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THE NATURE OF NORMATIVE MORAL JUDGMENTS

Abstract. Moral judgements have been a crucial subject-matter of a discussion in the domain of
normativity. Many thinkers argue moral judgments are necessarily action-guiding, which prescribe what
one ought to do and what ought to be the case. The moral statement “killing is wrong” is prescriptive and
locates in the purview of first-order ethical questions. Moral realists widely accept that moral judgments
represent propositions, therefore they are subject to truth and false conditions. Thus, moral conclusions
can be derived logically from valid premises. How to derive the conclusion “killing is wrong”? How to
justify the statement? What does “wrong” mean in this context? This kind of philosophical issue has been
labeled as the second-order questions, which is in the purview of metaethics. This article is devoted to the
subject of normativity and the nature of moral judgments advocated by metaethicists David Copp and Ralph
Wedgwood. The purpose of this article is to outline the current debate on the nature of normative moral
judgments. In conclusion, I shall agree with both Copp and Wedgwoodon two points. One, normative moral
judgment can be subject to cognition. Two, there are true and false beliefs about particular moral facts which
constitute the significant part of the reality we live in.

Keywords: Normativity, Normativity of Morality, Metaethics, Moral Judgments, Truth and False
Statements, Moral Realism.

Introduction

The domain of normativity embraces an infinite number of issues. Generally, the
one who deals with normativity wouldbe confused about how to start telling its story.
Normativity has been in vogue both among philosophers and among those ordinary
people who steadily strive to acquire the meaning of existence. The only difference
between philosophers and ordinary people is that the latter are committing to it
unconsciously without digging into the extreme trivia which the domain of normativity
covers. In real life, we do engage immensely in normative discourse. As Stephen Finlay
argues, our shopping list is also, to some extent, normative because it directs us what
we are going to buy at a grocery store [2010]. Likewise, we do make moral judgments
by evaluatingactionsas good and bad, or right and wrong. So, the given moral terms
constitute a large part of our normative lives. An assumption regarding the existence of
particular moral norms which govern our life can be true. Indeed, the view that moral
facts and properties exist has been propounded by moral realists like Russ Shafer-
Landau, Terenco Cuneo, and some of the representatives of Cornell Realism such as
Richard Boyd, David Brink, etc. They argued thatit is essential that if “killing is wrong”,
then we ought not to kill, and this norm ought to be applied for all community species.

Over the last few decades, the second-order ethical, or metaethical issues have mostly
been on philosopher’s line of sight. The second-order problems, tomentiona few, concern
the metaphysics of moral terms, moral properties and relations, naturalism and non-
naturalism in ethics, reason and rationality in ethics, internalism and externalism about
moral judgments, etc.Michael Smith in his work entitled ‘The Moral Problem’writes,“we
should begin our study of ethics by focusing on meta-ethics, not normative ethics. For
we cannot hope to do normative ethics without first knowing what the standards of
correct argument in normative ethics are, and it is in meta-ethics that we discover these
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standards” [1994]. It is established that metaethical issues have been in vogue from
G.E. Moore’s ‘Principia Ethica’, which is mainly devoted to the question of non-natural
morality per se [Fisher 2011, p. 3]. All things considered, as most of the philosophers
perceive it, the foremost aim of normativity is to ponder over the issue ‘what are the
conditions for judging something as right and wrong’.

So, how are we to determine our actions as right and wrong? Let us take an earlier
statement “killing is wrong”. The statement explicitly states that we ought not to kill.
Applying the judgment “killing is wrong” to humans only or to non-human living beings as
well is another issue which I shall not discuss it here since Philippa Foot in her book entitled
‘Natural Goodness’ has brought it extensively [2001]. Is the statement “killing is wrong” of
a natural character? Or is the judgment an invention of humans? To find the sources of those
normative judgments and moral normativity is not an easy task. [ argue that the problem
should be addressed not by philosophers and ethicistsalonebut the answer should emerge
from a collective effort ofvarious disciplines. Nonetheless, we may seek to find the sources
of normativity in questioning ourselves why we need good things, why we need benevolence
or how benevolence is important at all. Reflecting on these and the like questions may bring
us to partial answers of our normative lives. One might agree with Christine Korsgaard’s
compelling argument that one could find the sources of normativity in humanity itself
[1992].1 suggest that this is one of the realist positions on how should one live.

