Nondescriptive Cognitivism and Error Theory
Matjaž Potrč
Nondescriptive cognitivism is a position upon the landscape of moral judgments interpretations that gets enabled by disentangling the fusion between their psychological and semantical commitments. Error theory accepts common sense internal accommodation of moral judgments, all in dumping it when it considers external metaphysical or epistemological accommodation. Dialectics of phenomenological argument is used to evaluate nondescriptive cognitivism. It is situated at its antithetic global environment reflexive indirect transition stage. Nondescriptive cognitivism is a form of experiential error theory.
1. Nondescriptive cognitivism or cognitivist expressivism.
Nondescriptive cognitivism is a position upon the landscape of available manners about how to deal with moral judgments. One approach to moral judgments locates them in respect to cognitivism or non-cognitivism, and again in respect to realism or irrealism. Nondescriptive cognitivism tries to supersede the ties that are characteristic for this duality by disentangling the fusion between psychological and semantic commitments of moral judgments. Cognitivism joins realism and descriptivism, thereby relying upon semantic assumption. Criticism of this assumption enables cognitivist nondescriptive orientation. Nondescriptivism may also be understood as being close to expressivism, so that cognitivist expressivism then figures as another title for nondescriptive cognitivism. This very vacillation reveals that we are dealing with a potentially unstable position, perhaps similar in that to an error theory.  

Moral judgments evaluation.
Whereas ethics deals with such questions as what is morally good or bad, metaethics concentrates at the metaphysical, epistemological or similar evaluation of moral judgments. The way this evaluation is effectuated then determines the moral outlook of a certain position. If moral judgments are understood as beliefs or being belief-like, then we have to do with cognitivism. If on the other hand moral judgments are rather understood as expression of attitudes, or maybe as a kind of action supporting commands, then we face non-cognitivism or expressivism. In fact, moral judgments may be understood in both cognitivist and expressivist manners. There are positions, such as the one of nondescriptive cognitivism, which seem to be opened to both of the just mentioned senses. We will be concerned with the noticed judgment evaluation manner in what follows, and we will try to show its placement as an unstable position in the overall dialectics applying to moral judgments evaluation, following the nature of phenomenological argument. Before embarking on this, the ties should first be sketched between cognitivism and non-cognitivism on the one hand, and between realism and irrealism on the other hand. This will then enable us to look at one manner in which the possibilities at the landscape of moral judgments interpretation may be expanded, in respect to a couple of intertwined psychological and semantical positions.

Cognitivism and non-cognitivism: their ties to realism and irrealism.
Saying that moral judgments are beliefs or belief-like certainly gets some support. If one encounters a morally inappropriate or wrong act, such as it figures in the well known case of seeing hoodlums burning a kitten just for their own pleasure, one immediately forms a belief that this action is morally wrong, without needing to engage into any elaborate inferential conclusions. One may then argue that one just formed a strong belief about this act, and so one evaluates moral judgment as belief-like. But given that beliefs are engaged psychological commitments, which may be evaluated as being true or false, they are directed to description of some moral reality, of something which is objectively there and thereby independent of one's personal whims. One may then say that moral judgments are truth-apt. Psychological side of moral judgment being treated as belief is then supplemented by judgments' semantical side of being truth-apt, and by the metaphysical side displaying commitment to independently existing moral realist facts or properties, supporting the truth evaluation.


If one thinks again about moral judgments, however, one may start to wonder whether they should be really treated as beliefs. For they also look to be engaged, seemingly action supporting and motivating psychological features. One then embraces a look at moral judgments as non-cognitivist psychological commitments, closer to expression of desires than of beliefs. If such is the case, then moral judgments just cannot be primarily treated as truth-apt, and rather their action guiding emotional or prescriptive role comes into the foreground. If moral judgments are not truth-apt, then it also follows that there should not exist any moral reality that they describe, moral facts or properties – for their role is primarily in expression of attitudes. Non-cognitivism or expressivism as a psychological view of moral judgments then goes along with semantic or metaphysical stance of irrealism: there simply aren't any previously mentioned moral metaphysical features or entities out there. 


Here is a simple indication of ties between cognitivism or non-cognitivism on the psychological side concerning the treatment of moral judgments, and between realism or irrealism on the semantical side of treating moral judgments.

	Psychology of moral judgments
	Semantics or metaphysics of moral judgments

	(1) Cognitivism (beliefs) → 
	→ Realism (descriptive states)

	(2) Non-cognitivism (non-belief states) → 
	→ Irrealism (non-descriptive states)


According to this picture cognitivism implies realism, and non-cognitivism implies irrealism. Implication ties are indicated by the arrows leading from psychological towards semantical characteristics of moral judgments. If from the psychological side moral judgments are treated as beliefs, then we deal with cognitivism. As beliefs, further, tend to be truth-apt, they may be treated as involving some reality that they describe, in respect to the correspondence provided by that reality's semantic impact. So cognitivist psychology of moral judgments' treatment involves description of some moral reality, the truth-aptness of these judgments and metaphysics of moral realism. This all happens in the row (1). But moral judgments may also be seen as psychological non-belief states. Given that beliefs are cognitive states, but moral judgments are not treated as beliefs now, but as emotional or similar expression of attitudes, say, the psychological position may then be called non-cognitivism. Non-cognitivism is not truth-apt, and therefore it does not presuppose the existence of facts or features to which moral judgments as non-cognitive and maybe emotional states would correspond. Non-cognitivism thus involves non-descriptivism in the semantical sense, and irrealism in the metaphysical sense. Non-cognitive states are not truth-apt and so they do not describe. And they thereby do not imply the existence of any moral facts, properties or similar features. So non-cognitivism implies irrealism, as this is indicated by the implicative arrows in column (2).


