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In the metaethical debate on moral internalism and externalism, appeal is constantly made to people’s intuitions about the connection between moral judgments and motivation. However, internalists and externalists disagree considerably about their content. In this paper, we present an empirical study of laymen’s intuitions about this connection. We found that they lend surprisingly little support to the most celebrated versions of internalism, which provide reasons to be skeptical of the evidential basis for these views. 
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1. Introduction
One of the most debated issues in contemporary metaethics concerns the connection between moral judgments and motivation. Moral internalism states that there is a necessary connection between moral judgments and motivation to act, whereas moral externalism states that no connection of this type holds. 
The debate between internalists and externalists follows a certain fixed dialectic. Internalists invite us to consider thought experiments in which a person makes use of moral language without being morally motivated. They maintain that we respond to such cases by being reluctant to ascribe a moral judgment to a person unless she is motivated accordingly, which they take as evidence for their position. On the received view, the principal rejoinder available to externalists is to maintain that we can conceive of an amoralist, i.e., a person who holds a moral judgment without being morally motivated. Internalists typically reply in either of two ways. The first reply is to maintain that, properly understood, we do not find the amoralist conceivable, although it might seem so at first glance.
 The second reply is to accept that the amoralist in question does constitute a counterexample to the version of internalism under discussion, but then propose a modified version of internalism that accommodates this type of amoralist. The latter strategy allows internalists to set up new thought experiments modeled on the amended version of internalism. Now the usual dialectic can continue with the latest version of internalism in focus.

It is generally presumed in this dialectic that a key type of evidence consists in people’s pre-philosophical intuitions about the connection between moral judgments and motivation.
 As we have seen, there is however considerable controversy about what these intuitions amount to and advocates of the various versions of internalism, and externalism, consequently insist that the relevant data support their particular position. Indeed, the fact that a substantial aspect of this dialectic basically seems to consist in the two camps ascribing different intuitions to people has made some commentators conclude that the internalist debate has reached a stalemate. However, despite the general appeal to intuitions they have not been subject to systematic empirical research.
 As a first attempt to rectify this fact, we carried out an empirical study in order to explore laymen’s intuitive conception of the connection between moral judgments and motivation. The study suggests that the most celebrated versions of internalism find unexpectedly little support in these intuitions, which provide reason to be skeptical of the evidential basis for these views. We hope that the study will help release the internalist debate from the aforementioned stalemate by stimulating further research on people’s conception of the connection between morality and motivation.

2. Versions of Internalism

A simple version of internalism can be characterized as follows:

Generic Internalism: It is necessary that, if a person judges that she is morally required to (, then she is, at least to some extent, motivated to (.

In what follows, we will understand the various versions of internalism as conceptual claims, which means that “necessary” is read as “conceptually necessary.”
 Thus understood, the internalist views we will consider are assumed to be true in virtue of the conventional meaning of moral terms and sentences. In metaethics, it is common to formulate conceptual claims by saying that a moral sentence expresses a certain mental state, which is referred to as “moral judgment.”
 On Generic Internalism, this means that a sentence of the type “I am morally required to (” expresses a judgment such that, if a person judges that she is morally required to (, then she is motivated to (. It follows that it would be incorrect to ascribe such a judgment to a person unless she is motivated to (. Corresponding considerations hold for the other versions of internalism we will consider. 

It is important to observe that, in order for a version of internalism to get support from intuitions in the way described in the last section, it needs to be understood as a conceptual claim. The reason is that the kind of thought experiments internalists make use of appeal to our linguistic intuitions concerning under what circumstances it would be correct to maintain that a person holds a certain moral judgment.

Moreover, we will understand the relevant internalist claims as stating that a person who judges that she is required to ( only needs to be motivated to some extent to (, not that (ing is what she has strongest motivation to do. The reason is that it seems quite possible that a person genuinely judges that she is required to ( but has stronger motivation to do something else because, say, she thinks it would further her own welfare. 

Let us now turn to the amoralist objection and the manners in which internalists have responded to it by proposing amended versions of this view.

According to one version of the amoralist objection, it is conceivable that a person judges that she is required to ( without being motivated to ( if she suffers from a certain mental condition, such as apathy, compulsion, depression, emotional disturbance, or psychopathy.
 As a consequence, most internalists opt for the following type of internalism:
Conditional Internalism: It is necessary that, if a person judges that she is morally required to (, then she is, at least to some extent, motivated to (, if she satisfies condition C.