Methodology
The study of moral judgments requires a thorough metaethical investigation. Hence,
an essential method to apply should be metaethical analysis. Descriptive analysis is also
important in discussing the nature of moral judgments.

Discussion and Results

The normativity of morality roughly investigates at least two key questions. First,
whether all moral claims are action-guiding, that is, prescribing what we ought to do, and
what we ought not to do (or all moral claims are merely expressions of our emotions).

Normativity is widely discussed in various ethical deliberations; there would have
been a number of uncertainties while pondering over how to actually comprehend the
normative. Nevertheless, the domain of the normative which I will be discussing here
is purely ethical. The normative, in this paper, is considered in two ways: a) Factualist/
realist—the idea that normative judgments are truth-apt and factualist. Thus, normative
judgments are the part of the reality itself, and represent things out there in the world.
b) Non-factualist/non-realist-the idea that normative judgments are not truth-apt. This
implies normative judgments do not bear any fact in their content. Thus, they do not
represent anything about the world.

David Copp’s argument that “moral claims are normative” [1995] is a key argument
which supports the idea of normativity of morality.A second focal argument emerges from
Ralph Wedgwood’s deliberation on normative thought and normative discourse whichlead
him to the conclusion that there are normative facts or truths. Wedgewood writes, “that these
normative facts must be mentioned in any adequate account of our thought and discourse”
[2007]. Factual judgments tend to be justified with that of science, hence, according to
Wedgwood, normative judgments being judgments of facts can describe different events
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in the world along with that of science. Indeed, the compilation of arguments of both
Copp and Wedgwood present two important arguments for further development of the
nature of normative moral judgment outcomes. These arguments further support the idea
that normative moral judgments are subject to cognition. However, a problem arises in
the consideration of moral judgments because it is dominantly accepted that some of the
value judgments cannot be subject to truth and false conditions. In this regard, I shall
assert that there are two types of moral judgments: the first set of judgments are action-
guiding judgments such as “killing is wrong” — the statement implies that you ought not
to kill; and the second set of judgments is the value judgments such as “Tom is a good
person”, or “the movie which has been released last month is good.”

I will draw a realist outline of the nature of the normative, according to which
normative judgments are truth-apt.Hence, normative moral judgments are truth-apt, thus
they somewhat represent the facts out there in the world.Henceforth, there is a possibility
of the normative theory—moral realism which means that there are moral facts and moral
properties that could able to describe certain things in the world. On the contrary, anti-
realistsargue that normative judgments do not prescribe what we ought to do or what ought
to be the case, and that moral judgments do not stand for propositions out of which valid
conclusion could be derived. Also, anti-realists steadily argue that moral judgments do
notrepresent any fact-value statements, and that moral statements are merely expressions
of emotions. A.J. Ayer is an ardent defender of the view that moral judgments express
our emotions of approval or disapproval of something [1971]. As opposed to Ayer, Allan
Gibbard’s theory of norm-expressivism [1995] and Simon Blackburn’s theory of quasi-
realism [1993] are proponents of the view that moral judgments are not cognitive. Prior
to these thinkers, David Hume held that moral judgments are meaningless fabrications of
emotion that can be neither true nor false [Hume]. Hume does not consider our mental
states, such as beliefs and intentions as products of reason alone. He argues that some
of them emerge from sense perception and some of them from sympathy. Hume claims
that there are no moral facts as such which are solely derived from reason.Instead, they
are moral distinctions derived from sentiments. Hume also suggests that no “ought”
judgments can be directly inferred from the set of premises expressed by “is” judgments.
One may agree with Hume that ought statements cannot be derived fromscientific factual
statements.He argues that a moral evaluation does not express any proposition and state
any fact.Moral evaluation is a vent of feeling, or a feeling itself. But what can be said
about moral “is” judgments. If “killing is wrong”, then why we cannot simply say that
“we ought not to kill”? Does it mean that moral judgments obey some other kind of logic?
Hume indicates that no ethical or any other evaluative conclusion can be derived from the
premises which are solely factual premises. However, Hume implicitly indicates that he,
to some extent, accepts that moral judgments are factual judgments.