Cognitivism and non-cognitivism as psychological sides of moral judgments seem to be naturally related to realism and irrealism, respectively, as the semantic or metaphysical sides of moral judgments. The mentioned psychological side and semantical or metaphysical side of moral judgments thus appear to fit each other. In the next sub-section we will take a look though at the possibility that there may exist a disentanglement of this happy tie.

Nondescriptive cognitivism's expanding of possibilities at the landscape by disentangling psychological and semantic commitments fusion: enabled by criticism of descriptivist semantic assumption.
Supporting the fusion of cognitivism with descriptivism and realism is what may be called semantic assumption, which may be spelled out in the following manner.

       (SA) All cognitive content (i.e., belief-eligible, assertible, truth-apt content) is descriptive content. Thus, all genuine beliefs and all genuine assertions purport to represent or describe the world.(Horgan and Timmons 2006: 256).
(SA) thereby indicates fusion of cognitivism and descriptivism/realism, as indicated in the column (1) of the table above. Further, it seems to follow from (SA) that non-cognitivist psychology is wedded to non-descriptivist semantics and to an irrealist metaphysics, as an opposition to cognitivism-descriptivism tie, so that we then have non-cognitivism psychological side of moral judgment fusion with the semantic non-descriptivism and its supportive metaphysical irrealism, as indicated in the column (2).


If (SA) is questioned, however, the fusion of cognitivism-descriptivism and of non-cognitivism with non-descriptivism gets loosened. Then the further two positions appear upon the stage: moral judgments are descriptive non-belief states (fictionalism), and moral judgments are non-descriptive belief states (nondescriptive cognitivism). The expansion of these possibilities that is made possible by abandoning the exclusivity of (SA) style fusion then looks like this (the newly emerging positions are marked by bold print).

	moral judgments
	descriptive
	non-descriptive

	beliefs
	traditional cognitivism
	non-descriptive cognitivism (cognitivist expressivism)

	non-belief states
	fictionalism
	traditional non-cognitivism


In other words, as it is not necessary anymore that there exists a close tie between cognitivism-descriptivism on the one hand (traditional cognitivism), and between non-cognitivism and non-descriptivism on the other hand (traditional non-cognitivism), with the metaphysical realism as a consequence of the first fusion, and with the metaphysical irrealism as the consequence of the second fusion, the possibilities of descriptive non-belief states (fictionalism) and of non-descriptive belief states understanding of moral judgments emerges (nondescriptive cognitivism).
 This last position of nondescriptive cognitivism was brought upon the scene in a series of articles by Horgan and Timmons (2000, 2006, 2007), who also apply the name of cognitivist expressivism to it. According to that approach moral judgments are genuine beliefs that however do not describe. And given that they do not hold to the primacy of the descriptive function, they rather seem to express some non-belief grounded attitude. Giving the position the additional name of cognitive expressivism involves a possible tension, because one deals with genuine beliefs: the cognitivist part is thus justly evoked. But expressivism seems to link the position to non-belief states, which are non-descriptive, right. Yet some tension seem to remain with beliefs involving cognitivism and non-belief states promoting expressivism.

2. Error theory.
In this section we will briefly introductorily deal with error theory. We will postpone the treatment of the distinction between versions of the error theory to a later section. All that will be tackled here is thus just the overall structure of two sub-stages in the error theory project, the first one of which deals with internal accommodation, and the second one with external accommodation. Error theory emerges once as the first accommodation gets rejected by considerations involving the second accommodation.

Two sub-stages in the project of error theory.
We will now present the two sub-stages of an error theory, as we understand it. The first sub-stage is linked to the internal accommodation project, whereas the second one is related to the external accommodation project. And as just mentioned, error theory emerges once as the second sub-stage trumps the first sub-stage.

Internal common sense accommodation.
A sensible metaethical theory will try to comply to internal accommodation, which may be understood as embracing requirements of common sense for treatment of moral judgments. This is linked to phenomenological and related considerations about how to approach and evaluate moral judgments. Going with common sense certainly seems to involve a direct approach, i.e. drawing conclusions from the testimony of immediate data which our experiences provide about moral judgments. This first sub-phase of error theory, and its related accommodation, will appear as an immediate or direct conclusion drawn from our experiences. In the next section we will deal with dialectics of direct phenomenological experiences guided accommodation. Here is though a generic specification of internal accommodation:


“A plausible metaethical view should comport with deeply embedded presumptions of ordinary moral discourse and practice. This guides the project of internal accommodation.” (Timmons 1999: 12).

