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STEVENSON’S WORKING MODELS

Stevenson’s main object is two-fold : (i) to analyse ‘ethical
judgements and (ii) to analyse various methods of argumentation
for settling the ethical disputes. Instead of presenting the moral
disagreement at the very outset in the 'l fledged form, “he pto-
poses certain models of analysis which ne regards provisional
or tentative and hence calls them * Working Models ' The models
which he presents are not to be taken as the final analysis of
ethical judgement because ethical terms are ambiguous and \{agﬁe.
So, we must not expect just cne and only one final 'aln‘élysi‘s of
an ethical judgement He presents three such working ‘models
which roughly present before us the ways in which’ different
moral judgements can be analysed.

(1) *This 1s wrong” means [ disapprove of this; do so a¥
well.
(2) **He ought to do this * mean; . disapprove of his leaving
this undone ; do so as well.
(3) *This is goood” means [ agorove of this, do so as well.
The working models, however, cre not to be taken as literal
translation of the moral judgemeni. They are just broad outlines
of their analysis s

Such an analysis has two pasts: (1) declarative and (ii)
imperative. The declarative or descriptive part is expressed by
the first part of the model, in, ** I zpprove or disapprove of this”,
and the imperative part is expressed by the second part of the
model ..., “do so as well .
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The n.odels are clainied to be adequ.te on the following
-rounds :

(i) Every moral disagreement {or agrc:ment} involves two
things : d sagrezment or agreement in beliel and disagreement or
agreemen® in attitude, The working modeis are justified on the
ground that they take care of both the types of disagreement of
agreemen-. As such they are capable of explaining successfully
the nature of moral judgement The descriptive part takes care
of apreen:ent or disagreement in belief and imperative part takes
care of agreemant or disagreement in attitude.

(2) Tare medels are justified also on the ground that they can
also be used te explain ethical arguments, 1.c., the cases of ethical
agreemcn and disagreement can also be translated quite ddequa-
tely in teoms o the II'IOdt’Ib

For mstance -
A. Tais is good.
E. I fully agree. It is indeed good.
1t is @ case of sthical agreement. It can be transiated in terms
of {3) ir this way :
A 1 approve of this; do so as well.
E. I fully concur in approving it, (continued to) do
sc as well,
Again ;
A, This is good.
E. No, it is bad,

It 1s a case of ethical diszgreement 2nd it can be translated in
terms ol the model as

A. T approve of this; do so as well,
E. No, I disapprove of this; do so as well.,
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Criticism— One of the reasons given by Stevenson in scpport
of the model is that we can translate quite adequately a case of
ethical disagreemsnt in terms of a2 model for the ecthical world
invelved in the judgement of the disputants. Similarly, we can
also translate ordinary ethical agreements in ierms of the models.
But an ethical agreement in ordinary language is not exp essed
in terms of Stevenson’s model. It is expressed in terpss of
convergent moral judgements, Therefore, it nezds no argument
to say that the satisfactoriness of the models very greatly denends
on the iegitimacy of the claims Stevenson makes of in saying
that they can takc care of ordinary language version of agree-
ment or disagreement. His own illustration is as follows :

A. This is good
B. 1 fully agree. It 15 mdeed good.

Transiated into his working model duc to the ethical word
“good’ as follows :
A. I approve of this; do so as well.

B. I fully concur; do so as well,

This, he thinks, is the right way of translating the cthical agre-
ement. But it may be remarkéd that this is perhaps not the right
way to translate in terms of the model used. Using the mocel in
a'logical manner, the right translation seems to be the following.

A. T approve of this; do s0 as well.

B. I accept that you approve of this and you wart me
to do as you are doing; I also approve of this, do
so as well.

This translation obviously shows that it is a mistranslation of
the real ethical agreement and, therefore, it is ipso facto clear

that the models cannot be used to express adequately what we
express by our judgements.
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Further, in the ordinary language version the second part of
B’s statement i.e. ‘It is indeed good’ is redundant. It is redun-
dant because B cannot say ““I fully agree but I do not want to
call it good.” But the translation effected on the line of tae
model makes it not so redundant.

