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| _"How Not to Argue for
Motlvatlonal Internahsm1

\ -Damelle Bromwzch

" Meta-ethics is fraught with seemingly intractable disagreements. Yet,
3_':those workmg on problems in moral motivation seem to have reached

_motxvatlonal internalism. This might seem like progtess, but in what i
? follows Turge you not to celebrate it as such. .

Motwat:onal internalism is the thesis that, roughly speakmg, necES'-
Sar_lly, if I smcerely judge that “I morally ought to g”, then I will be
otivated to tp The moral judgement in question can be either 2 nor-
cogmtive or a cognitive ]udgement But, either way, this rough charac-
enzatlon of the thes1s is generally thought to be 1mplau51ble becaqu

a,:non-defeaﬁble one. Non-defeasible motivational internalism can-
net_ accommodate the litany of everyday examples of agents who seem
capable of makmg sincere first-person moral judgements while remain-
118_:.ur}§noved by such judgements, nor can it accommodate a cogni
tivist theory of moral judgements given the widely accepted Humean
eory of motivation. The Humean theory of motivation tells us that
cogmtlve mdgement could motivate action without the assistance of
a Conceptually mdependent desire. In light of these problems, it is gen-
ally: agreed that arguing for a non-defeasible version of the thesis is -
how not to argue for motlvatlonal internalism, which leaves defeamb!e
Vanenal internalism as the favoured formulation. o
My;jgoal mthis chapter isto cast doubt on this agreement My focus is. §

lining various features and. fcrmulatlons m the second sectlon When:

road agreement on at least one issue, and that is how not to argue for |

i tmutxvanonal mternalism and so in the first section | explaln';_' ! 5 :
ttractive about this seemmgly problematic thesis, before oot }
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 the problems with cognitivist motivational internalism are laid bare, the

- motivation for defending a defeasible conceptual connection between
" cognitive moral judgement and motivation becomes vividly apparent. 1
- outline these motivations and Michael Smith'’s particular defence of this
thesis in Section 4.3, before problematizing this formulation. The upshot
- of this critical analysis is not entirely negative, however, because in the
final section I argue that the problems with both the defeasible formula-

- tion and current non-defeasible formulations are instructive in helping
" us to see how cognitivist motivational internalism should be argued for,

~ in addition to seeing that defeasible cognitivist motivational internalism

is how not to defend this important meta-ethical thesis.

| '4 2 Why cogmt“nst motivational mtemahsm"

; Roughly speakmg, cogmt1v1st motlvatxonal mternahsm is the thesis -
that necessarily, if I believe that “I morally ought to ¢", then I will be
motivated to ¢. This thesis has its roots in commonsense morality: we
- are pre-theoretically disposed to think that first-person moral judge-
ments are both truth-apt beliefs about an objective moral state of affairs
| and the kinds of states that motivate those who sincerely make them.
- The following example illustrates our pre-theoretical commitment
- to the cognitivist and motivational aspects of morality. Suppose that
- while out shopping I notice an affluent-looking woman stumble and
spill the contents of her purse. Several passers-by stop to assist her, but
she tersely shoos them away, informing them that she is quite capable
of looking after herself, Several people who have stopped to help look
slightly taken aback, but I notice one of them pocketing the phone that
fell out of her purse. I look around for other witnesses, but I appear to be
the only one who has noticed this. What, if anything, should 1 do?
Suppose that I tell you what I witnessed. I try to shrug off the inci-
dent by noting that such a rude woman deserves to be taught a lesson,
“adding that, by the looks of it, it is not as if she cannot afford another
- Phone anyway. Then I confess that I do not want to do anything about
- itbecause 1 hate causing a scene. Suppose you look at me with disdain
-and say that, regardless of how rude or indeed wealthy the woman is,
_the passer-by should not have stolen her phone What 1 ought to do, you
= 535’: is report the thief. -
| Intuxt:vely we think that, if 1 am genumely engaged in hgurmg out

: ..f‘What T'ought to do, as opposed to ﬁgunng out what [ want to do, I will

'be attentive to morally salient reasons for action. The followmg three
assumphans make this mtumon stralghtforward}y mtelhglble' (i} there '."*_f
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isa correct answer to the question: “What should I do?”; (ii) there is 2
' .correct answer because there are moral facts about the matter; and (iii)
-~ we can get the answer right because we have epistemic access to these

“facts. The practice of thinking and even arguing about moral matters

~ seems to require that moral ]udgements be truth -apt beliefs about an. -
ob]ectlve state of affairs. ER
. “Now, suppose that you convince me that I ought to report the incr- 3
dent. I form the moral judgement: “I morally ought to report the thief” .
. However, after weighing the reasons and making the moral judgement,
. suppose I say, “Well, with that problem off my mind, I'm off home!"
~ - Surprised, you would probably ask me, “Aren’t you going to report the.
o '_'thxef first?” Now, suppose that I reply, “Look, I believe that I morally
L _Oughtfo report the thief, I just don’t see why that gives me any motive
f for doing so.” This, it is fair to assume, would puzzle you. After all, you -
- have convinced me that I morally ought to report the thief and we tend
LYo think that the test of whether someone really judges an action tobe .-
S morally right or to be done is whether that person is motivated todoit.
oy So what could I mean when I say, “I believe that I morally ought to report
;_;'-‘t ‘but you haven’t given me any motive for domg s0”? The moral 1udg€'. 5
_ment is, by itself, the motive.- :
‘:-:?f()u’r pre~theoretxcal moral intuitions suggest a commltment to cogni-
tivist motivational internalism. However, this thesis is in tension witha
'dcmmantly held philosophical psychology known as the Humean theory
& .motlvatmn The Humean theory of motivation tells us that beliefs can-
.‘,not Inotlvate actlon alone, it tells us that beliefs cannot motivate action
-'mthout the assistance of a “conceptually independent desire” (Sayte
‘McCord, 1997: 56) that is “neither entailed by the presence of, nor par-
b 'tiaily constitutive of, any belief” (Van Roojen, 1995: 37-38).2 So, while
__cogmmnst motivational internalism tells us that moral cognition entails
-7'~_-.motrvati0n the Humean theory of motivation tells us that moral cogni-
--npn could not entail motivation because beliefs are motivationally inert.
‘ -f:-'Our pre -theoretical moral commitments — to cognitivism and practi-
: callty ~ are in tension with this widely held and intuitive philosophical
j‘?-psychology So, we seem to be commltted to the following mconﬁstent
set of pmposntmm a -

o Moral judgements are behefs about an objective state of affairs.