External metaphysical and epistemological accommodation.
It will also be plausible for a metaethical theory to comply with requirements that fall outside the immediate internal common sense concerns related to moral judgments, but which are still relevant in respect to plausible worries coming from such areas as metaphysics or epistemology. This is then not happening on the basis of an immediate experiential engagement, such as it was the case for internal common sense based accommodation. Here we have to do with a rather more reflexive project, with a certain objective distance, which is proper to external sciences or disciplines characterized by concerns of more general nature. These generality involving objective cogitations may then have a skeptical impact upon what one agreed to at the former internal accommodation phase. Here is a generic formulation of external accommodation. 


“A plausible metaethical view should comport with plausible general views and assumptions from other relevant areas of inquiry. This guides the project of external accommodation.” (Timmons 1999: 12).

Metaphysical and epistemological concerns are external to moral judgments. One may well accept an opinion that there exist moral facts or again an opposed opinion that they actually do not exist. But in any way this is a point that has to do with objectivist characteristics proper to the area of metaphysics. In a similar manner, the concerns of epistemological justification are most probably external to the immediate experiential concerns implied into moral judgments, and they are objective in this respect. Anyway it seems that metaphysical and epistemological views, although they may also involve a theorist's choice, are external to the direct phenomenology supported experiential matters proper to the internal accommodation.

The basic claim of error theory: External accommodation shows that all judgments accepted at the internal accommodation stage are false: so all moral judgments are in error.
The basic claim of error theory rests upon a noticed discrepancy between internal and external accommodation. Immediate phenomenology supported experiences of moral judgments, in an internal accommodation way, may lead us towards embracing cognitivist and realist nature of moral judgments. This first sub-stage of accommodation project however becomes disciplined by the external accommodation concerns, at the second sub-stage. Taking a look at a plausible metaphysics, namely, may convince us that there really do not exist any objective entities and properties whose persistence would follow from the commitment to cognitivism and realism at the first internal accommodation based sub-stage. A similar conclusion may then ensue from the epistemological external accommodation: one may see the epistemic access to the just mentioned supposed independently existing moral entities as quite impossible since it rests upon implausible presuppositions. So the conclusion derived from the external accommodation points at the second sub-stage will trump the result of internal accommodation common sense adjusted results of the first sub-stage. Internal accommodation will push us to embrace cognitivism and realism. External accommodation, however, will finally reveal all internal accommodation results to be simply false. In other words: all moral judgments, as based upon our immediate common sense experiences, are revealed to be false once as concerns of external accommodation involving metaphysical and epistemological matters are taken seriously. We follow the hints of common sense, but doing that we find ourselves in the state or error. One may say that the two sub-stages of error theory rest upon the distinction between the first-person as against the second-person perspective. But this would be too short. In the following we will tackle a dialectics for which we believe that it can help us to situate nondescriptive cognitivism, and also to demonstrate that nondescriptive cognitivism is a form of error theory.  

3. Dialectics of phenomenological argument: transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions as a means to evaluate nondescriptive cognitivism.
In this section we embark upon the task of providing the basis for evaluation of nondescriptive cognitivism. It is proposed to be in the phenomenological argument that leads from phenomenological experiences to the metaethical conclusions that are reached on the basis of the former. The dialectics of phenomenological argument will enable us to support the hypothesis that nondescriptive cognitivism is a form of error theory.  The dialectics of phenomenological argument consists of three stages: the thetic local environment involving direct transition stage, the antithetic global environment involving reflexive and indirect transition stage, and finally the synthetic transglobal environment involving phenomenology based positive stage.

Hypothesis: nondescriptive cognitivism is a form of error theory.
We have presented nondescriptive cognitivism in a rough outline. Similarly we have done with the error theory. Now the hypothesis is that nondescriptive cognitivism is a form of the error theory indeed. This hypothesis will be clarified through the support of the dialectics proper to the phenomenological argument. 

Using phenomenological argument in order to evaluate nondescriptive cognitivism.
We will say in a moment what we understand the phenomenological argument to be. Before embarking upon this task however we should remind ourselves that we deal with nondescriptive cognitivism as a position involving moral judgments. It is natural to see moral judgments as leaning upon phenomenology. For moral judgments are qualitative experiences bound. That's what they feel like. And this is what the meaning of phenomenology may be. Phenomenology can be understood in several manners, such as a certain philosophical movement in what is known as the phenomenological tradition, but then again as qualitative what-it's-like experiences. We will use the expression phenomenology in this last invoked sense. Thus understood phenomenology was always tied to moral judgments, although this did not necessarily happen in a reflexive manner. Such a move is enabled by the phenomenological argument though. The position of nondescriptive cognitivism, as we have hinted at, naturally vacillates between cognitivist and expressivist options. This is why the dialectics of phenomenological argument, through the systematicity that it introduces, may be expected to clarify it. 

Phenomenological argument: what.
We have said that phenomenological argument leads from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions. Here is a rendering of this argument.

