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Abstract- We trying to show Stevenson’s views on How moral agreement and disagreement helps in the ethical decision. The present work proposes to explain and critically examine the ethical thoughts of both A.J. Ayer & C.L. Stevenson. One of the most important issues of the recent moral philosophy is to clarify the meaning of ethical terms such as "good", "bad", "right", "wrong", "ought" and so on. Metaethics or Moral philosophy is an inquiry into the logic and language of ethical terms. It deals with the analysis of meanings of the ethical terrace, ethical judgments, and methods given in support of moral judgments. Moral philosophers draw our attention to the distinguishable characteristics of two questions: ‘Is it good or bad?’ and ‘Why is it good or bad? A distinction is made between the expression of an attitude and the grounds on which the attitude is justified. For Stevenson, beliefs and attitudes are causally and reciprocally related. Philosophical ethics is directly concerned with the analysis of the meaning of ethical terms but indirectly with normative ethics also. Ethical judgments are not mere expressions of wants, wishes or preferences, or personal choices but generally and rationally accepted attitudes. 

Introduction
 The development of Emotivism in Moral philosophy was the result of logical positivism. The early version of emotivism can be seen in Berkeley and David Hume’s ethical philosophy. In the Treatise of human nature, by Hume’s moral judgment, we actually express our feelings by saying nothing about the decided things and try to awaken these feelings in other people. Moral decisions are primarily emotional. Unlike cognitivism, it does not describe any facts, properties, or relationships. First-time use of the term Emotivism by, C.K. Ogden and I.A. Richard in their articles ‘The Meaning of Meaning’1923, In supporting the basic beliefs of Emotivism they refuted naturalism and non-naturalism and clarifies the meaning of ‘Goodness’ 
That are only emotional words that express our attitude towards a thing and do not make us aware of the natural or non-natural quality of any things or objects but express a feeling of approval. A paper ‘A suggestion about value’ was published in the article ‘Analysis’ 1933-34 by W.H. F. Barnes and Duncan-Jones said that the origins of our moral judgments can be traced to the expression of feelings of approval, joy, and love. Considering moral judgments as mere expressions of the speaker enabled sentimentalism. What appears to be grammatically factual may in fact be exclamatory or imperative. In this order, a logical positivist Rudolf Carnap denied the factual significance of moral judgments on the basis of verification theory and considers moral judgments to be pseudo-statements, and says that in fact, the moral statement is nothing but a grammatically inappropriate order. This moral judgment or statement expresses emotion and generates feelings to induce others to do or not to do certain actions. An emotional statement being unverifiable by sense experience is neither true nor false. It cannot be placed under factual knowledge. The empiricist approach of logical positivists was the verification theory that refute metaphysics and theology which concern life and the world and holds that it is impossible to verify by human experience. Moral judgment or statement is neither a syntactic statement nor an analytical tautology, so in its solution, emotivism is presented, which is different from cognitive theory.
The Emotivists think moral terms in grammatically assertive utterances function primarily to express emotion and perhaps also to elicit similar emotions in others. They can be read as suggesting that the right way to explain the meanings of such terms is to point out that they are conventional devices for performing a certain sort of speech act, one which if sincere requires that the speaker have a certain attitude. Sentences employing general predicates of positive moral evaluation such as ‘right’, ‘good’, ‘virtuous’, and so on signal a non-cognitive pro-attitude such as approval or preference. Sentences employing general predicates of negative evaluation such as ‘wrong’, ‘bad’, and ‘vicious’ signal negative non-cognitive attitudes. Thus, to call a person virtuous is to express an attitude of approval and the speech act of doing so is analogous to the speech act performed when we cheer for that person. The account can be extended beyond general moral terms. Simple predictive utterances employing the so-called thick moral terms such as ‘brave’ and ‘honest’ can then be thought of as performing this same speech act while at the same time predicting the natural property (say fearlessness in the case of bravery) which is the common usage of the term seems to track. Thus, thick moral terms can be thought of as having both descriptive and emotive meanings.
Moral philosophy or meta-ethics profitably enquires into the self-justifying standards and their implications which are involved in the uses of ethical terms like ‘good’, 'bad’, 'right’, 'wrong’ etc in the normative discourse. This inquiry leads us to the explication and analysis of ethical terms, principles, and judgments. It is logically possible to draw a conclusion from the accepted moral principles. Moral principles demand supporting reasons for their justification with emotion; therefore, moral principles do not have only logical bases.