Likewise, logical positivists believed that knowledge which is not verifiable could
not be true or actual knowledge. Put differently, those statements which do not correlate
to specific requirements of the verification principle cannot be regarded as meaningless.
Notably, the truth value of moral judgments is not verifiable either by means of scientific
methods or anyhow else. However, moral judgments are an important and essential part
of our normative life. We are not craving for the valid answer to how logical positivists
would justify the assertion that moral claims are an indispensable part of our normative
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life. Logical positivists overlook the other part of human reality, which is a normative life
full of extraordinary facts and properties. The position of logical positivists concerning
moral judgments is not satisfying in terms of the fact that the world can be explained
only in terms of physical objects, and events which can be supposedly verified with that
of scientific methods. Unscientific discourse like ethics and metaphysics is not cognitive,
according to logical positivists.

Copp, in his book, contends that “all moral claims are normative” [1995]. Before
elaborating on this further, I will discuss the distinction between normative and non-
normative claims. Factual judgments cannot be prescriptive. They do not prescribe
anything as such. The function factual judgments mostly bear is to describe the given
physical world. It is also evident that factual statements are true statements, so we need not
commit ourselves into difficulty justifying the truthness of factual statements. The issue is
instead with that of evaluative judgments which cannot be verified either by any science
or any applied psychological tool. So, what is the right place for evaluative judgments to
be at? What metaphysical and ontological realm they are located at? There is a tendencyto
abandon evaluative judgments and take them for granted. However, I claim, one must not be
doing injustice to those evaluative judgments which are constitutive part of our normative
life and the moral realm we are so eagerly trying to locate in our ontology. The issue is not
merely about doing justice to value judgments, but the value judgments impartially prove
that we do acquire our moral feelings towards people and towards different events. Again,
I shall reiterate that this is an essential part of our normative ontology.

So, overall, Coppis a defender of a realistic account of the “normativeness” of moral
statements. He sought to show under which conditions moral claims are normative
and what normativity of moral claims would mean in general. A standard is a rule or
norm, which can be expressed by an imperative. According to Copp’s theory, normative
claims express propositions about relevant standards. Further, he elaborates that those
propositions which are being represented by some moral claims entail that some moral
standards are justified [1995]. That is, the thinker tries to explain the normativity of
moral claims by the idea of a standard which entails that moral judgments bear truth-
value, and somehow can explain the events in the world.

An essential investigation on the nature of normative judgments has been
comprehensively done by Ralph Wedgwood in ‘The Nature of Normativity’. The
book is to be recognized, as Wedgwood himself writes, as not just interdisciplinary,
but aggressively intersubdisciplinary piece [2007]. The core concepts which he is
expanding in the book are the meta-philosophical analysis of normative thinking, the
metaphysics and epistemology of normative beliefs. He argues that there are normative
facts and truths and that these normative facts are metaphysically irreducible [2007].
Therefore, the whole domain of the normative cannot be elaborated without reviewing
the fundamental constituents of the normative such as normative properties, relations,
beliefs and so on. Secondly, to explain realism about the normative, Wedgwood appeals
to the concept that the intentional is normative. The idea emerges from the philosophy of
mind. The slogan “the intentional is normative”, as hewrites, “suggests that there is no
way of explaining the nature of different sorts of mental states that have either deliberate
or intentional or representational content without using normative terms” [2007].
Intentional mental properties are normative; thus, the normative properties are tied with
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the features of mental states. Wedgwood argues that mental properties are irreducible;
therefore, normative properties are also irreducible [2007].

