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Introduction

Here are four classical semantic approaches of moral predicates:

What about argumentativism?

But there is at least a fifth one, developed in France by [START_REF] Anscombre | L'argumentation dans la langue[END_REF]:

Conclusion

The simplistic argumentativist description of a moral predicate would be to say that its meaning is the conclusion we are arguing for when we use it. But, in fact, things are more complex: ➢The argumentative meaning of the word ≠ the argumentative meaning of the utterance ➢ Trying to impose a conclusion ≠ trying to impose an argumentative sequence as a whole

The argumentative meaning of the utterance, what we are trying to impose, is partially determined by the argumentative meaning of the words but they are not equivalent: the relation depends on the syntactic structure of the sentence.

DESCRIPTIVISM:

The function of moral predicates is to describe actions [START_REF] Geach | Ascriptivism[END_REF] SUBJECTIVISM:

The function of moral predicates is to represent subjective attitudes towards actions (see [START_REF] Schroeder | Noncognitivism in Ethics[END_REF] EXPRESSIVISM:

The function of moral predicates is to express subjective attitudes towards actions (Blackburn, 1993) PRESCRIPTIVISM:

The function of moral predicates is to commend actions [START_REF] Hare | The language of morals[END_REF] ARGUMENTATIVISM:

The function of moral predicates is to argue for something (such as commendation or condemnation)

The Frege-Geach problem

How does the argumentativist analysis of moral predicates deal with the Frege-Geach problem, with their occurrences into more complex structures? Anscombre and Ducrot's solution (delocutivity) is not really an argumentativist one (Denuc, 2023).

We would like to suggest complete argumentativist answers, inspired by the argumentativist approach developed by Marion Carel (2011):
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Negation Solution: The law of negation (if A is an argument for B, then non-A is an argument for non-B).

➔ In saying "stealing is not wrong", I'm arguing for the noncondemnation of stealing.

The antecedent of the conditional

Solution: Conditional structures are not logical but argumentative sequences built on argumentative schemes. When we use conditional structures, we are not arguing for the conclusion, we are imposing the argumentative sequence as a whole.

➔ "If Peter did something wrong, then I condemn him" is an argumentative sequence built on the same argumentative scheme we already talked about. But in saying it, I'm expressing the argumentative sequence without assuming the condemnation of Peter. It can be seen as a discursive strategy to say that I'm intransigent towards Peter without having to truly condemn him.

According to argumentativism, moral utterances make allusion to argumentations. The meaning of moral predicates is the argumentative schemes these argumentations are built upon.

To say that lying is wrong is to argue for the condemnation of lying.