There are different versions of Conditional Internalism depending on how condition C is specified. The most renowned version maintains that C consists in being practically rational.
 According to another influential version, C consists in functioning in a psychologically normal manner, but there are also other alternatives.
 This type of internalism is compatible with the possibility that a person who judges that she is morally required to ( is not motivated to (, namely if she fails to satisfy C. It is assumed that a person who suffers from a mental condition of the type just mentioned fails to satisfy C, which explains why she might lack motivation to (.

According to another version of the amoralist objection, it is conceivable that a person judges that she is required to ( without being motivated to ( even if she does not suffer from any mental condition of the kind referred to above.
 For example, it might be argued that a moral cynic may judge that she is morally required to perform a certain action without being motivated to do so and that this can be the case even if she satisfies condition C. 

Internalists might respond to this objection by weakening internalism even further. Recently, internalists have argued that the necessary connection between moral judgments does not hold on an individual but at a societal level: 
  

Communal Internalism: It is necessary that, if a person judges that she is morally required to (, then she is member of a society in which people’s moral judgments generally are accompanied by motivation. 

There are different versions of Communal Internalism depending on how the exact connection between moral judgments and motivation in a society is specified.
 This type of internalism is compatible with the possibility that a person who judges that she is required to ( is not motivated to ( even if she fulfils condition C. However, it is incompatible with the possibility that a person who judges that she is morally required to ( is not part of a society in which there is a general connection between moral judgments and motivation. In support of this contention, proponents of Communal Internalism employ various thought experiments concerning the connection between moral judgments and motivation in entire societies, but they also find reasons for their view in considerations of the essentially social nature of morality.
 
3. An Empirical Study of Internalist Intuitions 

We conducted an empirical study in order to investigate to what extent the various versions of internalism are supported by people’s pre-philosophical intuitions about the connection between moral judgments and motivation. 

3.1. Method

Participants. 176 participants (58 women and 115 men, 3 failed to report sex) with a mean age of 22,62 (SD = 3,51) volunteered to participate in the study. Almost all of the participants were students. 82 of them (47%) had taken about half a semester of philosophy at university, whereas the rest had not taken any philosophy. Importantly, none of the participants had gone through any courses covering internalism or externalism.

Design, Materials, and Procedure. The materials consisted of six scenarios each of which was followed by a question. Each scenario described a person, Anna, who confronts a morally relevant action but is not motivated accordingly. The six pairs of scenarios and questions were designed to test different versions of internalism.

Participants were instructed that the study concerned moral motivation. They were asked to read the scenarios carefully but to respond intuitively to the succeeding questions. The scenarios were presented in three different orders, to which the participants were randomly assigned, so that we could check whether order of presentation affected the results (which it did not).

We carefully tried to formulate the scenarios and succeeding questions so as to probe the most relevant versions of internalism in ways that avoided distinct philosophical vocabulary. Four considerations are particularly worth mentioning. First, since internalist claims merely entail that a person who holds a moral judgment needs to be motivated to some extent to perform the action in question, we stressed, both in the scenarios and the succeeding questions, that Anna is not motivated at all, not to any extent, to perform the action. Moreover, in the instructions “being motivated” to perform an action was explained as “being inclined” to perform it. In these ways, we hoped to make clear that it is not only the case that Anna does not perform the action, or that she is not most motivated to perform the action, but that she has no inclination whatsoever to do so. Second, since internalist claims maintain a necessary connection between a person’s moral judgment, in the form of a mental state as specified above, and motivation, we asked if it could be the case that Anna thinks that she is morally required to perform the action in question. In this way, we hoped to make clear that the question not merely is whether Anna, say, understands what it means to claim that someone is morally required to perform an action, but whether she actually is of the opinion that she is morally required to perform the action in question. Third, since we were interested in conceptually necessary versions of internalism, we asked if it could be the case that Anna thinks she is morally required to perform the action in question even if the relevant motivation is absent. In this way, we avoided the philosophically complicated expression “necessary” and its derivations. Fourthly, we tried to describe the relevant mental conditions (apathy, depression, and psychopathy) in ways that agree with psychological science but still are comprehensible for non-psychologists. 

The most basic type of scenario was Simple:

Simple

Anna is watching a TV programme about a famine in Sudan. In the TV programme, it is shown how the starving are suffering and desperately looking for food.  

At the same time, Anna is not motivated at all, not to any extent, to give any money to those who are starving.

Question: Could it be the case that Anna thinks she is morally required to give some of her money to the starving even if she not motivated at all to do so? 

This basic type of scenario was varied so as to generate four further scenarios, which, in addition to the content in Simple, contained the following pieces of information: 
Normal functioning

Anna is mentally healthy and functions normally. For example, she is not depressed, apathetic, emotionally disturbed, psychopathic, or the like. 

Apathy 

Anna is apathetic. She is listless and generally reluctant to make any effort, even if it would serve her own interests.