Again the translation seems to entirely misrepresent the ethical
point of an ethical agreement When B agrees with A it means
that B agrees on a moral issue ie, B agrees with A in Bhaving
the same evaluation of the object concerned, It is out of point
to say that B accepts that A approves of the ebject A calls good.
Agreeing with A when B says x is good means agreeing in calling
x good. But if Stevenson’s model for good is accepted, it becomes
possible to say, I fully agree but I do not call x good. This
becomes equivalent to “ I accept that you approve of x and you
want me to do the same, but I do not want to do so."” This
exbanded sentence is not a contradiction. Hence, the analyses
i.e, the translation after the model is not the faithful explication
of the analysandum, ie. the ordinary expression of ethical
language.

Now to emphasise the disagreement or agreement in attitude
and to avoid the confusion between agreement or disagreement
in belief and the same in belief about attitude, he distinguished
the model with another which seems to be identical with it but
in fact is not. This is as follows :

“ This is good ” means I approve of this and I want you to
do so as well.

Though it looks very similar to the above mentioned model yet
it is quite different from them. In this scheme, agreement or
disagreement in attitude 'has been entirely igncred. Both of its
components are descriptive. The second part looks like imperstive
but virtually it refers to an apgreement in behef a bout attitude,
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Moreover, this model reduces an cthical judgement to a con-
juction of two introspective statements and therefore it wil: rule
out the very possibility of argumentation in the field of moral,
But we do and we can argue about any ethical judgement,
Secondly, if this model of analysis is accepted then an e:hical
dispute ceases to be a real dispute. It seems to be one due to
the non-recognition of the ambiguous nature of the pronouns
used. For example, suppose A and B disagree

A. Tapprove of this (x) and I want you to do so as
well.

B. I disapprove of this (x) and I want you to do so
as well.

In a real dispute the statements of the disputants are contra-
- dictory but here they are not. They are really as stated below.

A approves of x and wants B to do so. And B disapproves
of x and wants A to do so as well.

“They are two different statements and they do not contradict
each other. If ‘p’ stands for one statement, the other, in order
to be its contradictory, should be represented by ‘not-p’. But
here we cannot use ‘not—p’ for the second statement. Rather we
should use q. However, the whole statement is very confusing
here.

Accepting the models as they are, there arises another question :
what implication will these models have on ethical methodology,
i.e., if we accept the models then what effect shall they have in
settling the ethical disputes ? In an ethical argument we prove the
ethical judgement which according to Stevenson consists of two
parts—declarative and imperative. Hence to prove an ethical
judgement we have to prove both these parts. The declarative
part can be proved but the imperative part cannot be proved,



346 BIRENDRA KUMAR SINIiA

though we can give subsiantive provis 0 suppo tive reasons to
.get it dceepted. These re asons work .on aititude via beliefs, €
by changing the beliefs the reasons change the attitude and et
the imperative accepted.

But Stevenson is not correct here, because imoerative can be
proved according to the rule of logic and furthe- the declarat ve
part cannot be proved because it is a personal fesling of like or
dislike. Stevenson proposes certain modifications 'in the work ug
~models in ordes that the models may become satisfactory tools
for the analysis of mora} judgement. So he pcints out certiin

defects in the working models and shows how they can be
removed. - i

Firstly, the descriptive part of it makes the d:scriptive me:n-

ing of the eihical term very poor. The descriptive mean:ng
of ‘the ethical term, viz., “I approve of this® refers to 'he
speaker's attitude only. But what we want to describe in - he
moral judgement is very offten more than what the model repre-
sents. I'or example by “x is good”™ ‘we generlly mean tha: x
- possesses many Gualities and uoi only one i.e, tie speaker’s. avii-
. tude towards it. Stevenson says. that iLis. inadequacy can be
elminated by accuiuulating as much by descriptive content.as we
desire in the reasons given to support a moral judgement. . For
example, if one asks “why should I call x good”, we should
reply “because x is polite, kind, generous etc,” This we can do
because the descriptive meaning of cthu,dl terms is both dmbl-
guous and vague,

Secondly, the presence of imperative part of the model - makes
the model too direct, crude and blunt. This defect is eliminated by
introducing the notion of emotive meaning i.e, by saying thuai a
moral judgement is not exactly an imperative but works like an
_imperative in virtue of its emotive meaning. The emotive meaning
of a word is its power to_ express, urouée, cfiect or strengthen
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fecling, emotior and attitude. Al ethical words have ethical
meaning by virtae of which they function like imperative. But
they influence conduct or attitude more indirectly and politely
and they are not as coercive or crude as ordinary imperatives are.
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