
Abstract

Theories of moral judgement have traditionally implied that one
should be either a cognitivist or a non-cognitivist about moral judge-
ments. Each side offers unique advantages that do not come as easily
for the other. In the attempt to try and capture the positive qualities
of each side, several theories that are best described as hybrid theories
have been developed. In this thesis I describe three significant varia-
tions of hybrid theories: hybrid-state theory claims that moral judge-
ments express ‘besires’ which are hybrid-mental states with both cog-
nitive and non-cognitive components; hybrid-expressivism claims that
moral judgements express both a cognitive and a non-cognitive mental
state; and a very new position, moral thought pluralism says that moral
judgements can express more than one kind of moral thought. In this
thesis I examine several central philosophical and empirical attempts to
conceptualise moral judgements. I find that, at present, this evidence
suggests that hybrid-state theory and hybrid-expressivism are implau-
sible. Furthermore, there should be a presumption in favour of moral
thought pluralism until such time as a more restrictive theory such
as cognitivism or non-cognitivism is satisfactorily supported. If moral
thought pluralism is correct, all attempts at restricting the theory will
be unsuccessful.