2 Moxal judgements are ‘motivationally efficacious. | S |
*3. No belief is motxvatxonally efficacious unless accompanied by a cen* o
ééptually mdependent desire that is neither entalled by the presence_.f: ¥
of, nor pamallycanstxtutive of any behef SRR St
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‘Michael Smith (1994) — who famously formulates a weaker version of
this puzzle called “The Moral Problem” - refers to this as the central

| organizing problem in meta-ethics. The problem is that, while the first

- proposition tells us that a moral judgement is a belief, and the second
-~ tells us that a moral judgement is necessarily motivationaily efficacious,
- the third proposition tells us that the motivation must come in the
form of a desire, The propositions taken together entail a necessary con-
~ nection between belief and desire that the third proposition denies.
- The tension with the Humean theory of motivation is not the only
~ problem. Cognitivist motivational internalism also seems to fly in the
* face of ordinary moral experience. There are both everyday and scien-
- tifically informed examples of agents who seem to be adept at mak-
ing first-person (cognitive) moral judgements but who are completely
unmoved by the judgements in question.* Consider, for instance, the
- psychopath who knows that torture is wrong but does not care. It is
~ plausible to assume that psychopathy is a condition that renders one
capable of being left motivationally cold by one’s sincere first-person
- moral judgements. The problem, as David Brink points out, is that

“the amoralist certainly seems conceivable.... We can imagine someone
+ who regards what we take to be moral demands as moral demands -
- and not simply conventional moral demands - and yet remains

unmoved. (Brink, 1989: 48) '

Apathy is just as problematic as amoralism. Consider, for example, the
widow who remembers the promise she made to her dying husband: she
promised that she would celebrate his life with a raucous wake. However,
in her grief, she is completely unmoved by her moral judgement that “I
morally ought to keep the promise | made my dying husband.”

Lust, anger, grief, clinical depression and other mental illnesses seem
to be the kinds of emotions or conditions that are capable of rendering
us motivationally unresponsive to our sincere first-person moral judge-
‘ments. Michael Stocker claims that:

" Through spiritual or physical tiredness, through accidie, through
- weakness of body, through illness, through general apathy, through
. despair, through inability to concentrate, through a feeling of useless-
~ - ness or futility, and so on, one may feel less and less motivated to seek
- - what is good. One’s lessened desire need not signal, much less be the
_ > product of, the fact that, or one’s belief that, there is less good to be
. ‘obtained or produced... Indeed, a frequent added defect of being in
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-~ such “depre.ésions is that one sees all the good to be won or saved and
-one. lacks the W111 mterest, desire or strength (Stocker 1979: 744)

. .Stocker goes on to clalm that an adequate moral psychology must
- acknowledge that our moods and interests sometimes enable us to be
- “attracted to the (believed) bad” and yet not “attracted to the (believed) |
- good” (Stocker, 1979: 741). However, it does not appear as if cognitivist
' -motivational internalism is a plausible moral psychology, given that it

- cannot accommodate these kinds of motivational failures.

Cws 80, ‘cognitivist motivational mtemahsm is “a sort of Holy Grail of

;-_“meta»ethlcs (Noggle, 1997 88) in that |

[']t offers us all we ever wanted from morahty The mternahst claim
. gives morahty the psychologlcal ‘oomph’ it needs to motivate action
by itself, rather than having to hitch [a] motivational ride on pre-or
non-moral motives. The realist thesis makes morality what it seems
to be:a dlscourse about facts — moral facts — which we can discover,
 about wknch we can dxsagree and of which we can often convince
each other (Noggle, 1997 88)

" )However whde 1t is an important and intuitive ethu:al thesis, it is also
. a deeply problematxc thesis, given its direct tension with the widely
< accepted Humean theory of motivation and failure to accommuodate
phenomena from our ordmary moral expenence -

30 Cogmtwnst motivatmnal mtemahsm
feannes and formulahons S

The Iabel mtemahsm:-;.xs-fused hberally in ethics. Stephen Darwall |

, femarks that “the range of positions labelled internalist is bewilderingly
o !arge, and only infrequently- are important distinctions kept clear”

_(Darwall 1992: 155), and Rachel Cohen points out that “Irlecent writers .
define the term ‘internalism’ and its partner, ‘externalism’in...a variety ~ |
of aveﬂappmgyet 1ncompat1ble ways” (Cohen, 1993: 266). Now, whileit - -
is not necessary to provide a comprehensive taxonomy of ethical inter-
nalism, it is necessary to get clear on what cognitivism motivational -
intemalism is and the vanety of ways in which it can be formulated

ough “HI‘REIY tha _ any interpretatmn of intemahsm wﬂl be ‘
i €ve j y party to debates about moral motlvation o
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e has claimed, our interpretations should be guided at least in part by
s what central figures in the debate have claimed. (Brink, 1997; 8)

L W:th thls in mind, 1 take there to be five features and three formula-
*tions of the thesis.
- The first two features of cognitivist motivational internalism concern
- the cognitive moral judgement itself. First, cognitivist motivational
‘internalism is a thesis about the motivational efficacy of first-person
cognitive moral judgements. As Antti Kauppinen astutely points out,
gettmg to “I morally ought to ¢” :

from ‘It is morally wrong not to ¢’ may not seem like a long leap (the
former is plausibly entailed by the latter), but insofar as these are dis-.

' tinct psychological states, there is a possibility of failure here, which
internalism need not deny (Kauppinen, 2008: 1 fn. 1)

Second the first-person cognitive moral judgement is not just any
judgement, but rather it is a sincere one (cf. Hare, 1952).

The next three features of the thesis concern the connection between
cognitive moral judgement and moral motivation. Third, the connec-
tion between sincere first-person cognitive moral judgement and moti-
vation is a necessary one. It is “not merely a contingent matter that
people have motives to do what they think or sincerely say they should”
(Darwall, 1992: 155). However, as Christian Miller points out, this nec-
essary connection is compatible with “the source of the agent’s motiva-
tion being something other than her moral judgment” (Miller, 2008a:

~ 234).5 The necessary connection does little, then, to differentiate (cog-
nitivist) motivational internalism from its contrast thesis, motwanonal
_' extemahsm After all, as Nick Zangwill points out,

f‘_MotivationaI Extemalism” is the view that moral judgements have

- no motivational efficacy in themselves, and that when they motivate
us, the source of motivation lies outside the moral )udgement ina
. separate desne. (Zangwill 2003: 143) Lo :

' The fourth mark does clearly distmgmsh the theses I-‘ourth when-_ '

between sincere first-person moral belief and motwahon isa necessary‘.

vation is mtemal to or bmlt in. to moral behef 6. Let s call this fourth.

