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The distinction between two kinds of judgments, factual and moral, corresponding to the cognitive and emotional sides of experiences, comes in a natural manner. So does the distinction between descriptive beliefs and ought-beliefs proper to these judgments. Factualism though tends to reduce value judgments to factual judgments, and so it stays with descriptive beliefs only. Measured by descriptive role of beliefs noncognitivist judgment then appears as not being apt to contain any beliefs at all. Pragmatists put in doubt the objective factual basis of both cognitivism and noncognitivism and general patterns supporting them. It is suggested that pragmatist skepticism regarding noncognitivism is best served by embracing genuine ought beliefs and the position of cognitivist expressivism, once as pragmatist puts into question the exclusivity of factual judgments and of their descriptive beliefs. 

1. The distinction between two kinds of judgments, factual and moral, corresponding to the cognitive and emotional sides of experiences, comes in a natural manner. So does the distinction between descriptive beliefs and ought-beliefs proper to these judgments.

Once upon a time people were thinking about judgment and they figured out that judgments come in two forms: some judgments are directed at how the world is, and other judgments are directed at how the world ought to be. So it was natural to call the first kind of judgments factual, and it was natural to see the second kind of judgments as rather in a broad sense tied to the moral matters. It also appeared that the first kind of judgments satisfy the requirement of describing the world, whereas the second kind of judgments appeal to the action and thereby to the need to produce some changes in the world. Each of these judgments built upon their own genuine brand of beliefs. Factual judgments had descriptive beliefs in their basis, whereas moral judgments had ought-beliefs in their basis. Each of these beliefs and of their corresponding judgments came intertwined with their proper kind of phenomenology. The what-it’s-like of describing the world via factual judgments and descriptive beliefs underpins one kind of phenomenology. The what-it’s-like of evaluating the world and ought-beliefs support another kind of phenomenology.


The overall relation between the cognitive and emotive sides of experiences was attempted in the following dependency schema underlying the former mentioned distinction of kinds of judgments:


presentations  ->  thoughts  ->  desires  ->  strivings.

The first two kinds of experiences belong to the cognitive side, whereas the second kinds of experiences are emotive. Presentations are passive experiences on the cognitive side, whereas thoughts are active experiences that have presentations in their basis. My presentation of a cat is passive experience, whereas my cat directed thought is active thinking experience, involving presentation in its basis. Desires are passive emotional experiences, whereas strivings are active emotional experiences. My desiring to have a cat is active in respect to thoughts and presentations underlying it. But my striving to get a cat is active emotional experience in respect to my desire. Arrows in the schema show the dependency relations between the kinds of mentioned experiences. It may be somewhat controversial to see the constitutive dependency of the emotional side of experiences in respect to the cognitive side of experiences. But nevertheless one can well distinguish upon this basis two kinds of beliefs, factual beliefs and ought-beliefs, each related to the active part of cognitive or emotional experiences:

presentations  ->    thoughts    ->  desires  ->    strivings

 

descriptive beliefs                 ought-beliefs




factual judgments                moral judgments


Descriptive beliefs and factual judgments are tied to thoughts. Whereas ought-beliefs and moral judgments are linked to strivings as their underlying kind of experiences. Not just the presentation of the cat, but my thought directed at the cat underlies descriptive beliefs and factual judgments. And not just my desire to possess a cat but the active striving to do so underlies my ought-beliefs and moral judgments related to these. Descriptive beliefs have their own phenomenology that underlies factual judgments. On the other hand again ought-beliefs have their special kind of phenomenology, underlying moral judgments. 


So this is a kind of fairy tail story that allows for the distinction between factual beliefs and ought-beliefs, each coming as a genuine kind. As so many times in the fable, the dark forces trying to destroy the paradise are lurking behind the corner.

