
CHAP'TER III

THE OBJECTIVITY OF MORAL

JUDGEMENTS

AcerNsr the theory, which has been stated in the
last two chapters, an enormous variety of different
objections may be urged; and I cannot hope to deal
with nearly all of them. What I want to do is to choose
out those, which seem to me to be the most important,
because they are the most apt to be strongly felt, and
because they concern extremely general questions of
principle. It seems to me that some of these objections
are well founded, and that others are not, according
as they are directed against different parts of what our
theory asserts. And I propose, therefore, to split up
the theory into parts, and to consider separately the
chief objections which might be urged against each
of these different parts.

And we may begin with an extremely fundamental
point. Our theory plainly implied two things. It
implied (r) that, if it is true at any one time that a
particular voluntary action is right, it must always
be true of that particular action that it aas right: or,
in other words, that an action cannot change from
right to wrong, or from wrong to right; that it cannot
possibly be true of the very same action that it is right
at one time and wrong at another. And it implied also
(z) that the same action cannot possibly at the same
tinu be both right and wrong. It plainly implied both
these two things because it asserted that a voluntary
action can only be right, if it produces a maximum of
pleasure, and can only be wrong, if it produces less
than a maximum. And obviously, if it is onte true of
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rurry action that it did produce a maximum of pleasure,
it rrrrrst always be true of it that it did; and obviously
nlso it cannot be true it one and the same time of one
nrrd thc same action both that it did produce a maximum
of plcasure and also that it produced less than a
nraximum. Our theory implied, therefore, that any
particular action cannot possibly be both right and
wrong either at the same time or at different times.
At any particular time it must be either right or wrong,
antl, whichever it is at any one time, it will be the same
at all times.

It must be carefully noticed, however, that our
tlrcory only implies that this is true of any parthulat
voluntary action, which we may choose to consider:
it docs not imply that the same is ever true of a class
of actions. That is to say, it implies that if, at the time
whcn Brutus murdered Caesar, this action of his was
riglrt, then, it must be equally true now, and will
ulwrys be true, that this particular action of Brutus
was right, and it never can have been and never will
lre true that it was zt)rong, Brutus' action on this
particular occasion cannot, it says, have been both
right and wrong; 4nd if it was once true that it was
riglrt, then it must always be true that it was riglit;
or if it was once true that it was wrong, it must always
be true that it was wrong. And similarly with every
othcr absolutely particular action, which actually was
tlonc or might have been done by a particular man on a
purticular occasion. Of every such action, our theory
rrrys, it is true that it cannot at any time have been
lroth right and wrong; and also that, whichever of
tlrcgc two predicates it possessed at any one time, it
tnuut possess the same at all times. But it does aol
irrrply that the same is true of any particular class of.
netions-of murder, for instance. It does not assert
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that if one murder, committed at one time, was wrong,
then any other murder committed at the same time
must also have been wrong; nor that if one murder;
committed at one time, is wrong, any other murder
committed at any other time must be wrong. On the
contrary, though it does not directly imply that this
is false, yet it does imply that it is unlikely that any
particular class of actions will absolutely always be
right or absolutely always wrong. For, it holds, as we
have seen, that the question whether an action is
right or wrong depends upon its effects; and the
question what effects an action will produce depends,
of course, not only upon the class to which it belongs,
but also on the particular circumstances in which it is
done. While, in one set of circumstances, a particular
kind of action may produce good effects, in other
circumstances a precisely similar action may produce
bad ones. And, since the circumstances are always
changing, it is extremely unlikely (though not im-
possible) that actions of any particular class, such as
murder or adultery, should absolutely always be right
or absolutely ahlays wrong, Our theory, therefore,
'does not imply that, if an action of a particulm class
is right once, every other action of tfu same c/ass must
always be right: on the contrary, it follows from its
viewthat this is unlikely to be true. What it does imply,
is that if we consider any particular instarue of any
class, that particular instance cannot ever be both right
and wrong, and if once right, must always be right.
And it is extremely important to distinguish clearly
between these two different questions, because they
are liable to be fonfused. When we ask whether the
same actiorr can be both right and wrong we may rn€an
two entirely different things by this question. We may
merely mean to ask: Can the same kind of action be
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ri l l l r t  :r t  one t ime and wrong at another, or r ight and
rvr,,r ,11 sirrrrr l tancously? And to this question our
t lr t 'ory would bc incl ined to answer: I t  can, Or else

lry !lu' santc action, u'e may mean not merely the same

hiul of aclion, but some single absolutely particular

nction, which was or might have been performed by a

rf r'lirritc pcrson on a definite occasion. And it is to this

t lrrr:st ion that our theory repl ies: I t  is absolutely

irnpossiblc that any one single, absolutely particular

rut'tion can ever be both right and wrong, either at

l l r t '  s:rrnc t ime or at di lTerent t imes.
Now this question as to whether one and the same

rrttion can ever be both right and wrong at the same
tirrrc, or can ever be right at one time and wrong at