. the cognitivist motivational internalist claims that the connection

’mze, sheis usually claiming that there is a necessary conceptual connec- o
hen_ between moral judgement and motivation. This means that moti-
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- distinguishing mark the internalist intuition.’ Finally, cognitivist moti-
~vational internalism is a thesis about the motivational efficacy of moral - |
* ' judgements, but it is not a thesis about the strength of that motivation. -
.. The point is that moral beliefs motivate; the point is not that that moti-

vation is necessarily decisive. : :

.+ Cognitivist motivational internalism is the thesis, then, that nec-
o essarily,‘if I sincerely believe that “I morally ought to ¢,” then I'will
o be motlvated to cp where that motwat:on arises solely from that behef o
G Cogmtmst motlvatxonal internalism can be formulated in three
e __.strengths The strongest version of this motivational thesis is decisive
* . cognitivist motivational internalism. It tells us that necessarily, if one
o "smcerely believes that “I morally ought to ¢,” then one will ¢ (unless
- prevented by some external force) and that that decisive motivation
- ... will arise solely from the belief itself. On this version, there is a nec-
_essary conceptual connection between a sincere first-person cogmtwe g
I fmoral |udgement and action. R
- .. It is worth noting that deastve cogmtmst motivational mternahsm |
A is generally consxdered to be an implausible version of the thesis. It is
: not clear that this version of the thesis is psychologically plausible. The
‘-’mqtlvauon, which. is built-in to all cognitive moral judgements, sup-
- posedly: overrides all other possible competing motivations. But the
- strength of deasma cogmmnst motivational internalism flies in the face
f}everyday moral experience: it seems all too common that one’s sin-
 cere moral ‘motives are overridden by competing considerations. What
--‘__morahty requires of usis often hard and we frequently buckle under the
ressure. It-is also not clear that by denying that moral motivation is
:;:'{deasxve one is forced to accept a version of the motivational thesis that
lacks moral plaus1bﬂ1ty After all, if we think back to the example with
which | we started, then we can see that what is puzzling is not the fact
- that t the sub;ect in question fails to report the thief; it is rather that the
subject fails to be motivated to report the thief.

:The trad:tmnal version of this motivational thesis is classic cogth—'- '
ist mctivational mtemahsm It tells us. that necessarily, if one sincerely
believes. that “q morally ought to q,” then one is motivated to ¢ and that
motivation will arise solely from the belief itself and, if all else is equal,
one w11! 4 On this version, there is'a necessary conceptual connection
between a sincere. ﬁrst—person cogmtlve moral judgement and defeasi- :

thh ome, but not. necessanly ovemdmg, motlvauon to

E’_ci'.:mm;inn._‘.'l'}:mt is, if one sincerely believes that “I morally ought :
'  motivation, which is built in to this moral judgement, |
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. If all things are equal — that is, if this defeasible motivation is not
- defeated - then one will .
- The weakest version of this motivational thesxs is defeasible cognitivist
- motivational internalism. It tells us that necessarily, if one believes that
- “I morally ought to ¢” and if all else is equal, then one will be moti-

- vated to ¢ and, if all else is equal, one will g. On this version, there isa
. defeasible necessary conceptual connection between a cognitive moral

judgement and defeasible motivation. That is, if one believes that “I
morally ought to ¢” and if all else is equal, then one has some, but not
- necessarily overriding, motivation to g. If all things are equal again -
- that is, if this defeasible motivation is not defeated — then one will ¢. It
is not entirely clear that the motivation in question is built in to or is
. internal to the moral ]udgement in questlon I will return to this point
o -presently | -
’ 4 4 How should cogmtnnst motivational internalism
_be defended? -

The challenge is to defend a version of cognitivist motivational inter-
‘nalism that is both morally and psychologically plausible. The motiva-
tion for favouring a defeasible formulation of the thesis should be clear:
anon-defeasible formulation seems to be unable to meet this challenge.
That is, while such a formulation does capture the intuition that moral
judgements have a practical pull on us by maintaining that motivation
is internal to or built in to the cognitive moral ]'udgé_ment, this formu-
lation fails to do justice to our everyday psychological intuition that
it is possible to be left cold by such judgements and our more reflec-
tive psychological intuition that belief cannot motivate action alone.
A defeasible formulation, on the other hand, captures both of these
psychological intuitions. What might be required in order to make all
- other things equal, after all, is a conceptually independent desire that is
neither partly constitutive of nor entailed by the cognitive moral judge-

- ment in question. And, if this is right, then cognitivist motivational
. internalism is not in tension with our everyday psychological intui-
- tion - because failure to be motivated by the cognitive moral judgement

- might be explained by the absence of the aforementioned desire - or

.. with our reflective psychological intuition — because cognitive moral

~ judgement or moral belief does not purport to motivate without the

& assistance. of a conceptually. mdependent desire ~ and so a defeasi-
‘ble formulanon of the thesis seems to be able to meet the challenge. The

only questmn that remains for this formulation is how it preserves the s
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" internalist intuition; the intuition, that is, that cognitive moral judge- -
"~ _ments have a practical pull on us. After all, on this formulation, motiva-
t:on isnot intemal or bmlt in to the moral belief itself. !

S _Defeasﬂ:le cognitvnst motlvatlonal mtemahsm

~ Michael Smith (1994) - the chief exponent of defeasible cognitivist motl- "
o : vational internalism ~ is thought to preserve the internalist intuition. E
* Smith claims that the most plau51ble idea behmd cognitivist motlva-
- nonal mtemalism is this - - |

. "thOUgh there is a Concepmal connection between moral judgement
.+ and the will, the connection involved is the following defeasible one.

. lf an agent judges that it is right for her to ¢ in circumstances C,
o ‘"f“f_then either she is motivated to ¢ in C or she is practically irrational.
- In other words, agents who judge it right to act in various ways are
-+~ so motivated, and necessarily so, absent the distorting influences of
g frweakness of the will and other similar forms of practical unreason -

S {;-on thetr mouvatxons (Smlth 1994 61)

.What makes stronger formulatlons of the thesm 1mplau51ble e thinks,
... Is that they must deny a commonplace feature of human psychology |
~ . and ordinary moral experience. They must deny that various kinds of
_t_:enditlons ~0r ”depressxons as Michael Stocker (1979) calls them -
.-~ are capable of completely destroying our motivation while leaving our
- cognition and evaluative outlook unmarred. Only defeasible cognitivist
;momranonai internalism has a gap between moral belief and motiva-
tion that allows one to take this purported commonplace feature of
human psycho!ogy and ordmary moral experience into account.
‘Smith cashes out the ceteris paribus clause - inserted between moral
behef and motivation - in terms of practical rationality. He holds that,
ifone belfeves that *It is right that I ¢” and if one is practically rational,
then one will be motivated to @ and, if all else is equal, one will g. The
main virtue of this formulation of defeasible cognitivist mot:vatlonal
internalism, Smith thinks, is that 1t captures the fol!owmg o

tis a platitude that an agent has a reason to act ina certam way ]ust L
in case she would be motivated to act in that ‘way if she were ratxonal‘-_‘_;;- g
Korsgaard 1986) Anditisa consequence of this’ platitude thatan -
agent who judges. herself to have a reason to act in a certain way -
wha_yudges that she would be so ‘motivated if she were rational - :sf
pmcucany'matmnal if she is iot motivated to act accordingly. For if
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" she is not motivated accordingly then she fails to be rational by her
- own lights (Smith, 1992). (Smith, 1994: 62)