As a result of Anna being apathetic, she is not motivated at all, not to any extent, to give any money to those who are starving.

Depression

Anna is deeply depressed. Most of the time she is sad and tired. She has also difficulties to concentrate and is not interested in doing the things that use to appeal to her.

As a result of her depression, Anna is not motivated at all, not to any extent, to give any money to those who are starving.

Psychopath

Anna is a psychopath. She is incapable of empathizing with the feelings of other human beings and she often behaves in ways that other people strongly dislike. Moreover, she does not feel any remorse for her behavior towards other people.  

As a result of her being a psychopath, Anna is not motivated at all, not to any extent, to give any money to those who are starving.

The second type of scenario was Community:

Community

Imagine a society X that in most respects is similar to ours. The citizens of X look roughly as we do, behave roughly as we do, and like pretty much the same things as we do. Citizens of X know that there are other people who are starving and every now and then they watch on TV how these people are suffering and desperately looking for food.

None of the citizens of X is ever motivated, not to any extent, to give any money to those who are starving.

Question: Could it be the case that citizens of X think that they are morally required to give some of their money to the starving even if none of them is motivated to do so? 

We also carried out two supplementary studies the relevant results of which are discussed in § 3.3. 

3.2. Results

A statistical analysis of the extent to which the different scenarios were related to one another (reliability analysis) revealed that the participants tended to respond in the same manner across the different scenarios, or to put it more technically, that the responses to the different scenarios tended to measure the same latent construct (Cronbach alpha = .76). The correlation between each scenario and the average of the rest of the scenarios (item-total correlation) was the lowest for Psychopath (r = .30), indicating that it may be a special case.

As can be seen in Table 1, there were significantly more “yes”-responses in all scenarios except Psychopath, where there were significantly more “no”-responses.
 

    Table 1

    Frequencies, Chi-2 and p-values for the responses to the different scenarios.

	Scenario
	Number of “Yes”
	Number of “No”
	Chi-2
	p

	Simple
	133
	43
	46,02
	.001

	Normal functioning
	139
	37
	59,11
	.001

	Apathy
	105
	70
	7,0
	.008

	Depression
	139
	36
	60,62
	.001

	Psychopath
	74
	101
	4,17
	.041

	Community
	126
	49
	33,88
	.001


There was no effect of having studied philosophy except in Psychopath (Chi2 = 4,69, p = .03). There was no difference among the participants that had studied philosophy as regards how many that responded “yes” (42) and “no” (40) to this scenario, but among the participants that had not studied philosophy, it was less common to respond “yes” (31) than “no” (58). In other words, it was the responses of those participants that had not studied philosophy that caused the reversed pattern of responses to Psychopath. There were no gender differences as regards any of the scenarios. 
3.3. Discussion

The study has implications for Generic Internalism and Conditional Internalism, according to which there is a certain conceptually necessary connection between a person’s moral judgments and her motivation. A majority of the participants responded in ways indicating that the relevant versions of internalism are not supported by their linguistic intuitions. Thus, these versions of internalism do not receive the support they generally are presumed to do from people’s intuitive conception of this connection. Furthermore, a majority of the participants responded in ways that run contrary to what they should be expected to do if these views were correct. The two points can be summarized by saying that the study provides reasons to be skeptical of the evidential basis for these versions of internalism. In the study we also found some additional reasons for this conclusion. As we shall see, it can be questioned whether this study provides any reason for being skeptical of the basis for Communal Internalism, but we conducted a supplementary study that basically confirmed this conclusion also concerning this version of internalism.
3.3.1. Generic Internalism
The study provides reasons to be skeptical of the basis for Generic Internalism. 

We find direct support for this view in the fact that a majority of the participants responded in the affirmative to Simple (76%). In other words, they seem to consider it possible that a person thinks she is morally required to perform an action even if she is not motivated to do it.
There is also indirect reason for this skepticism in the affirmative responses to Normal functioning (79%), Apathy (60%), and Depression (79%). Generic Internalism entails that any person who thinks she is morally required to perform an action is motivated to do it. A majority seem to consider it possible for a person to think that she is morally required to perform an action even if she is not motivated to do so, and they responded in this manner regardless of whether she was reported to be functioning normally, or to be suffering from apathy or depression. Hence, this result provides further reason to question the basis of Generic Internalism.
It should be stressed that these responses do not mean that the fact that a person holds a moral judgment without being motivated accordingly is not in need of explanation. The questions that the participants were asked concern whether it is possible for a person to think she is morally required to perform an action even if she is not motivated to do so, not whether this would seem “peculiar” (or the like). Thus, as far as these responses go, our conception of moral judgments might be such that there is a very close connection between moral judgments and motivation, although this connection need not be conceptually necessary. Similar claims hold for the other versions of internalism we consider below. This means in turn that externalists cannot take the present study as an excuse for not trying to account for our conception of this connection.