(PA) Phenomenological argument is an argument that starts form a “what-it’s-like”, raw phenomenological character tied to certain aspect of our moral experience and draws from it conclusions relevant for moral theory. (Potrč-Strahovnik forthcoming)

Phenomenological arguments discussion entered the stage only recently. In a moment we will sketch some possible reactions about the import that may be ascribed to it. In the following, we will engage in the dialectics of such argument, hinting back to the items that allowed us to introduce positioning of nondescriptive cognitivism, such as cognitivism and non-cognitivism psychological opposition on the one hand, and descriptivism and non-descriptivism semantical with related metaphysical opposition between realism and irrealism on the other hand. Phenomenological argument allows us to characterize and systematize the most important transition kinds that are leading from phenomenological experiences to the metaethical conclusions, such as the conclusions in direction of realism or again of irrealism, say.

Three views about phenomenological argument import.
At the very beginning, one needs to sketch three manners in which the import of phenomenological argument can be evaluated, which may be called neutral, modest and strong views. (Potrč-Strahovnik forthcoming). Neutral view holds it that moral phenomenology can be an interesting aspect of moral experience description, but that it cannot really substantially contribute to metaethical debates. According to the modest view, moral phenomenology is of importance for metaethical debate, although it cannot be taken to be of the same weight as metaphysical or epistemological arguments when the evaluation of moral judgments impact enters the stage. According to the strong view though, moral phenomenology is of the same importance as other semantical, metaphysical or epistemological arguments. These three views show that there is a lack of unanimity in respect to phenomenological argument import. We will provisorily take the perspective of the strong view. But in fact, under the presupposition that phenomenological argument matters, we will engage into the description of several manners in which it reaches metaethical conclusions upon the basis of phenomenological experiences. These conclusions, as already announced, will deal with such oppositions as cognitivism and non-cognitivism and again the one between realism and irrealism, which we hope will enable us to position nondescriptive cognitivism at its proper place.

The dialectics of phenomenological argument: transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions.
We now engage into the presentation of phenomenological argument dialectics. Introductorily, we will briefly hint at the dialectic transition from reliabilism to evidentialism in the area of epistemic justification that inspires our exercise. Then we will proceed to the presentation of three dialectical stages proper to the phenomenological argument. The thetic local environment stage involves common sense direct cognitivism and moral realism metaethical conclusion. Then comes the antithetic global environment stage, which is reflexive in a skeptical manner. Finally ensues the synthetic stage where transglobal environment secures basic positive role for phenomenology. The presentation of the just mentioned dialectics will enable us to later expand a closer view upon the antithetic stage, about which we claim that it fits the nature of nondescriptive cognitivism. Thetic stage will be presented here, for it is of importance in respect to the first sub-phase of the error theory, about which we will claim that it is embraced by nondescriptive cognitivism as well. The synthetic positive stage where the phenomenology really comes to the fore and functions as a kind of orientation point will be just sketched though, awaiting elaboration at some other occasion.

Introduction: the dialectics of reliabilist evidentialism epistemic justification.
In scarce words we first introduce an example of dialectics that may be found in the area of epistemic justification, leading from reliabilism to reliabilist evidentialism. This approach inspired the application to the case of moral judgments.
 (Henderson and Horgan 2012) Reliabilist justification is externalist, and it can be causally supported. This may be seen as the thetic stage of epistemic justification dialectics. Causal externalist support involves direct local environment inspired justification. But there are some counterexamples to this, such as fake barn cases, which show that reliability varies with environment. If there is unreliable environment, as this is the case for fake barn cases indeed, then the solution requires a broader, global environment, of what may be called skeptical importance. Skeptics detaches himself from the narrow local reliabilist thetic environment and embraces global skeptical reflexive environment. This skeptical antithetic proposal in the dialectics of epistemic justification is challenged again by the full demonic environment cases. The way out from this situation may be proposed by the synthetic transglobal environment, where the message of the positive phenomenology grounded reliabilist evidentialism comes to the fore. So much for the epistemic justification dialectics inspiration that we will try to use now for the case of the dialectics involved into the phenomenological argument transition.
The thetic local environment common sense direct phenomenological argument: transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions.
Phenomenological argument, as we said, leads from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions. This kind of transition may first proceed in a direct manner. Common sense inspired approach directly concludes from phenomenological experiential data to the metaethical conclusions favorable to cognitivism and realism. Here is a couple of defenses involving the direct transition.

“[W]e take moral value to be part of the fabric of the world; taking our experience at face value, we judge it to be experience of the moral properties of actions and agents in the world. And if we are to work with the presumption that the world is the way our experience represents it to us as being, we should take it in the absence of contrary considerations that actions and agents do have the sorts of moral properties we experience in them. This is an argument about the nature of moral experience, which moves from that nature to the probable nature of the world” (Dancy 1998: 231–2).