" S0, according to Smith, first-person cognitive moral judgements are

| actually judgements about what one takes oneself to have reason to do,

and 5o acting contrary to what one takes oneself to have reason to do

~ isto act irrationally. So either one acts in accordance with one’s moral

belief, which is a judgement about what one has reason to do, or one is

 practically irrational.

. Smith’s distinction between two kinds of reasons for action — motivat-
ing reasons and normative reasons - illustrates this nicely. Motivating

- reasons “are psychological states that teleologically, and perhaps caus-

| ally, explain behaviour” (Smith, 2004: 1). Now, as a Humean about

motivation, Smith must hold - and does hold - that motivating rea-

sons are constituted by belief/desire pairs. So, on this account, what

is necessary for a subject to have a motivating reason to, say, drink a

~ beer is for that subject to want to drink a beer and for that subject to

believe that by drinking a beer he will satisfy his desire to drink a beer.

- Normative reasons “are propositions whose truth would justify acting

ina certain way: they are (roughly speaking) facts about the desirability

of so acting” (Smith, 2004: 1). Now, as an anti-Humean about normativ-
ity, Smith must hold - and does hold - that normative reasons are facts
about the desirability of action. So, on this account, what is necessary
for a subject to have normative reason to, say, drink a beer is for it to
be a fact that drinking a beer is desirable. When we relate this distinc-
tion to morality, we see that on Smith’s account first-person cognitive
moral judgements are beliefs about normative reasons which motivate
an agent to act insofar as that agent is rational; such judgements, that
is, can purportedly produce behaviour and yet are composed of propo-
sitions about what one ought to do whose truth would ]ust:fy one’s

- behaviour.

- Apuzzle remains: Smith holds that first-person moral judgements are
- beliefs about an objective moral state of affairs and yet also the kind
‘_‘-,,-'of states that motivate those who make them. So, how can Smith hold

- that moral judgements are beliefs that can motivate, yet also hold that -

. belief cannot motivate action without the assistance of a conceptually

i independent des:re" The answer is revealed in hlS analy515 of nonnatwe o

’l‘he core 1dea is that facts about our normatwe reasans for actlon S
that 1s, facts about what itis desxrable for us to do are facts about“ o
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what we would advise ourselves to do if we were perfectly p]aced to
glve ourselves advice. (Smlth 1997: 88)

| So, for.mstance, suppose that we say that Kitty has a normative reason

to buy fair trade bananas. Smith tells us that what we are saying, when

- we say that Kitty has the normative reason in question, is that there is

- apossible world in which a fully rational® Kitty — who has desires “that

- are completely beyond reproach, from the point of view of reasoned
. criticism” (Smith, 1997: 88) - would advise less than fully rational Kltty
. to buy fair trade bananas. - -

. - It should now be clear how cognitive moral judgements are practi-
_"cal Kitty believes that she has a normative reason to buy fair trade
- 'bananas. The foregoing analysis of normative reasons tells us that what -

~ this means is that Kitty believes that a fully rational version of herself

- would advise a less than fully rational version of herself to buy fair trade -
L bananas And S:mth tells us, : '

[b]ehefs about normatwe reasomns, when combmed with an agent’s
o teﬂdenc)’ to have a coherent psychology, can thus cause agents to
have matchmg desnres (Sxmth 1997 100; also see Smith, 1994: 179)

A " 'Kltty S behef about what she has normatxve reason to do causes her to
p -~ want to buy fair trade bananas when she has a disposition towards 2
- rational psychology. Now, this defeasible version of cognitivist moti-
- vational internalism is compatible with Humeanism about motivation;
.. after all, what is necessary for motivation is a conceptually independent -
* desire = a desire which Kitty could fail to have if she were practically
S irranonai 2 And so, Smith concludes, Kitty is either motivated by her
e flrstoperson cogmnve moral ;udgement or she is irratlonal “by her own

- lights” (Smith, 1994: 62). G e e o
.-+ Now, while it is clear how Smxth’s defeasﬂ)le cogmtmst motlvatlonal -
internalism accommodates the everyday examples of apathy and is also

.~ compatible with the Humean theory of motivation, it is unclear howit -
-;{"i-'_:f_" f captures the internalist intuition. Some commentators, like David Copp _:'
‘_;j.,f' : fﬁ‘ mstance, take Smlth’s defence to have done |ust1ce to thxs feature Of -

;;_Smith agrees w1th the mtemahst that the connectxon between 3___
f{fperson S iudgement that she would be right to do ¢ and her being i
motivated to ¢ is t}ue to something internal to the judgement. After -
1, the agent‘s }udgement, which of course, as.an ob}ectlwst Smlth
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. takes to be an ordinary belief, is that she would be right to do ¢. It
~is this fact about the content of the belief that accounts for its abil-

ity to explain her doing . The fact that the belief can explain the
- agent’s action is due, in other words, to the belief’s content, which is

- essential to it, or “internal” to it. This is the core internalist intuition.
- (Copp, 1997: 36-37) -

- The internalist intuition is preserved, at least on Smith’s account,
‘because the belief about normative reason causes the desire that, in
combination with that belief, motivates action.