The first and foremost issue with normative discourse, according to Wedgwood is
that our daily discourse is not only about what people think is the case but the core
problem of the whole domain of normative thinking lies in a reflection about what
people think ought to be the case [2007]. Wedgwood calls it normative thinking. So,
practically, Wedgwood develops a realist account of the nature of the normative. Any
judgment which embodies particular properties of realism more or less means that the
instantiation of that judgment can be subject to cognition.Thus, the judgment can be true
or false. Furthermore, Wedgwood’s deliberation of the realistic account of the normative
also entails the view that moral realism is possible.Consequently, moral epistemology
can also bea plausible theory about moral knowledge. A question arises, what realism
implies in normative discourse. It is an ambiguous term. Geoffrey Sayre-McCord, in
the introduction of ‘Essays on Moral Realism’, has suggested that some understand
realism as implying something being objective; realism in terms of independence from
the mental; and at last, realism as a semantic thesis about the nature of truth and its
transcendence of our recognitional capacities [1988].

According to Kit Fine’s article ‘The Question of Realism’, it has been stated that
in philosophical reflections about realism “the difficulties begin with the formulation of
the question rather than with the attempt at an answer” [2001].Fine provides at least two
answers forpossible metaphysical grounds of realism.One, metaphysical reality is to be
identified with what is “objective” or “factual” [2001]. Here, Fine distinguishes what
realistic and factualist terms would mean. Fine writes, “we see that questions of factuality
and reality are to be answered by essentially the same means. It is not merely that the
determination of what is factual is relevant to the determination of what is real but that,
in both cases, the questions are largely to be settled through considerations of ground”
[2001]. According to the second assumption, metaphysical reality is to be identified
with what is “irreducible” or “fundamental”. On this view, the reality is constituted by
specific irreducible or fundamental facts; and in denying reality to a given domain, the
antirealist is claiming that its facts are all reducible to facts of some other sort [2001].

Ahead of Fine, there is another well-developed article, namely Michael
Dummet’s‘Realism’. Dummet explains the conception of realism in a characteristic of
his style that is immensely analytical and well-bred. The first point which Dummet draws
upon is the semantics of realism. He argues that realism is a thesis about what renders a
statement in the given class true when it is true [1992]. That is the very rough idea about
what realism would conceptually mean is that statements in the given class belong to
some reality which exists independently of our knowledge of it; that is the reality itself
renders the truth and false values of a statement in the given class. So, subsequently,
Dummet concludes that “realism involves acceptance, for statements of the given class,
of the principle of bivalence, the principle that every statement is determinately either
true or false” [1992].At the same time, Dummet indicates that acceptance of bivalence
is not sufficient to explain realism, but is a necessary condition for it. With the hope that
an understanding of the metaphysics of realism developed by Sayre-McCord, Fine and
Dummet is reliable, thus we can proceed to the point that normative realm is worthy of
any serious investigation.
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Conclusion

In our modest understanding, normativity is the conception on how should one live;
that is, normativity shall at least naturally beget norms to govern our lives. Ironically,
some people might think that it is quite easy to arrive at possible versions of how we
should live. Normativity claims that some judgments are prescriptive or action-guiding.
That is, the normativity thesis seeks to answer, or at best, to come close to the first-order
question of ethics such as “how one should live”, “what we ought to do and what ought
to be the case”. Another point with normative judgments is whether these judgments
are truth-apt or not, or normative beliefs are only the judgments about approval or
disapproval of a particular view about something that is right or wrong.

In this paper, I discussed the views of expressivists and non-realists on the nature
of the normative. They argue that the nature of normative moral judgments is not truth-
conditional, or normative moral judgments are mere expressions and intimations of
emotions.Thus, they have no place in the whole picture of the world because they cannot
simply describe the world as it is.