2. Factualism tends to reduce value judgments to factual judgments, and so it stays with descriptive beliefs only. 

One day, there was a guy with the following concern: “If I see the cat and if I think about it, then my perceptual and cognitive effort may be empirically checked and double-checked for its accuracy. But what about my striving to get a cat: how on earth can it be empirically proved or disproved? I wish to play safe and so I propose to stay with factual judgments and descriptive beliefs only. I want to have things objectively assessed. For otherwise we will finish with such gobbledygook as talking about values and nothings and believing that we are dealing with something sensible. So my proposal is actually a semantic one: I wish to provide a sensible criterion for meaning. And the criterion is an empiricist one. Just whatever may be factually proved or disproved has a chance of staying upon my table.” 


The factualist, thereby, reduced value judgments to factual judgments and he considered just factual beliefs, without ought-beliefs. What should these beliefs, in the end of line, correspond to, once as we have appropriated criteria of empirical verification?


Factualist plays it objectively thus. But here is a trick. In order to get factual assessment of timely and spatially provable matters, he at the end of line needs to have some evidential access to these matters, from the first-person perspective. The following seems to have happened. Factualist set down to use just the objectively assessable criterion. But such a criterion has no place for phenomenology of judgment. However, the lack of phenomenological underpinning has returned now as evidentialist first-person perspective supported kind of judgment.


Factualism has some vicinity to empiricism, without being identical with it. Hume, say, is indubitably an empiricist and also a noncognitivist. In a most direct sense, moral judgments were not descriptive for him; they did not express beliefs with the mind-to-world direction of fit. Rather, they expressed other, noncognitive attitudes.

3. Measured by descriptive role of beliefs noncognitivist judgment then appears as not being apt to contain any beliefs at all.

Factualist is concerned with possible verification of judgments, trying to establish objective criteria. This pushes him to embrace cognitive side of judgments only, effectively reducing the genuine emotional judgments to the cognitive. He thus reduces ought-beliefs and moral judgments to descriptive beliefs and to factual judgments. We will see what are the follow-ups of this for the understanding of moral judgments once as the reduction is adopted. Here, to start with, is a summary of the presupposition established by empiricist concerns in respect to the cognitive content.

“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)

We may call this the presupposition (D), namely the presupposition of exclusively descriptive role of all cognitive content. The presupposition (D) effectively excludes ought-beliefs and moral judgment, leaving us with just descriptive beliefs and factual judgments as the basis to evaluate any possible kind of judgment.


Thereby, the possibility is denied that would allow for two genuine kinds of beliefs, namely for (i) is-commitment beliefs and for (ii) ought-commitment beliefs. This possibility is denied once as the presupposition (D) is embraced upon the empiricist grounds. We will suggest that this double role of beliefs and of their corresponding judgments has to be maintained. At this stage however we will just take a look at the consequences of adopting the exclusively descriptive role of beliefs (D) for the treatment of moral judgments, thus proceeding by reduction of ought-commitment beliefs (ii) to the is-commitment beliefs (i). 


Following this trail, the subsequent approach emerges in the area of moral judgment:


(Cognitivism) 

So, we have this descriptive basis of any possible content. What about moral judgments now? We will first start by recognizing the existence of facts: there is something going on in the world that triggers our moral judgments. And we may allow that these judgments are beliefs, i.e. beliefs with (i) is-commitment to the mentioned facts. Let us call such approach cognitivism, for it allows that we deal with beliefs in the area of moral judgment. 

But this leaves us with some questions. According to the adopted descriptive presupposition (D) we need to have some verifiable factual basis in the world. We can figure out quite well what such a basis is in the case of factual judgment, so that we may be able to verify it. But there does not seem to be any closed and well-determined subvenient basis for the presumable supervenient moral facts. We have open questions here. And we may well conclude that for the case of moral judgment, we either have beliefs, which however are neither true nor false, or again we do not have beliefs at all. So the next possibility enters the stage.