Ayer’s Emotive theory of ethics is based on Logical Positivism. The emotivism espoused by Ayer in LTL 1936 & 1946 was supported by his belief in the distinction between fact and value. Given, he thought, that there were no moral facts to be known, there could be no verification of such facts, and so moral utterances could have no cognitive significance. And given the connection between moral ‘judgment’ and motivation, and the connection between motivation and feeling, it was natural to see moral utterances as having the function of expressing our feelings, or ‘emoting’. This view, Ayer was careful to point out, was not that associated with subjectivism, and that in making moral claims we are describing our feelings.  
“On the Analysis of moral judgments”1954, this latter view would make moral claims truth-evaluable, and Ayer’s moral emotivism denied that they were so evaluable. So when we say: “Cruelty towards children is wrong” we are really expressing a negative attitude toward killing children, and when we say “Being kind to old people is good” we are expressing positive feelings towards such acts of kindness. The expression of such positive or negative feelings, he later thought, also contained a prescriptive element, so in such expressions, we are also encouraging others to share those feelings and to act accordingly. As this makes clear, the attitudes expressed were towards classes of acts and not particular acts.
It has been suggested that Ayer faced particular difficulty in defending this brand of non-cognitivism; the combination of affirming a redundancy theory of truth with the denial that moral claims can be true looks suspicious. Although the two views are not incompatible (Ayer denied that moral claims were assertions, and the redundancy of the truth-predicate held only for assertions), the tension between the two is symptomatic of the worry that moral claims have so many of the features of truth-evaluable assertions that one has to be unjustifiably revisionist in construing them as non-meaningful. They are, after all, typically expressed in indicative sentences, and people appear to dispute moral claims. This latter point Ayer did respond to moral disagreements were, he (and Stevenson) claimed, either genuine disputes about non-moral facts or simply not genuine disagreements.

Stevenson holds that moral principles cannot be accepted universally, at the most, we can refer to the intersubjectivity of attitudes towards moral principles and moral judgments. A humble attempt has been made, by assimilating the viewpoints of two foremost ethical philosophers, to justify the nature and status of moral principles and moral judgments. Morality implies rationality, choice, and necessity. Moral philosophy or meta-ethics profitably enquires into the self-justifying standards and their implications which are involved in the uses of ethical terms like ‘good’, 'bad’, 'right’, 'wrong’ etc in the normative discourse. This inquiry leads us to the explication and analysis of ethical terms, principles, and judgments. But analysis is not the only philosophical method rather it may be considered to be the prerequisite for philosophizing. Ethical problems while being social are complicated and complex enough to be understood. Therefore, ethical problems cannot be solved unless we understand the complexities. And this work is well done by analytic moral philosophers. Analysis can be a guide in our approach to actual moral and social problems which stand over and above the problems which are peculiar to the language of morals. Principles and judgments are not made at random but about the actions and conduct. Moral principles are necessarily derived from society itself and their main function is to guide and control the conduct and reformulate it in a better way. Therefore, moral principles and judgments become a necessity in society. The decision of principles and attitudes are made rationally and deliberately. Attitudes are not emotions or feelings but are acquired in the living context rather are habituated dispositions adopted under a certain time in particular circumstances. Hence, attitudes are conventional, contextual, and relative in nature. Since moral statements or judgments are neither tautologies nor empirical hypotheses, it follows that they cannot be true or false. They are literally meaningless. ‘Fact and values’1963 the collection of Stevenson’s articles they display disagreement in belief through the role of persuasion in ethical judgments and described the dynamic use of emotive meaning. 

RM Hare claimed that the Emotivism of Ayer and Stevenson is An Extreme Form of Personal Relativism. Stevenson holds that moral principles cannot be accepted universally, at the most, we can refer to the intersubjectivity of attitudes towards moral principles and moral judgments. Stevenson uses the psychological trick in their method to define the emotive meaning. Agreement and disagreement in attitudes are always present in ethics. Stevenson cites two examples showing how we try to influence others‟ attitudes. In the first instance, a man always tells what a good man he is and that he always does his duty. Here we suspect that he secretly defends his feeling of inferiority. Otherwise, he would not have to look for our approval and by ethical judgment, he tries to change our attitudes in order to make them compatible with his own attitudes. In the second example, Stevenson shows how in daily life our judgment controls others. Suppose a teacher is trying to advice a boy that he should not steal but in vain. He then advices the boy’s parents to change their way of training him. The teacher’s second judgments bring a change in the attitude of the parents, followed by a change in the attitude of the student. People with different racial or temperamental characteristics or from different generations often disagree on moral issues. Their beliefs and attitudes are formed differently. Social needs and group pressures are the main reasons behind their disagreement. Beliefs guide our attitudes, and at the same time, both play their role in disagreement.
C. L. Stevenson (1944) developed another non-cognitivist and subjectivist theory of norms. Stevenson acknowledges that in moral sentences there is a descriptive component, which has no cognitive function but rather a quasi-imperative force that, operating through suggestion and intensified by your tone of voice, readily permits you to begin to influence or to modify another person’s behavior. Therefore, according to Stevenson, ethical terms are instruments used in a cooperative enterprise that leads to a mutual readjustment of human interest. So, when using ethical sentences, we are not using logical inference, but, actually, we are using methods of persuasion. Later Hare and Stevenson worked parallel and both non-cognitivist try to show to what extent moral statements are related to factual statements. An ethical statement “this is good” and a factual statement. “This is green” may appear to be identical in their grammatical forms but would differ in their peculiar meanings and uses; while the former is non-factual the latter factual. They have not overlooked the interdependence of the descriptive and evaluative or emotive meanings but they say that descriptive meaning is required for the justification of ethical statements. Although both ethical thinkers have developed their non-cognitive theories on some common grounds yet they diverge on some issues in the application of the methods and their justification.
There is nothing to disagree with Stevenson that the problem of values and moral principles takes place in the context of facts Here, Stevenson and Hare differ, on the methods that are employed for the justification of ethical judgments. Stevenson says that in so far as the emotive meaning of the term is concerned, we cannot speak of the rational, logical, or scientific method. We can give supporting reasons which are neither rational nor irrational but non-rational (persuasions).

