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1. THE QUESTION is often asked, and properly so, in regard to any
supposed moral standard—What is its sanction? what are the motives
to obey? or, more specifically, what is the source of its obligation?
whence does it derive its binding force? It is a necessary part of moral
philosophy to provide the answer to this question, which, though
frequently assuming the shape of an objection to the utilitarian
morality, as if it had some special applicability to that above others,
really arises in regard to all standards. It arises, in fact, whenever a
person is called on to adopt a standard, or refer morality to any basis
on which he has not been accustomed to rest it.

2. Meaning, let us remember, is not to be identified with naming. Frege’s
example of ‘Evening Star’ and ‘Morning Star’, and Russell’s of ‘Scott’
and ‘the author of Waverley’, illustrate that terms can name the same
thing but differ in meaning. The distinction between meaning and
naming is no less important at the level of abstract terms. The terms
‘9’ and ‘the number of the planets’ name one and the same abstract
entity but presumably must be regarded as unlike in meaning; for
astronomical observation was needed, and not mere reflection on
meanings, to determine the sameness of the entity in question.