(Noncognitivism)

We have these facts in the world, such as someone helping older folks, or this other guy inflicting unnecessary pain upon others. Well, we may abolish the wish to treat these cases by descriptive means, thus also abolishing our hope to establish a well-delineated subvenient basis, allowing for verification. Accordingly, we may abolish the presupposition that moral judgments have any kind of beliefs in their basis. So we will treat moral judgment as noncognitive, thus as not containing any beliefs, but rather as immediate reactions to the concerned reality, as emotional reaction to whatever objectively happens in the world, say. So our moral judgments somehow succeed in escaping the descriptive presupposition (D), by the fact that they are not treated as beliefs, and thus as cognitive states at all. They are rather direct noncognitive expression of our emotions, as reaction to the things succeeding in the world. We may therefore also call such approach expressivism.

Notice that the underlying basis for evaluation of moral judgments, which obviously in some manner are recognized to exist, is the descriptive presupposition (D). Now, it would be natural to suppose that moral judgments contain beliefs, as any kind of judgments presumably do. But we may also shy away from recognizing the descriptive intention of moral judgments. And then, as by (D), beliefs are linked to the judgment’s descriptive role only, we also have the option to deny any role of beliefs in the basis of moral judgment, once as this last is somehow presupposed to exist. This is how noncognitivism or expressivism comes at the stage, as one option about how to comply with the presupposition (D).

This is a curious result. On one hand, it is tacitly recognized that in the area of morals we have to deal with judgments. So we have moral judgments. But these judgments cannot come with ought-beliefs, as according to the descriptivist presupposition (D) all beliefs need to be treated as descriptive beliefs. So noncognitivist judgment is affirmed to come around without any kind of belief at all. It will be just an immediate expression of emotive reaction to the factual events. Measured by the just descriptive role of beliefs noncognitivist judgment thus appears as not being apt to contain any beliefs at all. This is what seems to us a curious result: recognizing judgments that do not come with any beliefs. There is namely the intuition that judgments, in opposition to just behavioral reactions, say, have to be endowed with beliefs. We are however not the only ones to recognize this matter.

4. Pragmatists put in doubt the objective factual basis of both cognitivism and noncognitivism and general patterns supporting them.

Pragmatists, from their own perspective, have spotted out that curious things are going on in the area of morality and accordingly in that of the moral judgment. As their name tells it, the pragmatist builds upon practical engagement, the active involvement in matters at hand. So pragmatists oppose objective detached manner of approaching things. They also oppose generalities, in as far as these generalities are supposed to exercise their normative authority without the active involvement and feedback of the person or community concerned with them. So, from the point of view of pragmatists, first of all, there is no independent objective factual basis that would allow us to evaluate matters at hand. In fact, there are no independent objective descriptions, with their ability to be verified in an objective manner, as factualists would like it to be the case.

Take Rorty’s position in his chapter entitled “Ethics Without Principles” (1999). As the title promises, he is not sympathetic in respect to principles, such as moral principles or moral laws, for they would be coming from an independent objective perspective. Generalities namely come from the God’s eye view, from the detached perspective, which according to pragmatists does not exist at all in our practice. So the very existence of generalities is suspect because of their impersonal attitude.


McDowell (1981) is set to question more specifically the role of noncognitivism from the pragmatist perspective. There seems to exist a kind of dilemma for the area of morality: either we have some generalities, or again just gut reactions and so no real structure in our moral judgment. If there should be generalities, then there are patterns needed, and these patterns come through rule-following. But rule-following is objective and detached, it just follows predetermined rails. Unless there is some branching forthcoming, as in the case of inductive skepticism, where 2, 4, 6… series turns to 1004, 1008… after 1000. As generalities would be natural support for an objective judgment, these generalities turn out to be suspect. So no real objective descriptive basis is forthcoming form the side of generalities. On the other hand again, just the automatic gut reaction will also not give any support to moral judgment.