~ The problem is that once the ceteris paribus clause is inserted between
- moral belief and motivation it is no longer clear that motivation is
internal to moral belief, because external factors are necessary for moti-
vation. Smith, for instance, claims that if a subject has a belief about
a normative reason, and if that subject has a disposition towards a
- fational psychology, then the belief about a normative reason will
cause that subject to have a desire to act in accordance with her first-
person cognitive moral judgement. What this tells us, then, is that
a subject can fully believe the content of her first-person cognitive
moral judgement and not be motivated to act in accordance with that
moral judgement simply because the subject lacks a tendency towards a
coherent psychology. Smith will point out that, if one lacks a tendency
toward a coherent psychology, then one is irrational. But, from the
~ Cognitivist motivational internalist’s point of view, whether or not the
~ Subject is irrational is beside the point; the problem, after all, is that
- moral cognition is motivationally inert without the assistance of this -
non-moral tendency towards a coherent psychology. It is not the indi-
- Vidual's commitment to her first-person cognitive moral judgement
- that causes the desire to act in accordance with that judgement; it is,

~ Tather, the individual’s freestanding non-moral tendency towards a
" coherent or rational psychology that causes the desire to act in accord-

- ance with that judgement. It is difficult to see how Smith — or indeed -

. any proponent of defeasible cogmtmst motivational internalism - can
~'Preserve the idea that motlvatxon 1s bullt in to the cogmtwe moral o
,'3'j."wdgement 10 el T - S ¥ TR
" One might think that the fallure to capture the mtemahst mtuition- |
- - isaprice worth paying for a plausible moral psychology. After all, while

1. .:_Z _the motivation is not internal or built in to the cognitive moral 1udge~ L

- ment, when the thesis is formulated in this way it is not only compat- -
ible with the Humean theory. of. motivat:on but it can accommodate;;
those everyday examples of moral faxlure i R
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" There is an underlying assumption here that the cognitivist motiva- -
- tional internalist would do well to critically examine before weakening
~ her thesis so considerably.’ The assumption is that amoral and apathetic
~* agents can make sincere first-person. (cognitive) moral judgements but -
~ fail to be moved by those judgements. This assumption implies that
- non-defeasible. cognitivist motivational internalism is false. However,
. those who embrace a non-defeasible cognitivist formulation of the thesis -
-~ can explain the phenomena in question: perhaps amoral and apathetic
- agents do not make sincere or genuine moral judgements, which, in turn,
s ‘-explains why they fail to be motivated appropriately. That is, it is possible
- thattheagents in question are not adept at making genuine moral judge-
.. ments; and so it is possible that their failure is a cognitive one as opposed
- to a.motivational one. Perhaps, that is, such agents do not quite grasp
S _the'content_s_ of their first-person cognitive moral judgements in light of
e -ith.e“ psychological condition. The point is just this: one needs to deter
- mine whether these examples reveal a purely motivational failure or a
e cognitive failure before concluding that they do in fact represent genuine
- .. counterexamples to a non-defeasible formulation of the thesis.
e .- One might t_l_link that it is fairly clear that the failure exhibited by these
- agentsis purely motivational as opposed to cognitive. After all, it is plausi-
. ble ?O-ass,uﬂlff'- that amoral and apathetic agents are competent with moral
- concepts-and that they understand the contents of their moral judge-
- ments, and so there is no reason not to take these examples at face value.
. wanﬂe it goes beyond the scope of this chapter to demonstrate that
e these example_s_ do not constitute counterexamples to a non-defeasible for-
~ . mulation of the thesis, it is worth noting that the scientific analysis of the
- reaHlife cases of amoralism and apathy give us reason to doubt that the
- failure exhibited by such agents in such examples is purely motivational. |
* Michael Smith, in light of Michael Stocker’s examples of apathy, is
“especially concerned to accommodate “depressives”. Smith, like Stocker,
- s convinced that these agents can “see all the good to be won or saved”
Ex but sir;'lply;"la'ck the will, .int_erést,- desire or strength to purSue the good” -
- (Stocker, 1979: 744). He is convinced, in other words, that they arenot |
_cognitively impaired but merely motivationally impaired. But we need = |
-only look at the standard elucidation of a Major Depressive Episode in. ;
- orderto see that this is not the received scientific understanding of such -
- Cagents.The DSM-IVitellsus:: = oo oo

The sense of worthlessness or guilt associated with a Major Depressive
Episode may include unrealistic negative evaluations of one’s worth. .
or guilty préoccupations or ruminations over minor past failings
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- (Criterion A7). Such individuals often misinterpret neutral or trivial

day-to-day events as evidence of personal defects and have an exag-

- gerated sense of responsibility for untoward events. For example, a

- realtor may become preoccupied with self-blame for failing to make

- sales even when the market has collapsed generally and other real-

tors are equally unable to make sales. The sense of worthlessness and

- guilt may be of delusional proportions (e.g., an individual who is

- -convinced that he or she is personally responsxble for world poverty).
- (DSM- V-TR, 2000: 350) -

The real-life case of apathy is clinical depression. But, if the DSM-IV is
correct, then it is not clear that an agent in the throes of a depressive
. ¢pisode can or does “see all the good to be won or saved” as supposed.
- Quite the opposite appears to be true: the depressed agent seems to be
incapable of seeing the world - and especially themselves — aright. The
DSM-IV suggests that depression does impair one’s cognitive function
and that the depressive agent tends towards irrational thought proc-
esses that cﬁange the way in which information is processed. Moreover,
not only is this understanding of the condition supported by scientific
findings on clinical depression more generally,'? but the DSM-1V goes
on to state explicitly that “[m]any individuals report impaired ability
to think, concentrate, or make decisions” (DSM-IV-TR, 2000: 350). It is
far from clear, then, that apathy or depression only impairs motivation,
as the foregoing purported counterexamples suggest. The cognitivist
Inotivational internalist should not, then, rush to accommodate these
‘agents by weakening her thesis before properly ascertalmng the nature

~ of these agents and their impairments. |
~In sum, then, no defeasible formulation of cogmtmst motlvatxonal
Internalism can capture the internalist intuition due to the gap that
_ Isinserted between moral judgement and motivation. Moreover, one
. of the primary reasons for weakening the internalist thesis in this way :
- “isto accommodate a range of examples, which the mtemalxst may not
. _lleed to amend her thesis to explam adequately | : -

'Nﬂn'defeanble cogmtlwst motlvatlonal intemahsm

S“ given the problems with a defeasible formulatlon of the theszs, it :

seems as if a non-defeasible formulation is in order. However, when the
_ihesxs is formulated in this way, the problem is that it tends to make_ e
- Dormative or moral beliefs motivationally exceptional. - e
"/ Inorder to see this, very briefly consider nea-Anstotehan accounts of e
mOral motlvatmn Wthh tell us. that moral (or normatwe) behefs canﬂ'___“}-_j_ E
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" motivate action without the assistance of a conceptually independent
~desire. On these accounts, the virtuous person reliably perceives a situ-
“ation in a way that enables her to recognize, and see in a favourable
- light, the morally salient features of a situation that point to a particu- |
~ lar course of action, and the way in which she sees a particular situation
puts her in a cognitive state that prov1des her with her one and only
" .motivation for action3- - -
- However, as Margaret Little points out, “[t]o claim that it is something
. - cognitive that guarantees motivation has struck some as egregiously ad
- hoc” (Little, 1997: 75). So, why think that desire is not part of the causal
L ‘explanation of the virtuous person’s action? Why think that a moral of
.~ anormative belief could motivate action alone? -
- - ' Well, the Humean theory of motivation is not beyond suspicion,"
- and, as John McDowell, following Thomas Nagel (1970: 29-31), points
~out, afull explanation of a subject’s action may well cite a desire with-
= '_out_concessmn to the Humean theory of motivation:

- "Suppose, for instance, that we explain a person’s performance of 2
- certain action by crediting him with an awareness of some fact that

' to his interest. Adverting to his view of the facts may suffice, on its
 own, to show us the favourable light in which his action appeared
to him. No doubt we credit him with an appropriate desire, perhaps
for his own future happiness. But the commitment to ascribe such a
desire is simply consequential on our taking him to act as he does for’
the reascn we cite; the desire does not function as an independent
extra component in a full specification of his reason, hitherto omit-
ted by an understandable ellipsis of the obvious, but strictly neces-- -
sary in order to show how it is that the reason can motivate him.
_P_ropedy understood ms behef does that on its own. (McDoweH o

o __Non-defeasxble COgmtmst moﬁvat:onal mternahsts hke McDawelI =
. think that a belief motivates action alone. However, in virtue of being
o -_;__-__motxvated all the way to action, we consequennally ascribe or credlt the :
: mﬁtlvated Sub}ect wlth a dESlrE. AS Nag el puts }t‘ . . . R

That I have the appropnate desire sxmply ﬁ)llows from the fact thatf
thme consnderaﬁons ‘motivate me... But nothing follows about theﬂ;-".‘}}_;--:
mle of the desxre as a condition’ ‘contributing to the monvatlonai”
efficacy of those c _ns;.derauon”f (Nagel, 1970: 29) B
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The desire in question is not a robust conceptually independent desire -

* of the sort the Humean tells us is necessary for motivation; the desire is
- just a logical consequence of the fact that the belief in question moti-
. vated the subject to act. The desire does not play a causal role in produc-
ing the action; the desire in question is no more than a consequence of
the fact that the first-person cognitive moral 1udgement motivated the
subject to act. -

The problem with current non-defeasible formulations of the thesis
is not that they reject the Humean theory of motivation; the problem is
that they fail to reject it completely. Their arguments imply that, while
the Humean theory of motivation applies to all non-normative beliefs,
it does not apply to normative beliefs. The focus on the virtuous per-
son’s motivation, or the way in which prudential beliefs might motivate
us, suggests that only a special set of beliefs are motivationally effica-
tious, as opposed to belief being motivationally efficacious in general.
What this means is that proponents of these accounts face a burden
to justify the motivational exception that is made for moral or norma-
tive beliefs. It would be simply ad hoc to insist that normative beliefs
are motivationally special. What the non-defeasible cognitivist motiva-
tional internalist has to do is explain how a change in content converts
a state that is generally thought to be motivationally inert - and per-
haps even incapable of motivation - into a state that is motivationally
~ efficacious. And it is difficult to see how the non-defeasible cognitivist
motivational internalist can both meet this burden and preserve what

- isdistinctive about her own position. After all, once one kind of belief
- Isshown to be motivationally efficacious, it will be dlfﬁcult to maintain
- that all other behefs are motlvatlonally inert.1s - 5

| N :4 5 Lessons for the cogn1t1v1st motnvatlonal mtemallst

L lt looks hke we have reached an 1mpasse. The cogmtlv:st motlvatlonal .

= internalist can either formulate her motivational thesis defeasibly or
. non-defeasibly. If she formulates it defeasibly, then she fails to accom- -
- modate the core internalist intuition. However, if she formulates it
- non-defeasibly, then she is lumbered with a burden to justify the moti-
. vational exceptionality of cognitive moral judgements. However, the -

. tognitivist motivational internalist should not despair. By considering
. the problems with each formulation, she can learn how not to argue for

: _'-1,--_';':._'€Ogmtmst motlvatmnal internalism, in addition to Ieammg the best

k. j}trategy for providing a psychologlcally and morally piausible fnrmula»- o | _'
tion of her motlvatmnal thesis. i : L
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_ Defendmg a defeas:ble conceptual connection between cogmtlve
_moral judgement and motivation is how not to argue for motivational -
“internalism. The defining feature of motivational internalism is that

" motivationisinternal or built in to the moral judgement; it is this feature
Ea, that most clearly distinguishes it from motivational externalism.' But
- we have learnt that — no matter how sophisticated the defence — defea-

. sible cognitivist motivational internalism places a gap between moral

- judgement and motivation that renders it unable to accommodate this
- core internalist intuition. The ceteris paribus clause - no matter how it is
- cashed out ~is the external factor that plays a mediating role between
- _;___j'f:'_the judgement and the motivation. After all, if things are not otherwise -
~“_equal (however that is to be understood), then an individual will not be

-7 moved in the slightest by his or her sincere first-person cognitive moral

- ‘judgement. At the very least, this kind of formulation is certainly much
weaker than what central figures in the debate had in mind." -

There is yet more reason not to favour this kind of defence of cogni-

tivist motivational internalism. One of the main reasons to formulate
... the conceptual connection between moral judgement and motivation
;defealbly is to accommodate the intuition that it is possible for some

agents ‘that is; amoral and apathetlc agents — to make sincere first-
Pperson moral judgements and- yet be left motivationally cold by such
li‘ldgﬂllents. But these: purported ‘counterexamples to non-defeasible
formulations of the thesis assume that it is possible to sincerely judge
that “] morally ought to ¢” ‘and yet not be motivated to ¢; they assume
that it s possible, in other words, to suffer from a condition that just
i:impaxrs one’s) motivation but somehow leaves one’s cognition intact. The
problem with being too eas:ly swayed by these examples, and thereby
toe ‘easily tempted to weaken the internalist thesis in light of them, |

‘that the scientific literature does not present these agents as suffer-

ing with merely motivational impairments; studies show, for instance, |
that dePresswes suffer from cogmtive impairments that change the way’_. !