3.3.2. Conditional Internalism
The study also provides reasons to be skeptical of the basis for Conditional Internalism.

First, a majority of the participants (79%) responded in the affirmative to Normal functioning. They seem to consider it possible that a person thinks she is morally required to perform an action without being motivated to do it even if she functions normally. In the scenario the fact that a person “functions normally” was explained as “she is not depressed, apathetic, emotionally disturbed, psychopathic, or the like.” As we have seen, advocates of Conditional Internalism insert in the basic version of internalism a condition C, which is assumed to imply that the person in question does not suffer from any of the mentioned mental conditions. Conditional Internalism thus entails that, if a person judges that she is morally required to perform an action, then she is motivated to perform it, given that she functions normally in the sense specified in this scenario. Hence, the responses give reason to doubt that laymen intuitively think that there is a conceptually necessary connection between a person’s moral judgments and her motivation even on the assumption that she fulfils C.

Second, a majority of the participants responded affirmatively to Apathy (60%) and Depression (79%). They seem to consider it possible that a person thinks she is morally required to perform an action without being motivated to perform it if she suffers from apathy or depression. The fact that a majority of the participants responded in a similar manner to, on the one hand, Normal functioning and, on the other hand, Apathy and Depression, provides a problem for Conditional Internalism. If this view were correct, it would be expected that most participants respond in the negative to Normal functioning, but in the affirmative to Apathy and Depression. The reason is that the former scenario does not contain any explanation as to why the person in question fails to be morally motivated that could be interpreted in terms of condition C, whereas the latter two scenarios do contain such explanations. However, most participants responded affirmatively to the former scenario to at least as high an extent as to the two latter ones. Hence, they responded in a manner running contrary to what should be the case on Conditional Internalism. 

Third, it is also worth noticing that the participants responded differently to the three scenarios referring to mental conditions. As regards Depression, a majority (79%) seem to consider it possible that a person thinks she is morally required to perform an action without being motivated to do so if she is depressed. As regards Apathy the majority were considerably smaller (60%). And as regards Psychopath, there were significantly fewer of the participants―indeed, a minority―who thought the corresponding scenario to be possible (42%).
 

The diversity in the responses to these three scenarios illustrates a particular difficulty for Conditional Internalism to specify condition C. Advocates of this view generally agree that there is a variety of different mental conditions that can cause a person not to be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment, such as addiction, apathy (listlessness), compulsion, depression, emotional disturbance, and psychopathy. According to Conditional Internalism, the fact that a person who judges that she is morally required to perform an action is not motivated to perform it is explained in terms of C. This means that the specification of C needs to accommodate all those, but only those, mental conditions that might cause a person not to be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment. More precisely, the specification of C needs to be such that each mental condition which can have this result instantiates a specific way of failing to satisfy C and that there are no mental condition which cannot have this result that instantiates a failure to satisfy C. In view of the various mental conditions that are thought to have this capacity, it can be seriously doubted whether there is a specification of C that fulfils this requirement. Moreover, the relevant version of Conditional Internalism is understood as a conceptually necessary claim, which means that the specification of C needs to comply with our conception of what can cause a person not to be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment.
 Plausibly, this provides further reason to doubt that there is a way of specifying C that fulfils this requirement. Now, the aforementioned diversity in the responses to Depression, Apathy and Psychopath provides independent reason for this doubt. The three mental conditions referred to in these scenarios constitute prototypical examples of failures of satisfying C as this condition is usually understood. For example, they constitute prototypical examples of failure in rationality and psychological normality. However, the diversity in the responses to these scenarios indicate that the participants had rather different views as to whether depression, apathy, and psychopathy, respectively, can cause a person not to be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment. As a consequence, the responses to these three scenarios illustrate the difficulty of specifying C in the required manner. That is, they illustrate the difficulty to specify C in a way which accommodates those, but only those, mental conditions that, according to our conception, might cause a person not be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment.