In this way, pragmatists put into question the objective factual basis of both cognitivism and noncognitivism, and the generalities supporting moral judgment. We will suggest that pragmatists have put their finger upon an important question concerning adequacy of treating moral judgments by descriptive means, presupposing an objectively existing reality and generalities both of which they profoundly doubt. Belief, from the pragmatist perspective, cannot be treated as detached commodity; rather it has to feature as something engaged and finally as a genuine involved kind of belief. And the presupposed to be described reality may not be relevant for the evaluation of moral judgment at all.
 Actually, rule-following concept as used by McDowell is bound to Wittgenstein and to the thought that following of rules does not necessarily mean following of some rails that are to be found in the world in an objective manner, but rather the following of rails just inside a certain practice. The concise argument in respect to noncognitivism and to the rule-following goes like this: Expression of moral judgments is a meaningful activity where central place belongs to the usage or application of concepts. (This deed is morally bad. This deed is cruel.) Noncognitivism is committed to the thesis of separation between the descriptive and attitudional content of moral concepts or judgments.

“Typically, non-cognitivists hold that when we ascribe value to something, what is actually happening can be disentangled into two components. Competence with an evaluative concept involves, first, a sensitivity to an aspect of the world as it really is (as it is independently of value experience), and second, a propensity to a certain attitude – a non-cognitive state which constitutes the special perspective from which items in the world seem to be endowed with the value in question.” (McDowell 1981: 201)
Just take thick moral concepts, such as cruelty. Cognitivist needs to accept the separation of the descriptive component (non-valuable description of cruel deeds) of this concept from the attitudional component, in order to be able to explain the sensibility of the morals. If we would be able to do this, then such moral concept could be grasped by each external person that would be attentive just at the descriptive component that he would then bring in relation with the kind of our response, without that he would thereby also actually share our positions in respect to the value and to attitudes. But thinking about such a possibility indicates that it is not necessary to master concepts in such a manner. So non-cognitivism has no plausible explanation why morality is a sensible activity where we deal with the usage of concepts, and where something more is at stake as the arbitrary expression of acceptance or of refusal, such as forthcoming in Hurray! and Boo! exclamations.

5. It is suggested that pragmatist skepticism regarding noncognitivism is best served by embracing genuine ought beliefs and the position of cognitivist expressivism, once as pragmatist puts into question the exclusivity of factual judgments and of their descriptive beliefs. 

We have seen that pragmatists are skeptical in respect to noncognitivism. They deny the generality supported descriptive role of beliefs, figuring as being able to provide a verifiable basis. On the other hand, just gut reactions will not be sufficient either. In order to have a viable approach to moral judgment, a specific moral judgment seems to be needed.


The following seems to be needed: Put presupposition (D) into question by reestablishing the difference between (i) is-commitment beliefs and (ii) ought-commitment beliefs. Thereby you obtain ought-beliefs that allow you to form genuine moral judgment.

Let us take a wider perspective now. The views dominating current interpretation of moral judgments are called cognitivism and expressivism (nondescriptivism). Those positions profile themselves in respect to the question whether they do appropriate belief as figuring in moral judgment. Cognitivism holds it that moral judgments are just beliefs or that they are based upon moral beliefs, whereas expressivism thinks that moral judgments are rather an expression of moral appreciation or indignation that do not include any beliefs.


Both cognitivism and expressivism embrace a thesis excluding recognition of autonomous ought-belief by restricting beliefs to their descriptive role only:


(D) Beliefs describe reality (or all beliefs aim to describe or represent the world).
The thesis (D) is to be understood in the sense that beliefs have just the role of describing reality, and that there is no other role to be recognized for beliefs, such as allowing for beliefs with not just descriptive content, e.g. ought-beliefs.


By the very fact that cognitivism and expressivism come as opposed to each other, it is also already clear that they embrace the following thesis:


(S) Phenomenology is separated from the intentional, i. e. from the cognitive.

Theses (D) and (S) are very powerful presuppositions underlying views of cognitivism and expressivism. So they are not explicitly thematized by them, despite that they guide their basic standpoints. Recognizing the autonomous ought-beliefs goes contrary to these presuppositions, for they do not (in the most direct sense) describe reality, and phenomenology is really constitutive and not separated from them. The main point is that (D) and (S) just do not allow for the recognition of autonomous ought-beliefs.