I have mainly reflected on how we can start the discussion about the truth values of
normative moral judgments. I have given a brief outline of existing theories on the nature of
normative judgments, likewise normative moral judgments. I have mostly appealed to two
critical developments on the nature of normativity, namely Ralph Wedgwood and David
Copp. While the former is a realist on the nature of normative judgments, the latter is an
adherent of the view that normative claims express propositions about relevant standards —
that is moral standards. In this paper, I primarily agreed with that of Wedgwood’s position
that the nature of normative judgments could be true or false.Hence, their content can
consist of a piece of essential information about the world. I also argued that the nature of
such moral normative judgments such as “killing is wrong” is true.Therefore, it is a fact
that “killing is wrong”.In other words, it is true that such facts exist out there in the world.
They exist independent of other related factors external to the statement “killing is wrong”.
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Tyiiin

OmapoBa A. HopMaTuBTi-MOpaJbAbIK NalbIMAAYIAPABIH TAOUFATHI

MopanbablK MalbIMaaynap Typanbl (QHIOCOPUSUIBIK  OH-TONFayJap op  YyakKbITTa
¢dunocodrapapiH HazapbiHIa OoiFaH. ATalFaH MOceje HOPMATHUBTLTIK CalachIHBIH MaHbI3JIbI
Oeutiri, ce0e01 OUIIBII AP ABIH OackIM O6JTiri MOpalbAbIK aibIMIayap Oenriii Oip ic-oapeKeTTepaiH
cebe0i men ecemnreiini, ocputaiima 6i3re Kamait opekeT eTyi skoHe Oenrini Oip mapTrap aschHAa
KaHJail opeKeTTepIiH IIBIH eKeHi Typasibl HYcKay Oeperi. «Amam enTipy skaMaH ic OOJIBI TaObl-
JIa]IbDy JIETeH MOPAJIBIBIK MAJTIM/IEMe HYCKayJIbIK CHITAaTKa e jKoHEe OIpiHIII KaTapJarbl STHKAIBIK
CYpaKTap cajachlHa jkaraabl. MOpaibIbIK peaTncTep il MiKipiepiHile MOpaIbAbIK HaibIMaay-
Tap KaHAai na Oip maisIMIaymapsl OLTaipe i, coa ce0enTi IBIHANBLTBIK JKOHE JKaTFaH IBIK IapT-
TapblHa O0arbIHaAbL. OcbuIaiiia, MOPabIbIK KOPBITHIHABIIAP JIOTHKAJIBIK TYPFbIIAH TQIENACHTCH
AIFBIIAPTTAPaH NIBIFAPBUTYBl MYMKIH. «AJaM ©JTipy jkamMaH ic OOJIbIN TaObLIATHIHBD TYpPaJIbI
KaJalIa KOPBITBIHABI MIbIFapyFa 0oJa/Ibl skoHe Oyl MamiMaeMeHi Kanail qanenaeyre Oomazpi?
«Kaman» TepMuHI KaHaal MarsiHaHBI Oeperni? Ockl Topi3nec GrToCcoPUITBIK MICeenep eKiHIIi
KaTapJiibl CypakTap peTinje OenriJeHreH, ojlap MeTasTHKa cajachlHa skaTtazbl. by makana /IaBun
Komnm sxoHe Panbg BemxBysn ChIHIBI METaITUKTEP/IiH KOPFaFaH HOPMATHUBTLIIK KSHE MOPAJIb/IBIK
nalbIMIaynapAblH TaOUFaThl TaKbIPHIObIHA apHAJFaH. by MakamaHblH MakcaThl HOPMAaTHBTI-
MOpANBIBIK MalbIMIayaap TaAOUFAaThl TYPajIbl aFbIMAAFHI MiKiPTAJaChlH TAIKBUIAY OOJBIT TaObI-
nansl. KopbIThIHIBUIAN Kelle, aBTOPABIH MAITIMIEYIHIIIE HOPMAaTUBTI-MOPAIbAbIK HaibIMAAY/IbIH
TaHBIMJIBIK MOHI 0OJIybI MYMKiH, COHBIMEH Oipre 0i3 eMip Cypill )KYpPIreH HIBIHBIKTHIH HeTi3ri
0eliriH KypaiThIH, HAKTHl MOPAJIbIBIK (paKTiIepre KaTICThI MAbIM/Iay/IbIH MIBIHAHBUIBIFBI MEH
KAIFAH/IBIFBI IAPTTapbIHA KaTa bl