We would also like to call attention to a methodological consideration that is relevant in the present context. Taken in isolation the responses to the three scenarios referring to mental deficiencies—Apathy, Depression, or Psychopath—do not provide evidence either for or against the plausibility of Conditional Internalism. Assume first that a majority of the participants respond to any of these scenarios in the affirmative. That is, assume that they consider it possible that a person who suffers from the mental condition referred to in such a scenario thinks she is morally required to perform a certain action although she is not motivated to do it. This would not provide evidence against Conditional Internalism, since the reason of why the participants respond in this way presumably is that they believe that the person fails to satisfy a certain condition C, which they consider as an explanation of why the person fails to be morally motivated. Assume next that a majority of the participants respond to any of these scenarios in the negative. That is, assume that they do not consider it possible that the person figuring in such a scenario thinks she is morally required to perform a certain action. This would not constitute any immediate evidence for Conditional Internalism, since the reason why the participants respond in this way might be that they consider it impossible that a person with the mental condition in question thinks she is morally required to perform any action. That is, the explanation of such responses need not be that they consider it impossible that a person who fails to be motivated to perform an action thinks she is morally required to perform it. Rather, it might be that they consider it impossible that a person who suffers from the type of mental condition in question thinks she is morally required to perform any action at all. Thus, in isolation the responses to each of the three scenarios cannot constitute arguments that have any bearing on the plausibility of Conditional Internalism. However, as we have seen above, comparisons between responses to different relevant scenarios can constitute such arguments. 

We would like to close the discussion of Conditional Internalism with considering two previous studies with relevance for our results as regards Psychopath and Depression.

In a pioneering empirical study, Shaun Nichols examines laymen’s conception of the connection between moral judgments and motivation in psychopaths (Nichols, 2004). The participants were given a description of John, a psychopathic criminal who has hurt and killed people without reacting emotionally. John says he knows that it is wrong to hurt other people, but that he does not care if he does things that are wrong. The participants were then asked if John really understands that hurting others is morally wrong. A majority responded in the affirmative, which makes Nichols’ question the idea that internalism is part of people’s intuitive conception of the connection between moral judgments and motivation. Interestingly, our study gave a different result. Indeed, the participants’ responses to Psychopath differ significantly from their responses to the other scenarios, this being the only scenario to which a majority did not respond in the affirmative.

Let us start by considering what conclusions can be drawn from the responses to the two scenarios. It should first be noticed that the affirmative responses to Nichols’ psychopath scenario provide a reason to question the basis for Generic Internalism. (This corresponds to the indirect argument against Generic Internalism discussed above.) However, as was implied above, they can hardly constitute a reason to question the basis for Conditional Internalism. In particular, there is nothing in Nichols’ psychopath scenario entailing that the person in question fulfils a relevant condition C, such as being rational. As a consequence, it might be argued that the participants responded as they did because they believed that, while John actually thinks that hurting others is morally wrong, he does not satisfy a certain condition C, which explains why he is not morally motivated. It should next be noticed that, as was also implied above, the negative responses to Psychopath do not provide an unambiguous argument for Conditional Internalism. Together these two considerations illustrate our methodological point that it is only comparisons between the relevant scenarios that can constitute arguments that have any bearing on Conditional Internalism.

It might next be enquired why the responses to Nichols’ psychopath scenario and to Psychopath differed. Answers to this question tend to be speculative, but it seems plausible to assume that it can be found in differences in the philosophical training of those who participated in the two studies.
 There are particularly three considerations that suggest this view. First, as regards Apathy and Depression there was no significant difference in the responses depending on whether the participants had studied philosophy or not. A majority of our participants responded to these scenarios in the affirmative irrespective of their philosophical training. Second, as regards Psychopath it was mainly participants that had not studied philosophy who responded in the negative. Indeed, this was the only scenario in which this factor had any effect on the results. However, in Nichols’ study, where a majority answered that the psychopath understands that hurting others is morally wrong, the participants consisted in students taking an introductory philosophy class.
 Third, it is difficult to see that the explanation of why the participants who had not studied philosophy responded to Psychopath in the negative would be that they thought that a person needs to be morally motivated in order to hold a moral judgment. The basic reason is that a majority of them responded to Normal Functioning, Apathy, and Depression in the affirmative, which suggests that they were not of this view regarding these scenarios. Moreover, there does not seem to be any relevant difference between Psychopath and these three scenarios that suggests that this explanation applies as regards the first scenario but not as regards the three latter ones. 
These considerations lead us to hypothesize that the participants who had not studied philosophy tended to think of psychopaths as persons who do not hold moral judgments at all. They consider it impossible that a psychopath, as described in Psychopath, thinks she is morally required to perform an action. However, it is not the fact that she fails to be morally motivated that makes them respond in this manner, but rather the belief that psychopaths cannot hold moral judgments at all.
 It might further be queried what made the philosophically untrained participants respond in the indicated manner. Again, answers are bound to be speculative. However, one reasonable explanation seems to be that they consider it impossible for a person to hold a moral judgment if she, in the words of Psychopath, is “incapable of empathizing with the feelings of other human beings.” This hypothesis deserves to be investigated further since it might say something important about people’s pre-philosophical conception of the capacity to form moral judgments.