 “The realist maintains that we should take the nature of our moral experience seriously. In seeking to discover what the world is like we have to start with the way our experience represents the world being – where else could we start. The realist insist on an obvious, but crucial, methodological point: there is a presupposition that things are the way we experience them as being – a presumption can only be overthrown if weighty reasons can be brought to show that our experience in untrustworthy or misleading. Moral value is presented to us as something independent of our beliefs or feelings about it; something that may require careful thought or attention to be discovered. There is a presumption, therefore, that there is a moral reality to which we can be genuinely sensitive.” (McNaughton 1988: 40)
The just quoted positions are strong indeed, in the sense that they conclude in a direct manner from moral phenomenological experiences involved into moral judgments to the metaethical conclusions in favor of cognitivism and moral realism. Such direct conclusion is not reflexive, and it may be characterized as happening in a local environment. The positive but not really reflexive approach may be seen as the thetic stage of phenomenological argument dialectics.

The antithetic global environment reflexive indirect phenomenological argument: transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions.
Although the direct common sense approach at the former stage may be seen as attractive, some doubts can soon emerge once as one takes a reflexive approach to the thetic conclusions in direction of cognitivism and moral realism. This will then be a typical skeptical move, where the considered environment is enlarged so that it introduces hypotheses that were not available at the direct non-reflexive stage. We will say more about the position of nondescriptive cognitivism in the next section. Let it be sufficient here to say that in opposition to the thetic embracing of realism, the position of nondescriptive cognitivism adopts irrealism. It also goes in direction of expressivism, although it officially tries to stay cognitivist. This all shows a kind of skeptical unstable position that may be seen as characteristic for the antithetic transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions in the phenomenological argument. 

The synthetic transglobal environment phenomenology based phenomenological argument: transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions.
The antithetic phase, as promised, will be somewhat more patiently broken down in the next section. The reason is that this is the central theme of our exercise. In order to complete the overview of the dialectics though, we now need to sketch the synthetic phase. Given that the antithetic phase is of skeptical nature and unstable, a new positive view of phenomenological argument transition is needed. Thetic phase was positive but too straightly direct. The antithetic phase was reflexive and also negative, skeptical. The skeptical challenge needs to be disciplined now. And this can happen in such a way that the phenomenology, phenomenological experience, really comes into the center as the basis of the exercise. This can happen at the synthetic stage of the transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions, in the transglobal environment, where phenomenology turns out to be constitutive indeed. It is not surprising that this synthetic phase offers an appropriate approach to phenomenological argument itself, for it is plausible that such an argument would be phenomenologically based. Neither too direct thetic conclusions nor the antithetic skeptical approach can really be true to the phenomenological argument's basis. Transglobal environment is narrowly based though and it enables this.

4. Situating nondescriptive cognitivism at the antithetic global environment reflexive indirect phenomenological argument stage concerning transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions.
In this section we will take a view of some characteristics proper to nondescriptive cognitivism that situate it at the antithetic stage of transition in the phenomenological argument. It is a reflexive position, an indirect one and it is skeptically minded. This all differentiates the antithetic stage from the thetic one. Further, we will take a look at the basis of nondescriptive cognitivism phenomenological evaluation, concerning its semantical and objectivity aspects. Neither of these aspects is supported by phenomenology as it may be involved into nondescriptive cognitivism. The reason is that we deal with an unstable position, proclaiming itself to be cognitivist, but ultimately leaning towards the expressivist direction.

Nondescriptive cognitivism is a reflexive indirect skeptical approach to phenomenological argument: transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions justification.
The thetic common sense and internal accommodation inspired approach to the phenomenological argument proclaimed direct and nonreflexive transition from phenomenological experiences involved into moral judgment to the metaethical conclusions promoting cognitivism and moral realism. The antithetic stage, as its name says, will oppose this. We believe nondescriptive cognitivism to be situated at this stage. It tries to go the way of external accommodation, being reflexive, indirect and skeptical, leaning into the metaphysical direction of irrealism, and ultimately that of expressivism, although it initially presents itself to be of cognitivist nature.

Reflexivity of nondescriptive cognitivism: in opposition to nonreflexive thetic common sense, but not yet reaching the profoundly reflexive synthetic stage.
We have seen that common sense favors an immediate and nonreflexive transition from phenomenological experiences involved into moral judgments to the metaethical conclusions in support of cognitivism and realism. Nondescriptive cognitivism is opposed to this, for it presents itself as a reflexive position. Should we really trust the immediate nature of phenomenological experience? Nondescriptive cognitivism rather embraces irrealist view of metaphysics, which is enabled through the approach inspired by the external accommodation. Given metaphysical and epistemological concerns, it would be perhaps weird to presuppose the existence of special moral properties and it would be difficult to obtain epistemic access to them once as one subscribes to some plausible version of naturalism. Reflexivity here is thus at least partially inspired by the external accommodation requirements. But such a kind of reflexivity feeds upon the shortcomings of the thetic nonreflexive stage. So it does not yet reach the positive minded reflexivity that one may expect at the synthetic stage, where phenomenology will be forthcoming as a basic good indeed. In fact, nondescriptive cognitivism reflexivity happens to be a skeptical kind of reflexivity. This is evident from the external accommodation reflexive and objective criticism of the nonreflexive internal accommodation moves. Thereby, nondescriptive cognitivism reveals itself as a kind of error theory, where nonreflexive internal common sense inspired accommodation is trumped by the objective and reflexive external accommodation moves. This overall link to error theory should be refined however, for nondescriptive cognitivism itself denies embracing an error theory.

