire and motivation to do that thing, whereas I believe an agent can have multiple motivations and desires and have appropriate and inappropriate belief systems and desires about the same motivation. Therefore, there can be a mismatch of all these different things. People are often all over the place; there can be a belief in something with no appropriately related desire for it, yet at the same time they can have a desire that is inappropriately related to their beliefs and motivations. For example, someone might run an anti-smoking campaign, does not want their kids to smoke, would like to give up smoking, and thinks it’s a bad thing, but they smoke. Or, an evangelical Christian may think that many things that are generally desired relating to sexual pleasure for example, are things that should not be desired. It is possible to have a belief system that goes against everything you are naturally motivated to do and to be. Your motivations and desires may go against your belief system. This way of understanding motivations misses out on the complexity of lived experience. Fear can motivate. Desires and motivations may be ruled over by fear, by a belief system such as religion that makes people fearful of their own motives. We may have an overarching belief system that negates all the things we desire.
Ultimately, it impossible for someone to make a moral judgment and not be motivated by it. But they may not be aware that it is a genuine moral judgement. This position links most closely to a Humean, cognitivist perspective that rejects internalism and embraces externalism. Moral judgements are an attempt to express beliefs about the world but because beliefs do not necessarily need to be accompanied by desires then a genuine moral judgement may or may not be accompanied by a desire for that judgement. Therefore, I believe that people can make genuine moral judgements and may or may not be motivated by them. [footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Fisher, p. 138] 
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