In a recent paper, Michael Cholbi argues that empirical studies of depression suggest that this mental condition typically does not affect people’s moral motivation (Cholbi, 2011). Especially, he cites empirical data suggesting that a person’s depression does not have the capacity to eliminate her motivation to act in accordance with her moral judgments. We do not want to question this contention, but only point out that it has limited consequences for the results of the study we conducted. It should be recalled that the versions of internalism discussed in the present paper construe these views as conceptual claims. The responses to Depression indicate that a majority of the participants consider it as conceptually possible that a person thinks she is morally required to perform a certain action without being motivated to perform it in case she is depressed. This gives us reasons to doubt the basis for Generic Internalism as understood here. Similar claims apply to the other arguments employing Depression above. Moreover, these responses leave room for the view that it is conceptually necessary that, if a person judges that she is morally required to perform an action, then she is motivated to perform it, granted that she fulfils a certain condition which excludes depression. These responses give consequently Conditional Internalists reason to insert a condition C in the basic formulation of internalism. In neither case does it matter whether it actually is the case that depression affects or eliminates motivation, since conceptual claims are under consideration. Thus, it can be admitted that there are empirical findings indicating that depression does not in fact influence moral motivation. However, this fails to show that we cannot legitimately appeal to people’s intuitive conceptions of how depression might influence moral motivation in arguments for or against various conceptual versions of internalism.
 
3.3.3. Communal Internalism
Whereas our original study provides reason to be skeptical of the basis for Generic and Conditional Internalism, it might be argued that it does not have similar implications for Communal Internalism. 
A majority of the participants in this study responded in the affirmative to Community (72%). Thus, they seem to consider it possible that there is an entire society in which people think that they are required to perform a certain type of action, such as giving money to the starving, but where none of them is motivated to actually perform such actions.

A reviewer of an earlier version of this paper pointed out that it can be doubted whether this result has any implications for Communal Internalism. We described Communal Internalism as the view that it is necessary that, if a person judges that she is required to perform an action, then she is member of a society in which people’s moral judgments generally are accompanied by motivation. According to a reasonable interpretation of this view, the connection between people’s moral judgments and motivation in such a community need not concern their moral judgments about each particular type of action.
 Thus, it leaves open the possibility that people in this community think that they are required to perform a certain type of action, such as giving money to starving people, but none of them is motivated to perform that particular type of action. What this view does not allow is that this holds for all types of actions they think they are morally required to perform. As a result, it might plausibly be questioned whether the responses to Community have any bearing on this version of internalism.
In order to test Communal Internalism in a way that makes justice to this view, we carried out a supplementary study focusing exclusively on this version of internalism. The materials consisted of an amended version of Community, which was followed by a question similar to the one in the original study.
 The new scenario described a society in which the citizens categorize certain actions as being morally required and other actions as not being morally required. It was reported that none of them is ever motivated, not to any extent, to perform any of the actions that, according to their classification, are morally required. The participants were then asked whether it could be the case that people in this society actually think that they are morally required to perform these actions even if they are not motivated at all to do so. Importantly, this scenario did not include any essential reference to a particular type of action, such as giving money to starving people. As a consequence, this scenario is not open to the same objection as the original version of Community and it seems plausible to assume that it tests the relevant version of internalism. 
We received basically the same result as regards the original version of Community. A significant majority of the participants (81%) responded in the affirmative. Thus, they seem to regard it possible that there is an entire society in which people think that there are certain actions that they are morally required to perform, but where none of them is motivated at all to perform any of these actions. This can be taken to suggest that the participants did not regard it conceptually necessary that, in order for a person to think that she is morally required to perform an action, she needs to be part of a society in which people generally are motivated to perform the actions they think they are morally required to perform. As a consequence, the supplementary study provides reason to be skeptical of the basis for Communal Internalism.
In closing, we readily want to admit that all the empirical studies we carried out have certain methodological limitations. Let us highlight two of them. First, it is difficult to devise scenarios and questions in such ways that they accurately capture the relevant philosophical concepts and at the same time is fully understandable for laymen. Although we think we have succeeded to avoid the most apparent difficulties of this kind in the manners explained in § 3.1, it might still be maintained that certain of the crucial concepts were not made clear enough to some of the participants, which might have influenced their responses. For example, it might be argued that the term ‘could,’ as used in our questions to the participants, might be interpreted in other ways than we intended. Second, our studies do not probe all versions of internalism, although they capture those that have been most discussed in the debate. However, we consider the present studies as a starting point of a series of investigations projected to systematically examine people’s conception of the connection between morality and various action-guiding attitudes. We look consequently forward to further investigations that eliminate potential shortcomings of the present studies by, for example, explaining the relevant concepts in more detail, employing more elaborated and varied scenarios, asking a variety of different questions, and using control questions to secure that the participants completely have understood the relevant concepts.