TyiiiH co31ep: HOPMATUBTLTIK, MOPaJIbIiH HOPMATHUBTLIIT, METadTHKA, MOPAJIbIBIK TalbIM-
Jiaynap, MIbIHAKWBI )KOHE JKaJFaH MIKipJep, MOpaJibi IbIHAHBUTBIK

Pe3rome

Omaposa A. [Ipupona HOPMATHBHO-MOPAJIBHBIX CY:KIEHMI

durnocockre pa3MBIIUIEHHS O IIPUPOJIE MOPAIBHBIX CYXKJICHUH Bcerna ObUTM Ha KPIOYKe
¢unocoda. JlaHHas Tema SABIAETCS 3HAYUTENBHOIN YacThIOB M3YYEHHH HOPMAaTHBHOCTH. MHO-
I'Me MBICIUTENN CYUTAIOT, YTO MOpPAJIbHBIC CYXKICHUS SBIISIIOTCS NPUUYUHAMH OIPEICIICHHBIX
JIEMCTBUN M, TaKMM 00pa3oM, MPEINHCHIBAIOT HaM, KaK MbI JOJDKHBI JEWCTBOBATH TP OIIpe-
JICTICHHBIX YCJIOBUSIX, TAaKXKe KaKhe MOCTYNKH e€CTh UCTHHHbBIE. MOpajIbHOE yTBEPXKICHNE, YTO
“yOMIICTBO SBISIETCS IUIOXUM TIOCTYIIKOM ’, HOCUT TIPEIICHIBAIONINA XapaKTep U OTHOCUTCA K
cdepe STHIECKUX BOIPOCOB MEPBOTo Mopsaka. MopabHble peaaucThl IMUPOKO IPH3HAIOT, YTO
MOpaJIbHbIE BBICKa3bIBAHMUSI TIPEJICTABIISIIOT COOOW CY)KICHUS, TOITOMY MOJUUHSIOTCS YCIOBUSIM
HCTUHHOCTH M JIOKHOCTH CyXJIeHni. Takum 00pa3zom, MOpabHbIE BEIBOJIBI MOTYT OBITH JIOTHYE-
CKH{ BBIBEJICHBI N3 000CHOBaHHBIX MPEANOCHUIOK. Kak caenaTs BRIBOI, YTO “yOHIICTBO SIBISETCS
IIJIOXMM TTOCTYNKOM™™ W Kak 000CHOBATh JaHHOE yTBepkaeHue? UTOo 3HAUYUT TEPMHUH «IUIOXOM»
B KoHTeKcTe? Takoro poxa ¢uiocodckue npodiaeMsl OblIM 0003Ha4YEHBI KaK BOIIPOCHI BTOPOTO
TIOPSIZIKA, M BXOJAT B c(hepy METadTHKH. JlaHHast cTaThsl IOCBAIIEHA TeME HOPMAaTHBHOCTH U IIPU-
pozIe MOpaNbHBIX CYKICHHA, OTCTaNBaeMBIX MeTadTHKaMu Kak [[asun Korm u Pamed Bemxsy.
Llenpro naHHOW CTaThU ABIAETCS OOCYKJEHUE TEKYIIHUX 1e0aToB O MPHUPOJE HOPMATUBHO-MO-
paNbHBIX CyX/eHU. B 3aKmouenne, aBTop yTBEpakKIaeT, YT0 HOPMAaTUBHO-MOPAIbHOE CYXKIEHHE
MOKET OBITh IPEIMETOM MO3HAHMS, a TAKXKE IOUICKATh YCIOBUSIM MCTHHHOCTH W JIO)KHOCTH
CYKJICHUI B OTHOIIEHNH KOHKPETHBIX MOPAJILHBIX (DAKTOB, KOTOPBIE COCTABISAIOT 3HAYUTEIBHYTO
YaCTh PEaIbHOCTH B KOTOPOH MBI )KHBEM.

KiroueBble c10Ba: HOPMAaTHBHOCTb, HOPMAaTUBHOCTh MOpald, METa’THKa, MOPAJIbHBIC
CYX/IEHUsI, ICTUHHBIE U JIO)KHBIE BBICKA3bIBaHUS, MOPAJIBHBIN peain3M.