 Cognitivism and expressivism, as already noticed, are overwhelming positions in current moral philosophy. Yet there is the following view that recently came upon the stage, called cognitivist expressivism
 that rejects tacit theses (D) and (S) guiding the current metaethical debate. Instead of treating cognitivism and expressivism as two exclusive choices, it tries to reconcile them in an overall positive approach.
 


We claimed that there is an important presupposition to both cognitivism and expressivism in the contemporary debate about moral judgment, which is embraced but not explicitly thematized by them. Cognitivist expressivism, in counter distinction to the just mentioned positions, tries to bring the seemingly incompatible theories of cognitivism and expressivism together: it is a species of expressivism, and yet it allows for moral judgments as beliefs to be its integral part. How is this possible? The answer is provided by cognitivist expressivism’s denial of presupposition (D). 
Denying (D) has as a consequence recognizing the existence of beliefs that are not descriptive. Consequently this opens space for a version of cognitivism that accepts moral irrealism and does not succumb to an error theory like that of Mackie (1977). Cognitivist expressivism thus occupies a middle ground between both positions of cognitivism and expressivism. It does so by breaking traditional cognitivism into two theses. The first is the semantic thesis that
(C1): moral judgments/statements have a descriptive role (they express propositions and can be true or false) 

and the psychological thesis that 


(C2): moral judgments/statements typically are or express beliefs.

C1 and C2 were held to be cornerstones of cognitivism. On the other hand traditional non-cognitivism or expressivism denies both of these theses. But if one accepts the above distinction two new positions arise. The first is moral fictionalism, which accepts C1, but denies C2. According to moral fictionalism (Kalderon 2005) moral judgments have a descriptive role and they can be evaluated as true or false, but the acceptance of these judgments does not mean that we have genuine corresponding beliefs; they merely allow us to convey some other noncognitive attitudes. We regard these judgments as fictions or quasi-statements. The second position and the one that mainly interests us here is cognitivist expressivism that accepts C2 and denies C1. So the newly established map of positions looks like this.






Argumentation behind this novel position that combines (psychological) cognitivism with non-descriptivism, finishes with a defense of moral irrealism. Psychological cognitivism is defended by the usage of moral phenomenology and of phenomenological argument. Moral judgments share with beliefs their fundamental generic, phenomenological and functional features, thus they must be accepted as beliefs. Nondescriptive cognitivism distinguishes between:


(i) is-commitment beliefs

(ii) ought-commitment beliefs.

Beliefs are understood as a certain kind of affirmatory commitment state towards the core descriptive content. With respect to the core descriptive, way the world might be content, <Hillary’s being president> one can be is-committed which is expressed in English by the sentence, “Hillary is president”, but that same content can be the core of an ought-commitment, expressed in English as “Hillary ought to be president”. The novelty is now that we can also have belief’s ought-commitment to the core content. We have introduced ought-commitment beliefs besides the is-commitment beliefs, and thereby we have repudiated the proposition (D) that implicitly restricted beliefs to just descriptive is-commitment species. Now we have ought-commitment beliefs that also include moral judgments. (cf. Horgan and Timmons 2006: 270-1)

“An ought-commitment is not a mental state whose overall content is descriptive, representing a way the world might be; hence it is not a state of mentally affirming that the world is such in a descriptively-represented way. To construe moral beliefs in this manner is to mistakenly assimilate them to descriptive beliefs, i.e., to is-commitments. Rather, an ought-commitment is a distinct kind of mental affirmation vis-à-vis a core descriptive content. /…/ Ought-commitment is a sui generis type of mental state, while also being an irreducible species of belief. Although the overall content of ought-commitments is non-descriptive, nevertheless these states exhibit the key generic features that qualify them as beliefs.”

This is what makes cognitivist expressivism a viable option at the landscape of possibilities, which have earlier excluded it because of tacitly appropriating the presupposition (D), allowing just for the descriptive role of beliefs. The motivation behind this move is twofold. The first motive features theoretical, metaethical advantages of moral irrealism over moral realism. The second motive is that such a position accords better with our ordinary moral thought and with moral phenomenology. A closer look reveals that moral phenomenology supports only the acceptance of the thesis C2, i.e. that moral judgments are genuine beliefs and it does not support the rejection of their descriptive role. The latter move is supported by the “old” ontological, semantical and epistemological metaethical arguments against moral realism.