The English philosopher A.J. Ayer (1910 – 1989) and the American philosopher Charles Stevenson (1908 – 1979) developed a different version of subjectivism. Emotivism is a theory that claims that moral language or judgments: 1- are neither true nor false; 2- express our emotions; and 3- try to influence others to agree with us. The Emotivists believe that moral language expresses emotions and tries to influence others; it has no cognitive content. If I say homosexuality is evil, I’m just expressing my feeling that homosexuality is disgusting! I am expressing my emotions and, at the same time, trying to influence you to dislike homosexuality. The same analysis applies to any moral judgment. If I say that capital punishment is wrong, I’m just expressing my dislike for it and trying to get you to agree with me. I might as well have said capital punishment while shaking my head and rolling my eyes.  And if I say that Stalin or Cheney were bad men—which they were—I’m merely trying to get you to agree with what I’m really saying.
Now the difference between emotivism and personal relativism (subjectivism) is subtle. When personal relativists say Gandhi was a good man, they report their view of Gandhi. And this report is true or false depending on whether they are telling the truth. But the emotivist claims there is no truth or falsity to moral judgments whatsoever! If I say I hate abortion—assuming I’m being sincere—then this expressed emotion is neither true nor false, it just is. In other words, the emotivist says that different moral judgments are just like differences in taste. I like carrots; you don’t. I like homosexuality; you don’t. But emotivists don’t consider moral judgments as reporting a speaker’s beliefs; they just express emotions. In the same way that cows moo, humans emote. Therefore, according to the emotivists, moral language has no factual content at all and thus cannot be true or false in any way. Now, why would one think that moral language is just a disguised emotional expression?
Ayer thought that moral language was meaningless because it couldn’t be verified. If I say that there’s a dollar on my desk, you know what I mean and you can verify or falsify my statement—you just go look. But if I say that lying is bad, how you could verify this? Where would you go to see that lying was bad? Ayer argued that statements that couldn’t be verified were meaningless. There is no meaning to propositions like abortion is immoral because there is no way to show these statements are true or false.
While Stevenson granted that moral language didn’t have factual or cognitive content, he argued that it had emotive meaning. Moral propositions aren’t true or false, but they aren’t meaningless either—moral language allows us to express emotions. Thus, he could easily account for our differences regarding ethics—we have different emotions. And when we disagree, Stevenson said we have a disagreement in attitude. But reasons or arguments will not change other people’s attitudes.
Moral prediction does not occur in a simple indicative sentence like ‘This is good. We should not forget that there are hypothetical sentences also. Again, the emotive theory of ethics is put forward as an account of the way in which ethical terms are ordinarily used. They are used not merely as descriptions of success or failure of whatever to satisfy some standard. Most people do not believe that when they make moral judgments of the kind predicted by the emotive theory, they are merely expressing their moral sentiments and encouraging others to share them. What most people believe is that such judgments are genuinely assertoric. They are the attribution of absolute values. Emotivism is the doctrine Which holds that moral judgments are expressions of attitude or feeling. Any judgment contains two types of elements – factual and moral. Factual judgments are either true or false. But moral judgments, being expressions of attitude or feeling, are neither true nor false. There are rational criteria by means by which factual judgments are considered to be true or false. But if we accept emotivism, the moral agreement is not tenable by any rational criterion. It is tenable only by means of non-rational effects on the feelings or attitudes of others who differ with us. Stevenson asserts that moral judgments are expressions of attitudes and they influence the hearer’s attitude, and Ayer asserts that the sentence „This is good‟ means “Hurrah for this!” The attitude or feeling is attitude or feeling of approval. Regarding the nature of approval, they regard this approval as moral approval, expressed by moral judgments. It commits vicious circularity. There is a difference between the expression of my personal preference and the evaluative expression. The former depends on the reason why one utters it and to whom; whereas the reason behind the latter one does not depend on the context of utterance. 
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