in which these indmduals process information that pertains to them-
selves and their situation. More work is needed’ on what, if anything,

these pusported counterexamples actually show. But, as it stands, these _
‘exampla of: 3Pathy and amoralism-are not nearly compelling enoughf_ b
‘to motivate a cognmwst motivat:onal mtemahst to formulate her thesis |
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internalism. It follows, then, that defending a non-defeasible concep-
 tual connection between the judgement and the motivation is how
~ to argue for the motivational thesis. However, one caveat is in order.
A non-defeasible formulation of the thesis will fail if a motivational
. exception is made for moral or normative beliefs. That is, if one sim-
- ply maintains that the Humean theory of motivation does not apply
~ to moral or normative beliefs even though it does apply to all other
beliefs, then one faces an ultimately insurmountable burden to jus-
“tify the motivational exception that is made for moral or normative
beliefs. So, once again, the cognitivist motivational internalist learns
~ something instructive: she needs to defend a non-defeasible concep-
- tual connection between cognitive moral judgement and motivation
- that does not make a motivational exception for moral or normative
- beliefs. After all, if she does that, then she defends a morally plausible
version of the thesis, since the core internalist intuition is accommo-
dated, and she defends a psychologically plausible version of the thess,
since there would be nothing motivationally exceptional about moral
beliefs.18
, Still, one might think, it is a tall order to demonstrate that there is
nothing exceptional about motivationally efficacious beliefs in general.
This would involve arguing that all beliefs — even humdrum beliefs
about cats being on mats — can motivate action without the assist-
ance of desire. The order is not as tall as it might at first seem. I have
| argued at length elsewhere that all beliefs — not just moral or normative
- beliefs — can motivate action without the assistance of a conceptually
_independent desire.? I have argued, in short, that all beliefs, no matter -
- What their content, can motivate the action of assent in the appropri-

-~ ate circumstances without the assistance of a conceptually independent
 desire, While I cannot rehearse that argument here, I want to explainits
Slqufxcance for the possibility of a complete defence of non-defeas:ble_'-' o
' - tognitivist motivational internalism. S R
- .'Two problems stand in the ‘way: of non-defeasible cogmtmst mOtl-- e

Vational internalism and these are: the: possxbxhty of amoralism and " -
. apathy, and the motivationally inert nature of belief. I have already
. Shed some doubt on the challenge that the possibility of amorahsm and
‘apathy poses for non-defeasible formulations of this thesis. (Of course, a .
f‘ﬂf'mere work is reqmred but these examples whn:h have been largely" j_f
ncntxcally accepted as problematlc for non—defeas:ble formulatxons of
the thesis - are far from decisive.) The bigger issue is the objection to the
ﬁles:s based on the nature of belief.. Hawev_er,j_;_by demonstrating that
"beliefs, no matter what thelr conten' Can" ' otivate actmn'thhout
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o of assent. mthout the assistance of a conceptually mdependent desire, -
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-:;ﬁ_‘:;-"_'rt:l'ié'fés_siétancé"d_f'."a conceptually independent desire, I have already b
. shown that an objection based on the nature of belief does not reveal |-

"f"-if-_.j-:_intemahsm- After all, since all beliefs can motivate at least the action

'ﬁ;—.’--f._f,}we have no reason to accept that belief is a motivationally inert state.
“The sxgmﬁcance of a complete argument against the Humean theory
.of motivation reveals, in short; that the central organizing problem of
meta-ethics = the moral problem —isbased on a mlsconceptlon of the -

‘nature of belief - Che o - ‘
;i:'A.pomplete defence of non-defeagble cogmtw1st motwatxonal inter-
.nalism will require, among other things, that an account of cognitiv-
ist moral motivation be given and that the examples of amoralism and
'apathy be dismissed. However, the aim of this paper is not to defend
:non—defeas:ble formulation of the thesis, but rather to argue that 2

_ efeasible formulation is how not to argue for the thesis and to suggest

‘that the. purported problems with a non-defeasible formulation of the
thesis are far from msurmountable

‘Despite. bemg pre theoretlcaily mtuit;ve cogmtmst motlvatwnal mter-
‘nalism is thought to be. inherently problematic, which leads thos¢
working on issues:in moral motivation to conclude that the only plav-
sible:formulation of this thesis is a defeasible one. | have argued that
,?ﬁlﬁ“!d not draw this conclusion. Defeasible cognitivist motivational - |
: mtemahsm 'qnabie tc capture the distinctive mark of motivational
Ainternalism - that- motivation is internal or built in to moral belief. |
Moreover, the Teasons in favour of ‘weakening the thesis in this wayare. |
ither false or. suspect: The. first reason to defend a defeasible concep-” |
MI_COHHECUOH between cognitive moral judgement and motivationis = |
0 make room for a conceptually independent desire that can explain |
otivation; after all; the tmderlymg assumption is that belief is motiva- |
Q_ﬂally lnert andso unable to motivate actlon mthout the assistance Of_ :
desm: t}wgver Thave argued elsewhere that belief is not moti- |
tmnallymert, and so there isno special reason to assume that a moti- - 1
t’ionally Efflcaqqus cognitive motivational judgement needs the help |
'3 conceptually independent desire to motivate. The second reasonto |
a defeasib conceptual connection between (cognitive). moral
udgement and ation is to accommodate the litany of examples.
em to be capable of making sincere ﬁrst-person moral
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E iix_dgements but who are unmoved by such judgements. However, I have
argued both that these examples can be explained by non-defeasible

- .. cognitivist motivational internalism, and that the standard scientific

_understanding of depression, at least, is unfriendly to the analysis that
- suggests that such examples are problematic for non-defeasible formu-
lations of the thesis. I have argued, in short, that defeasible cognitivist
" motivational internalism is how not to argue for motivational inter-
nalism, and I have suggested that, while much work remains, there is
reason to be optimistic about the possibility of a complete defence of
-non-defeasible cognitivist motivational internalism.

Notes

-~ L Ithank Sergio Tenenbaum and Tom Hurka for comments on an earlier draft
of this chapter.

2. After all, as Van Roojen adds, if desire is partially constitutive of or entailed
by belief, then-“belief will itself, together with the appropriate means- -end
belief, constitute a motivating reason” (Van Roojen, 1995: 38).

3. Smith formulates the moral problem as follows:

L. Moral judgements of the form “It is right that I " express a subject’s
- beliefs about an objectlve matter of fact, a fact about what it is right for
her to do.

- 2. 1f someone judges that it is nght that she s then, ceteris panbus. she is

- . motivated to ¢. '

~'3.-Anagent is motivated to actina certam way just in case she has an appro-

- priate desire and means-end belief, where bellef and desire are, in Hume S

- terms, distinct existences (Smith, 1994: 12). o
Co Take note of the way in which Smith formulates the second and th]rd propo- o

- » Sitions of his moral problem. Smith tells us that moral judgements motivate - -

.. ceteris paribus. 1 claim that moral judgements motivate simpficiter. Smith’s for- =
~mulation of the practicality of moral judgements is much weaker than my -

- formulation: Smith just claims that moral judgements will motivate if all other

-~ things are equal; I claim that moral judgements will motivate even if ail other.

things are not equal. Smith also tells us that belief cannot motivate action |

; ivithout the assistance of a conceptually independent desire. I claim that belief 'i
- cannot motivate without the assistance of a conceptually independent desire

 that is neither entailed by nor constitutive of the belief in question. Smith's~
ormulation of the Humean theory of motivation is. much weaker than my
ormulation: Smith just claims that a conceptually independent desire is nec-
_essary for motivation but he allows, in a way in which my formulation does -

".not, that the necessary desire could be entailed by the belief in questicn

The everyday examples include cases of amoralism (Railton, 1986; Brmkﬂ

989, 1997; Svavarsdottir, 1999; Shafer-Landau,:2000) and apathy (Stockes,

-1979; Blackbum, 1984; Smith, 1994; Mele, 1996; Shafer-Landau, 2000); evil.