Indirectness of nondescriptive cognitivism: in opposition to direct common sense based conclusion, but short of fully phenomenology based transglobal transition.
Nondescriptive cognitivism is also indirect, in opposition to the direct common sense inspired conclusions at the thetic phase of phenomenological argument transition. Indirectness is close to reflexivity, but it is not identical to it. Direct transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions leads to cognitivism and realism. An indirect move will be reflexive, and through this it will embrace irrealism, due to the objectivity and indirectness of external accommodation. It will eventually embrace expressivism, despite the contrary claims in direction of cognitivism. But indirectness is not fully adopted here yet, for this would require an appreciation of fully phenomenologically constituted transglobal environment. As the chips come down nondescriptive cognitivism reveals itself as a skeptical position.

Skepticism of nondescriptive cognitivism: in opposition to direct common sense and also to phenomenology based synthetic transglobal foundation.
Common sense direct nonreflexive transition from phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions does not engage into skeptical vacillation and doubts. This is different for nondescriptive cognitivism which turns out to be skeptical. It questions cognitivist and realist direct conclusions obtained upon the basis of phenomenological experiences. It goes reflexive, involving a broader environment as does the thetic nonreflexive phase. The environment is now global, extended in respect to just local environment of the thetic phase. This results in embracing of irrealist metaphysical conclusions, which is in fact a view fueled by skepticism in respect to the direct realism non-reflexively embracing thetic phase. Skepticism is negative here, so that it does not yet build upon the positive and basic presence of phenomenology that is there in the transglobal environment of the synthetic transition phase. Skepticism is also a position that builds upon the criticism of what it takes to be the too quickly affirmed immediate conclusions, and it is in this sense close to an error theory. More about this later.

The basics of phenomenological evaluation for nondescriptive cognitivism.
It is about time now to switch to the phenomenological evaluation of nondescriptive cognitivism. As a form of cognitivism, the position should expect a support from the side of phenomenology. And nondescriptive cognitivism claims indeed that it is supported by phenomenology. We should remind ourselves that the position presents itself as a form of cognitivism. Cognitivism is supported by the psychological thesis that moral judgments are beliefs or belief-like. But if they are beliefs, they should be truth-apt, and this should then show in their phenomenological support. On the other hand, moral judgments as beliefs display a kind of objectivity or objective independence in respect to the moral agents' direct engagements. There should be phenomenological support for their objectivity. Nondescriptive cognitivism thus introduces a special form of beliefs that should encompass moral judgments. These are ought-beliefs and not is-beliefs, for is-beliefs subscribe to semantic assumption and seeing moral judgments as underlying this assumption would then undermine the very position of nondescriptive cognitivism, as we will recall from its introduction in the introductory section. One can distinguish semantical and objectivity aspects that may offer phenomenology support for nondescriptive cognitivism. It turns out that both of these supports leave us wanting. One reason for this may be the unstable nature of nondescriptive cognitivism in its situatedness between cognitivism and expressivism, and in its approach to this last position. Notice that both semantical and objectivity aspects phenomenological support comes easily for the thetic direct common sense transition phase, where cognitivist and realist metaethical conclusions are derived directly from the characteristics of phenomenological experiences. But we may not expect the same to be the case for the antithetic phase. 

Semantical aspects.
Here is a rendering of semantical aspects that may involve phenomenological support for nondescriptive cognitivism.

“Belief-like aspects: Moral judgments are in many respects belief-like; they typically share phenomenological characteristics of beliefs such as that there is the “subjective feel of being aware of a proposition and presenting it to oneself as true or plausible” (Kriegel 2011: 11); moral judgments share with beliefs their fundamental generic, phenomenological and functional features, i.e. “[t]hey involve an involuntary, categorizing way of psychologically coming down on some issue of moral concern, on the basis of considerations that are experienced as rationally requiring the judgment – where this judgment is experienced as truth-apt and hence as naturally expressed in thought and language by sentences in the declarative mood” (Horgan and Timmons 2007: 269); moral judgments share with beliefs the feel that we are assessing the situation and we are able to provide justification (reasons) for them and relate them in a web of interconnected beliefs, and additionally they also exhibit degrees of certitude, robustness, and importance (Smith 2002).” (Potrč-Strahovnik forthcoming). 
Objectivity aspects.
Here comes a summary of objectivity aspects that are expected to obtain phenomenological support for nondescriptive cognitivism.