We believe that cognitivist expressivism complies very well with requirements that fall out of the skeptical treatment of noncognitivism by pragmatism: shying away from the detached and objectivist verificationist treatment of the area of morals from the side of a tradition with its factualaist roots, and reintroducing the ought-belief enabling a genuine kind of moral judgment.
6. A concluding look at pragmatists
Pragmatist tradition does not buy ultimate descriptions of reality and accordingly the beliefs that are related to these.
 If decision needs to be made it is rather closer to the emotional side. Again, pragmatists do not buy following of principles or rules and they rather opt for sensitivity that consists in openness to innumerable intertwined threads. In the area of moral judgment, pragmatists would not be inclined to buy cognitivism, the view that moral judgments are beliefs. So they would rather go for noncognitivism, the view that moral judgments are expression of emotions. One underlying presupposition to both cognitivism and noncognitivism is the descriptive role of beliefs, embraced by the first one and rejected by the second one. Pragmatists counter this by the open sensitivity. Just rejections of general principles and rules cannot be the basis for a viable form of noncognitivism though, because of its lack of thetic attitude. A viable form of noncognitivism embraces such an option by allowing for moral judgments featuring genuine ought-beliefs.

Pragmatists are not sympathetic to the detached perspective and they rather consider the inquiry as proceeding in the engaged and open-ended manner. This seems to be closer to an open plurality than to the monistic principles or points of view. One example is the opposition to general moral principles that are designed to be in value in a wide range of circumstances, possibly in an exclusive manner. Pragmatists rather embrace an open plurality of moral practices that aim at reconciliation of seemingly strongly opposed positions. 


In a similar manner pragmatists are accordingly opposed to the detached views of reality, to the so called God’s eye view, which presupposes reality to exist out there, without the concern of our practices, language and thought. So, pragmatists would be naturally inclined to the antirealist position that recognizes some involvement of our practices, language and thought in constitution of reality. This is opposed to the trials to provide ultimate descriptions of reality, without the impact of anyone’s practices in such descriptions, in an objective and detached manner.


In a similar sense, beliefs cannot be used in direction of ultimate descriptions of reality, according to pragmatists. Beliefs rather bring engagements into our surroundings along with them. This is opposed to the view according to which there exists an independent reality out there, which may be described in an ultimate manner. Beliefs, in the eyes of pragmatists, are not primarily attuned to such descriptions, and they should rather be seen as bringing so many trials about how to engage with the challenges of one’s surrounding.


The idea of God’s eye view to which pragmatists are opposed is that there exists language and thought independent reality that we are able to assess in an objective manner. Slowly, we move towards an objective description of reality. Pragmatists think that contrary to this we need to observe reality through the prism of our engagement into it. Pragmatism aims at intertwining of reality with experience. In the opposition to the realist God’s eye view pragmatism goes into the direction of anti-realism, according to which reality is constituted by language and thought. From the God’s eye point of view, our beliefs are in the business of an objective description of reality. According to pragmatist point of view our beliefs co-constitute reality. Pragmatism thus does not buy ultimate description of reality. Therefore, pragmatism is not committed to the exclusively descriptive role of beliefs.
It therefore seems natural that, shying away from objective descriptions, pragmatists would be rather inclined to embrace the emotive as opposed to the cognitive. But this should succeed again, according to their views, only if one previously disengages the view according to which there persists an underlying assumption of a descriptive role of beliefs and of the cognitive to which emotive and noncognitive is opposed. Therefore, pragmatists are in need of a viable form of noncognitivism that would put into question any reference to the descriptive background.


We think that we can deliver such a viable position that does not rest upon the former descriptivist presuppositions, for the area of the moral at least. We think that this is a sufficiently interesting endeavor, even if we stay undecided about the area outside of the moral, and allowing for its descriptive nature. 