20(}8a}'---:-’l'he sc:entzfxcally informed exam Ies_ indude casesi of psychopathy'

Joyce, ' 2001); “and . volitional impossibility (Shafer-Landau, 2000; Miller,
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" (Brink, 1989; Doris and Stich, 2005); depression (Stocker, 1979; Smith, 1994;

-1 Mele, 1996; Doris and Stich, 2005) and persons with Ventromedial deficits ;} 
. (Roskies, 2003; Doris and Stich, 2005). : R S

. 5. Afterall, a necessary connection between this kind of moral judgementand -
~*'motivation is compatible with the following: “In all the relevant worlds,
" agent S has a standing de dicto desire to do what § judges to be right which,
-+ when combined with $'s judgment, generates a desire that is solely respon-
-« sible for motivating S to act” (Miller, 2008a: 234). R

f : 5_':::'A5. Alfred Mele notes, cognitivist motivational internalism is “internalist in

wo senses™ . . o . o .
first, believing oneself to be morally required to A metaphysicatly or con-
ceptually (hence, internally, in a formal sense) guarantees that onehasa =~
motivation for Aing; second, what is guaranteed, more precisely, is that
motivation for Aing is built in to any belief that one is (oneself) morally
;.required to A and is internal to belief of that kind in this sense. (Mele,
S1996:730) e
- David Brink, in response to Smith’s argument in The Moral Problem, states
~that “many parties to debates about moral motivation have in fact accepted

- and relied on my stronger formulation of internalism {non-defeasible moti-
at_ional-intemalism];_'l‘his__certainly seemns to be true of the noncognitiv-
-ists” (Brink, 1997: 8). See, for example, Price (1974: 186), Stevenson (1944
-13) and Mackie (1977:23). -« ..~ . - S
8. With regards to the conception of “full rationality” (or “fully rational”) that

mith uses in this analysis of normative reasons, he says:

My suggestion is that to be fully rational an agent must be suffering from
the effects of any physical or emotional disturbance, she must have no
false beliefs, she must have all relevant true beliefs, and she must have
} systematically justifiable set of desires, that is, a set of desires that is
maximally coherent and unified. Furthermore, I argue that it is part of
Whatvve mean when we say that a set of desires is systematically justifi-
able that the desirés that are elements in that set are desires that other
people would have if they had a systematically justifiable set of desires.
Fully rational agents converge in the desires that they have, and con- -
verge by definition, because it is part of what we mean by the rational

iustificaticm ofourdsiresthat people who have such desires have 2 jus-
t;ffgaﬁon for them that other people also could see to be a justification.
A justification for one agent to adopt a desire to act in certain circum-.*

tances is justification for another to adopt a desire to act in that wayin

thosemcummncesaswen. (Smith, 1997:89) -~
{1997) and Sayre McCord (1997) for criticism.

This is a very weak version of the Humean theory of motivation, Humeans.

otivation ordinarily deny that belief can caiise desire. See Hurks:

1995) and Lenman (1998) for criticism, - -

ttir (1999) makes this point in a slightly different way. Sh

hat motivational internalists, keen to preserve the intermil
picious o the mediating role thatis played
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- That is to say, what sort of notion of practical rationality is being used?

- We need a more informative formulation of this condition before eval-

.+ uating an internalist thesis that incorporates it. Indeed, motivational
. internalists should be very cautious in accepting this vague qualification

- of their thesis if they want to use the internalist thesis as a constraint on

" an account of moral thought. For once the rationality condition is intro-
.. . duced, it may be argued that the internalist constraint has no bearing on

" -f_ what sorts of mental acts a moral judgement is, but rather reveals some of
- the norms or requirements of rationality. (Svavarsdéttir, 1999:164-165)

- - Svavarsdottir’s final point is a forceful one. One might suspect that Smith’s

~.version .of cognitivist motivational internalism tells us more about the

.

| . “requirements of rationality” than it does about the motlvatlonal efflcacy
+of first-person cognitive moral judgements. ‘ _
- There is actually another assumption: belief cannot motivate action with-

* out the assistance of a conceptually independent desire. Now, of course,
s Michael Smith does not merely assume the truth of the Humean theory of
- motivation; he argues for it (Smith, 1994). That said, the Humean theory.

- of motivation is widely and rather uncritically accepted in meta-ethics,

s but, as I argue in the fmal section, itisa phllosophical psychology worth

.

rejecting.

See Ellis (1987); Beck (1963, 1987), Mu‘anda and Person (1988); Mxranda
et al. (1990); Roberts and Kassel (1996); McDermut et al. (1997), Solomon

-~ etal. (1998).

13.

H,
IS

The virtuous person is dec151vely motlvated and so, while this is an exam-
ple of non-defeasible cognitivist motivational internalism, it is an example
of the strongest version of the thesis. However, not all morally motivated

~agents are virtuous agents. Non-virtuous agents are motivated by their first-

person cognitive moral judgements, but, because these agents are not in the
same cognitive state as the virtuous person, these agents are not decisively
morally motivated. For neo-Aristotelian accounts of motivation that main-
tain that moral cognition can motivate unassisted, see: John McDowell
(1998), Mark Platts (1979), David McNaughton (1988) and Margaret Olivia

Little (1997).

For example, see Miller (2008b), Schueler (2009) and onmwnch (2010)
Since I have argued elsewhere (Bromwich, 2010) that all beliefs can moti-

S - Vate action without the assistance of a conceptually independent desire, I

b 1.
1. See
‘18,

It

think that this is an ultimately msurmountable burden of ]ustiﬁcatwn. Cn
Zangwili (2003). - e S
footnote 7.

Psychological plausibility is also predlcated on the assumptlon that the sci- |
entific literature on amoralism and apathy will undermine the motwatmnal o
" externalist’s cha]lenge of amorahsm and apathy B R

Bromwich { (2010)

wAL (1953) Thinkmg and depression. I. Idlasyn;:rauC conte
distortions. Archives of General Psychiatry 9:324-333
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