“Objective aspect: Moral judgments involve a feeling of their objectivity; it seems that they are independent of our interest and desires; that their force is coming from the outside (that they have external origin), from the relevant moral circumstances and that it exerts a pressure on us to act in a certain way (Mandelbaum
) limiting the range of our choices; “the agent experiences a ‘felt-demand’ on behaviour” that is phenomenologically grounded in apprehension of (un)fittingness and is “issuing from the circumstances that I confront” (Horgan and Timmons 2006: 268); their subject matter is not “a matter of choice”, and “is more a matter of knowledge and less a matter of decision” (Mackie 1977: 33);  from the perspective of the agent they feel authoritative (emanating from a source of authority external to our preferences and choices) and categorical; “in moral choice we struggle to find... the right answer. We present our search to ourselves as one governed by a criterion which does not lie in ourselves; our fear is that we may make the wrong choice” (Dancy 1998: 232)
; they are a response to the circumstances, such that this one is “absolute, not contingent upon any desire or preference or policy or choice” (Mackie 1977: 33); they seem to include “objective pretensions” (Gibbard 1992: 155) such as that the moral norm in play seems valid independently of our accepting it and has a claim to authority (Gibbard 1992: 171).” (Potrč-Strahovnik forthcoming).
The claim that phenomenology supports semantical aspects and objectivity aspect proven false.

Notice that both semantic and objectivity aspects of phenomenology are natural for the thetic robustly realist approach. But they will not be such for an antithetic approach, one may expect. 

Let us take a look at the semantic side first. Beliefs are truth apt. But under nondescriptive cognitivism, they are not truth-apt, except in certain contextual conditions, into which the one who judges brings his moral outlook in the form of an attitude. The second problem is direction of fit. Typical for nondescriptive cognitivism are ought-beliefs. As these do not describe, they seem to avoid error theory. It would still be there if ought-attitude would be a part of kernel belief of moral judgments. But it isn't according to nondescriptive cognitivism, and it is rather adjoined as an attitude to the neutral kernel content. In this manner, however, the attitude is joined to kernel content in a move that is sliding towards expressivism. But expressivism is not supported by phenomenology in the manner as this is the case for robustly thetic realism. Additionally, Horgan and Timmons (forthcoming) claim that “ought-claims are expression of certain attitudes”. Considering Blackburn's (1993: 168) statement, this puts the weight in favor of expressivism, although cognitivism may be still present at the surface.


As far as the objectivity related phenomenological support is concerned, one may first stress that nondescriptive cognitivism, buying irrealism, does not seem to lean towards objectivity at all, be it in the metaphysical or again in the rationalist sense. But it “offers two aspect of the analysis of moral judgments as objective”:  “they are grounded in reasons (but notice that the notion of reasons also gets an expressivist analysis) so that we experience them from the point of view of being supported by reasons (... but reasons are normative) and being objective in this sense.”  “[T]he other thing is... the notion of not privileging oneself. Now these two it seems offer much too weak notion of objectivity to be able to fully account for the distinctive objective phenomenology of moral judgments” (Potrč-Strahovnik forthcoming).


Thus both semantical and objectivity aspects fail to offer phenomenological support for nondescriptive cognitivism. 

Reason for phenomenology support semantical aspects and objectivity aspects related failure: unstable positioning of nondescriptive cognitivism between cognitivism and expressivism, ultimately embracing expressivism through attitudes.
The reason that neither semantic nor objectivity aspects really support nondescriptive cognitivism through phenomenology is that, in opposition to the robustly direct thetic common sense realism and cognitivism, we are dealing here with what reveals itself as expressivism, through the attitudes that are there in the basis of the view. This happens despite that at the surface the view declares itself as belief friendly cognitivist position. The reason for the lack of phenomenological support may also be searched for in the antithetic unstable nature of nondescriptive cognitivism. It announces itself as cognitivism, only that at the next stage it embraces attitudes, in an expressivist friendly manner.

5. Error theory two versions.
After we have laid some characteristics of nondescriptive cognitivism on the table, we may now turn to considerations regarding error theory that we have already briefly introduced at a previous stage. Even up till now we have repeatedly hinted that nondescriptive cognitivism may be close to error theory. Now is the time to look somehow closer at this claim. We will distinguish two species of error theory: the semantic and the experiential one. 

Semantic error theory (Mackie style).
The first species of error theory may be called semantical, and it is known to be promoted by Mackie. It is the error theory that we have already laid out, consisting of two sub-stages, where the first one embraces common sense internal accommodation for moral judgments and the second one rejects it by promoting external accommodation concerns. The first sub-stage acceptance now reveals itself to be false, in error.

The first sub-stage: Common sense internal accommodation points in direction of cognitivism and realism.
Let us remind ourselves that we have now seen dialectics of phenomenological argument transition. At the thetic stage it is inspired by common sense robust realist internal accommodation, embracing cognitivism and realism. Phenomenology supports this in a direct nonreflexive manner.

The second sub-stage: Naturalistic metaphysics and epistemology aimed external accommodation finds that all moral judgments are in error.
The second sub-stage of error theory is inspired by the external accommodation and it leans towards irrealism and, as it turns out, towards non-cognitivism or expressivism. Considering the incompatibility of the existence of special nonnatural moral properties or entities with the naturalist metaphysics and epistemological justification, one has to conclude that the previous sub-stage thetic phase inspired conclusions about realism and cognitivism were all false, and that the approach must be in error.

Semantic error follows.
The Mackie inspired error theory thus points to semantical error. One expects truth-aptness, cognitivism and realism of the first sub-stage to result in phenomenology supported semantic basis. But this turns out    not to be true, in fact it leads to error. Falsity of the first thetic sub-stage, affirmed at the antithetic sub-stage, amounts to semantic error.