Pragmatists will typically not buy the prevalent role of principles and following of rules. The reason is that both principles and rules introduce God’s eye view, the detached and objective view where we are not involved in a pragmatic manner.


A principle namely pushes us to blindly follow its direction. In opposition to this, a pragmatist rather stresses sensitivity, and namely sensitivity to all possible points of view appearing in a given particular situation. In this sense, context overrides the importance of rule from the pragmatist perspective.


Notice that principle is inclined towards deductivity, thus to the rule-guided subsumption of the particular under generality. Principle also tries to accept just one way to go, so that it takes over just one direction/branch in a given dilemma. In counterdistinction to this, a pragmatist will try to reconcile dilemmas as far as this will be possible. Even more important is that pragmatist will try to be opened to a practically infinite number of intertwined threads in a particular situation.
Let us shift our discussion to the specific area of morality now. In this area, the important matter is moral judgment, namely judgment in the sense of estimation whether something is morally right or wrong. (Mackie 1977) We can say that moral judgments are beliefs, namely beliefs about something being morally right or wrong. In the view of what we have already said about pragmatists, we are inclined to think that also in the area of morality pragmatists will not take over moral judgments as beliefs, i.e. as cognitive acts. Why? It seems that beliefs would still push into direction of description of reality, and not into direction of the involved co-production of reality, into making of reality. Morally right and wrong, on the face of it, does not fit to pragmatist taste because of being too close to rules and principles.

What is the common underlying basis of both cognitivism and non-cognitivism? The common presupposition is the descriptive role of beliefs. Cognitivism buys such a descriptive role of beliefs. Noncognitivism goes against such a descriptive role of beliefs.


Pragmatists reject the common presupposition of both cognitivism and non-cognitivism, namely the descriptive role of beliefs (embraced by the first one and rejected by the second one). Against this presupposition, pragmatists put at the very start the open sensitivity as directed to a given pragmatic context, a context about which we would usually say that we need to fall a moral judgment.
But it seems that just rejection of general principles and rules cannot be the basis of a viable form of non-cognitivism. The thetic, affirmative and not just denial involving attitude is missing here. Thetic attitude consists in requirement to build upon something positive, and not just on the negative point of view. In the realm of moral judgments the first step into such direction will be simply to recognize the positive and thetic involving impact of moral judgments. Therefore it would seem desirable to introduce moral judgments, because strict non-cognitivism actually does not allow for them: in its case we have rather to do with emotional reactions. It thus seems plausible to have a species of moral non-cognitive judgments, in order to get a viable form of non-cognitivism. Without this, we are limited just to the emotional responses, and these are not thetic in the just described sense.
We are on a lookout for a viable form of moral judgment that would be compatible by a pragmatist approach. It should be viable in the following sense:


(a) First of all, it should reject descriptive role of beliefs, as a background presupposition, in order to fit pragmatism.


(b) It should be thetic, so that we would not deal just with emotional reactions.


(c) A sensible role of beliefs that would come with properties (a) and (b) would be acceptable. For pragmatism did not argue against beliefs as such, but against their descriptive background.


Here is the proposal, embracing all of (a)-(b)-(c):


We have ought-beliefs. (Compare Potrč-Strahovnik, Forthcoming b.) Ought-beliefs are beliefs (accepting (b) and (c)). These ought-beliefs also reject the just descriptive role of beliefs (a).
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� Cognitivist expressivism is defended by Horgan and Timmons (2006) and Timmons 1999, while Bruno and Kriegel (forthcoming) defend a position called descriptivist noncognitivism. 


� An overall methodological approach about how to reconcile the often forthcoming opposed views (proceeding from exclusive disjunction) affirms inclusive disjunction (Potrč forthcoming a, forthcoming b). For the area of epistemology, the inclusive disjunction approach proposes evidentalist reliabilism (Henderson, Horgan and Potrč forthcoming). Intuitionist particularism (Potrč, forthcoming c) includes both generalities and particular patterns in an overall approach.
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