4. Conclusion
The study we conducted suggests that a conceptual form of Generic Internalism is not generally supported by folk intuitions, since a majority of the participants seem to regard it possible that a person thinks she is morally required to perform an action without being motivated accordingly. Likewise, the study suggests that the conceptual forms of Conditional Internalism proposed in the literature are not either generally supported by folk intuitions, since a majority of the participants responded in a similar manner as regards these claims. Moreover, a majority of the participants responded in ways that run contrary to what they should be expected to do on the assumption that any of these internalist claims were correct. In a subsequent study, we received similar results concerning Communal Internalism. Taken together, the results of the study provide reasons to doubt the evidential basis for claiming that there is a non-trivial conceptually necessary connection between moral judgments and motivation. We want again to stress, however, that more research is needed to arrive at an empirically informed account of people’s conception of the connection between moral judgments and motivation.
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� This response is often combined with an explanation of why amoralists might seem conceivable. For two different suggestions, see Hare (1952, pp. 124–126, 163–65) and Smith (1994, pp. 68–71).  


� Some authors have however proposed arguments that are not based on intuitions; see, e.g., Smith (1994, pp. 71–77); Svavarsdóttir (1999), and Zangwill (2008). For an externalist explanation of alleged internalist intuitions, see e.g. Strandberg (2011).


� In a pioneering study, Shaun Nichols discusses people’s intuitions of the connection between moral judgments and motivation in psychopaths (Nichols, 2004, ch. 4). We discuss these results in § 3.3.2. (For a related study, see Prinz (2007, p. 99.) Moreover, there are studies of the connection between moral judgments and motivation that draw on empirical research concerning psychopaths and patients with brain damages; see Nichols (2004, ch 1); Roskies (2003); Cholbi (2006); Roskies (2006); Kennett and Fine (2008a), and Roskies (2008). For discussions about the possibility of testing internalism empirically, see Kauppinen (2008); Kennett and Fine (2008b), and Smith (2008).  


� For an overview of various versions of internalism, see Björklund, Björnsson, Eriksson, Francén Olinder, and Strandberg (Forthcoming).


� The conceptual claim that a moral sentence expresses a certain moral judgment, in the form of a mental state, can in turn be interpreted in various ways. (For one understanding of this conception, see Ridge (2003).) Moreover, we think that the main point below can be translated into a vocabulary according to which the meaning of sentences is understood in some other way than in terms of what mental states they express. Thus, the exact understanding of this issue is presumably not crucial to our arguments. We take “moral judgment” to be neutral as regards cognitivism and non-cognitivism. We occasionally use the phrase “hold a moral judgment” (in analogy with “hold a moral belief”) to refer to a person being in the aforementioned mental state. We prefer this phrase to “make a moral judgment,” since the latter might be thought to refer to a speech act rather than a mental state. Non-conceptual versions of internalism are considered by Mele (1996); Björnsson (2002); Nichols (2005, ch. 5), and Bedke (2009).


� It is a matter of controversy to what extent it is possible to study linguistic intuitions empirically; see, e.g., Rey (1983); Kauppinen (2007), and Nadelhoffer and Nahmias (2007).


� As already noted, some internalists respond to this kind of objection by denying that amoralists are conceivable. In what follows, we will consider attempts to avoid amoralist objections by defending weaker versions of internalism.


� See, e.g., Stocker (1979), and Mele (1996).


� See, e.g., Smith (1994); Korsgaard (1996), and van Roojen (2010).


� See, e.g., Blackburn (1998, pp. 59–68); Björnsson (2002), and Gibbard (2003, p. 154). Cf. Dreier (1990, pp. 12–14).


� See, e.g., Svavarsdóttir (1999). Cf. Roskies (2003) and Nichols (2004, ch. 3).


� See, e.g., Blackburn (1998, pp. 59–68); Greenspan (1998); Tresan (2006, pp. 150–152); Bedke (2009), and Tresan (2009). Cf. Foot (1978, pp. 189–207).


� See Francén (2010, pp. 119–120).


� See Lenman (1999, pp. 445–446) Bedke (2009, pp. 4–7), and Tresan (2009, pp. 185–186). Cf. Gert and Mele (2005, pp. 276–278). Unfortunately, our study does not do justice to all the ingenious thought experiments presented by advocates of this view.