Experiential error theory (nondescriptive cognitivism style).
One may distinguish another species of error theory now, which may be called an experiential error theory. This one is engaged in through nondescriptive cognitivism. It is typical that this position denies embracing error theory. We claim that it perhaps avoids semantic error, but that it ends up in a species of experiential error. 

The first sub-stage: Common sense internal accommodation shows that phenomenology supports cognitivism and realism.
As a kind of error theory, this species also consists of two sub-stages. The first sub-stage is that of common sense direct realism buying of cognitivism and realism. Nondescriptive cognitivism claims to buy cognitivism, but not realism: it goes irrealist.

The second sub-stage: Deep down reasons are expressivist though and they are brought in by attitudes.
The second sub-stage of the experiential error theory comes upon the stage through vacillation of the nondescriptive cognitivism position between cognitivism and expressivism. On the surface, cognitivism and thus belief-likeness of moral judgments is affirmed (the position is announced as cognitivism). The inspection of where the heart leans then rather discovers that at the deep level the surface cognitivism is exchanged for expressivism, through the stressing of attitudes' contribution.

Nondescriptive cognitivism claims to avoid error theory in that it treats moral judgments to be neither true nor false.
Nondescriptive cognitivism, as we said, claims that it is not an error theory. It would be an error theory if ought-attitudes would be a part of the kernel content involved into moral judgments. But ought-attitudes are adjoined to the kernel content from the outside. So moral judgments are neither true nor false, according to the view.

Nondescriptive cognitivism adopts contextualist view though, so that the judger brings its attitudes into context, thereby securing truth value ascription to moral judgments.
But nondescriptive cognitivism is contextualist. Despite that moral judgments are neither true or false, they become so in a context into which moral judger brings his moral outlook and attitudes. In this way, the truth-aptness of moral judgments is secured nevertheless. 

The difference between surface phenomenology and between the deep down level expressivist attitudes reveals that one finds oneself in an experiential error.
There remains though the difference between the surface level, where nondescriptive cognitivism understands itself as cognitivism, right, and between the deep down level where the position turns out to be a species of expressivism. In this respect, whatever is bought at the surface (cognitivism, say), reveals itself as an error at the deep down underlying level (attitude induced expressivism). The position of nondescriptive cognitivism involves not a semantical, but an experiential kind of error. The surface experiences reveal themselves to be in error in respect to the deep down expressivist reality, according to this antithetic position, in the phenomenological argument dialectics.
6. Conclusion: nondescriptive cognitivism is situated at the antithetic phenomenological argument stage concerning transition from phenomenological experiences to the metaethical conclusions, and it opts for the experiential error.
We have shown how the position of nondescriptive cognitivism appears at the stage of possible moral judgments interpretation through questioning of fusion between psychological (say, cognitivism) and adjoined semantical (say, realism and truth-aptness) ingredients. The real positioning of this view however may be ascertained through the dialectics of phenomenological experiences to metaethical conclusions transition involved into phenomenological argument. Nondescriptive cognitivism finds itself at the antithetic stage of this dialectics. Yet, as a form of error theory it also involves thetic direct common sense involvement at its first sub-stage. It avoids semantical error theory, but reveals itself as a form of experiential error theory, given that it vacillates between its cognitivist surface commitments and between its deep down expressivist attitudinal commitments.
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�	Fictionalism is thus roughly the view that moral judgments are descriptions, without that these descriptions would be really believed, just as this happens during the narration of fairy tales. If this is the case then there is some described moral reality, but there is no truth-aptness of this reality, as moral judgments are not beliefs, which usually come with such reality, and rather we deal with some kind of non-cognitive psychological states. According to nondescriptive cognitivism, moral judgments are genuine beliefs that however do not describe and so they do not imply existence of some moral reality. This last position rather leans towards irrealism.


�	At the occasion of Boulder Rocky Mountain Ethics Congress in August 2012 Mylan Engel stressed relatedness between epistemological justification and phenomenological arguments in the area of moral judgments justification dialectics. He elaborated thereby upon a proposal presented at the Bled 2012 Ethics conference.


�	 Mandelbaum characterizes this in the following way. “[A] demand is experienced as a force. Like other forces it can only be characterized through including in its description a reference to its point of origin and to its direction. It is my contention that the demands which we experience when we make a direct moral judgment are always experienced as emanating from “outside” us, and as being directed against us. They are demands which seem to be independent of us and to which we feel that we ought to respond.” (1955: 54) - “When I experience a demand to keep a promise this demand does not issue from me, but is levelled against me: it is not that I want to give five dollars which motivated me, but the fact that I feel obligated to keep my promise. The promise itself appears as an objective fact which places a demand upon me whether I want to keep it or not…. In this type of case… it becomes clear that the element of moral demand presupposes an apprehension of fittingness: the envisioned action places a demand upon us only because it is seen as connected with and fittingly related to the situation which we find ourselves confronting” (1955: 67-8).


�	 Dancy (1998) refers to this feature of moral phenomenology in terms of authority.
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