� We found the same pattern of results in a supplementary study where participants (N = 79) rated the same scenarios on a scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 9 (completely agree). The responses to all scenarios except Psychopath were significantly higher than the neutral midpoint of the scale, and accordingly closer to “Agree,” whereas the responses to this scenario were significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale (as tested with one-sample t-tests). All nine scenarios were administrated to all participants (within-subjects design) but in four different orders. There was no indication that orderaffected the responses. The scenarios and subsequent questions were presented in Swedish and are available by request from the first author.


� McNemar tests reveal that significantly more participants considered it possible in Apathy than Psychopath, and in Depression than Apathy (ps < .001).


� More precisely, on this view a sentence of the type “I am morally required to (” expresses a judgment such that, if a person judges that she is morally required to (, then she is motivated to ( given that she fulfils C. Accordingly, it is part of our knowledge of the meaning of such a sentence that C accommodates those, but only those, mental conditions that might cause a person not to be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment.


� It might be objected that condition C can be understood as a negation of the disjunction of all types of mental conditions that can cause a person not be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment. However, we do not think this ad hoc solution would constitute a genuine version of internalism. It might further be objected that advocates of Conditional Internalism can simply refuse to take a stance as to whether the mental conditions referred to in the argument above constitute examples of failures to satisfy C. For example, they might stay neutral as to whether these states of mind make up examples of practical irrationality. In that case, advocates of Conditional Internalism would not need to specify C in a way that accommodates these mental conditions. However, these conditions are generally assumed to constitute prototypical examples of factors that might disrupt the connection between moral judgments and motivation. Indeed, if it is not clear that these mental conditions can have this function, it can legitimately be asked which can. As a result, this move risks to rob Conditional Internalism of much of its explanatory value.  


� There are significant differences between Nichols’ study and ours. For instance, whereas Nichols asked whether John (the psychopath) really understands that hurting others are wrong, we asked whether it could be the case that Anna (in case she is psychopath) thinks she is required to perform a certain action. The former formulation can be interpreted to ask whether John is aware that it is generally considered to be wrong to hurt others, whereas the latter formulation does not lend itself to this interpretation to the same extent. As a result, participants might be more willing to answer the first question in the affirmative than to respond to the second question in this manner. However, this does not explain why the responses to the two psychopath scenarios differ in the particular manner described in the main text.  


� Information supplied in private correspondence with Shaun Nichols.


� A person might fail to be motivated in accordance with her moral judgment more or less generally. For example, she might entirely lack capacity for moral motivation or she might lack moral motivation for a certain while. It might be argued that the difference in responses to, on the one hand, Psychopath, and, on the other hand, Apathy and Depression, depend on the fact that people who suffer from psychopathy are considered to belong to the former category, whereas people who suffer from apathy or depression are considered to be belong to the latter. This consideration deserves further discussion. However, it fails to explain the difference between the responses to Psychopath and the responses to Nichols’ psychopath scenario.


� If this hypothesis turns out to be viable, it suggests that, on people’s pre-philosophical conception, the capacity to emphasize with other human beings is fundamental for being able to form moral judgments. For philosophically relevant discussions on the relation between moral judgments and motivation in psychopaths, see, e.g., Nichols (2004, ch. 1, 3, 5); Roskies (2003); Kennett (2004); Cholbi (2006); Roskies (2006); Kennett and Fine (2008a), and Roskies (2008).


� In Cholbi’s view, internalists and externalists should stop appealing to their modal intuitions, since it can be suspected that these are shaped by antecedent theoretical commitments. Unfortunately, we cannot discuss this general methodological issue in the present paper.


� We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer and to XX for stressing this point.


� We employed the following modified version of Community: 





Imagine a society X that in most respect is similar to ours: The citizens of X look roughly as we do, behave roughly as we do, and like pretty much the same things as we do.


Like us, the citizens of X group actions into different moral categories. They put the label “morally right” on certain actions and the label “morally wrong” on certain other actions.


In a similar manner, they classify some actions as being morally required to perform and other actions as not being morally required to perform.


Their classification of various actions into moral categories is very similar to ours. For example, the action of giving money to starving people is classified as an action they are morally required to perform.


However, none of the citizens of X is ever motivated, not to any extent, to perform any of the actions that, according to their classification, are morally required.  





Question: Could it be the case that the citizens of X actually think that they are morally required to perform these actions, even if they are not motivated at all to do so?





Participants were 101 students (42 males, 59 females, mean age 22,46, SD = 2,67), 5 of which had taken at least one philosophy class. The distribution of responses was very similar to that of the original community scenario; 82 responded “yes” and 19 “no” (Chi-2 = 39,3, p < .001).
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