;rrrol lror, is, I  think, obviously, an cxtremely funda-
rrrt'rrt:rl one, If we decide it in the affirmative, then a

llr'c:rt rnxny of the questions which have been most

rlisr'rrsscd by ethical writers are at once put out of
corrrt, It must, for instance, be idle to discuss what
r'lr:rlirctcristic there is, which universally distinguishes
riglrt actions from wrong ones, if this view be true.
ll orrc anrl the same action can be both right and wrollg,

llrt:n obviously there can be zo such characteristic-
tlrr'rc cirn be no charrcteristic which always belongs to
riglrt  act ions, and ncz-er to \ .r ' rong ones: since, i f  so

nrrrclr as one singlc action is both right and wrong,

tlris action must posscss tny characteristic (if there is
orrt:) which always belongs to right actions, and, at

tlrr: sarnc time, since the action is also wrong, this
r'frirrirctcristic cannot be one wlich neoer belongs to

wrong actions. Before, therefore, we enter on any

tliscrrssions as to what characteristic there is which
,ilrttuys lrclongs to right actions and naser to wrong
orrcs, it is extremely important that we should satisfy

orrruclvcs, if we can, that one and the same action
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Is the theory stated in the last two chapters in the
right, so far as it merely asserts that this cannot be
the case ?

Now I think that most of those who hold, as this
theory does, that one and the same action cannot be
both right and wrong, simply assume that this is the

argument is perfectly justified, It does seem to me
to be evident that no voluntary action can be both
right and wrong; and I do not see how this can be
proved by reference to any principle which is more
certain than it is itself. If, therefore, anybody,asserts
that the contrary is evident to him-that it iJ evident
to him that one and the same action canbe both right
and wrong, I do not see how it can be prozted that hJ is
wrong. If the question is reduced to these ultimate
terms, it must, I think, simply be left to the reader's
inspection. Like all ultimate questions, it is incapable
of strict proof either way. But most of those who hold
that an action can be both right and wrong are, I
think, in fact influenced by certain considerations,
which do admit of argument. They hold certain views,
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Irorrr wlr i t :h this conclusion fol lows; and i t  is only
lrcr'urrst: tht:y hold these views that they adopt the
r'orrr'lrrsion, 'I'here are, I think, two views, in particular,
rvlrit'lr urc vcry commonly held and which are specially
inl lrr t .nl i :r l  in lcading people to adopt i t .  And i t  is very
irrr lxrr l :r l r t  that we should consider these two views
crrlclirlly, both because they lead to this conclusion
nrrr l  l i rr  othcr reasons.

'l'lu: first of them is as follows. It may be held,
rrurrrcly, that, whenever we assert that an action or
r'lrus ol'actions is right or wrong, we must be merely
rrrrrkirrg an assertion about somebody's feelings towards
llrc ut:tion or class of actions in question. This is a
virw which seems to be very commonly held in some
lirnrr or other; and one chief reason why it is held is,
I tlrink, that many people seem to find an extreme
rlillicrrlty in seeing what else we possibly can mean by
l lre words 'r ight '  and 'wrong',  except that some mind
or sct of minds has some feeling, or some other mental
ruttitrrdc, towards the actions to which we apply these
prttlicates. In some of its forms this view does not
lcurl to the consequence that one and the same action
rrrrry be both right and wrong; and with these forms
wc lrc not concerned just at present. But some of the
lirlrrrs in which it may be held do directly lead to this
('onn(:(luence; and where people do hold that one and
lhc nrme action may be both right and wrong, it is,
I tlrink, very generally because they hold this view
irr onc of these forms. There are several different
lolrns of it which do lead to this consequence, and they
Hrc lpt, I think, not to be clearly distinguished from
orrc lnother. People are apt to assume that in our

lrrrlgcnrcnts of right and wrong we must be making
nrr rrnscrtion about the feelings of. sone rrran or somc
gloup of men, without trying definitely to make up
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their minds as to who the man or group of men can
be about whose feelings we are making it. So soon as
this question is fairly faced, it becomes plain, I think,
that there are serious objections to any possible
alternative.

To begin with, it may be held that whenever any
man asserts an action to be right or wrong, what he is
asserting is merely that he himself has some particular
feeling towards the action in question. Each of us,
according to this view, is merely making an assertion
about ies own feelings: when / assert that an action
is right, the whole of what I mean is merely that t have
some particular feeling towards the action; and when
you make the same assertion, the wholc of what you
mean is merely thnt you have the feeling in question
towards the action, Different views may, of course,
be taken as to what the feeling is which we are supposed
to assert that we have. Some people might say that,
when we call an action right, we are merely asserting
that we lihe it or are ?leased with it; and that when we
call one wrong, we arc merely asserting that we dislihe
it or are displeascd with it. Othcrs might say, more
plausibly, that it is not ,nere liking and dislike that we
express by these judgements, but a peculiar sort of
liking and dislike, which miglrt perhaps be called a
feeling of. moral approoal and of moral disapprooal.
Others, again, might, perhaps, say that it is not a pair
of opposite feelings which are involved, but merely
the presence or absence of one particular feeling: that,
for instance, when we call an action wrong, we merely
mean to say that we have towards it a feeling of dis-
approval, and that by calling it right, we mean to say,
not that we have towards it a positioe feeling of approval,
but merely that we have not got towards it the feeling
of disapproval. But whatever view be taken as to the
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prct'isc nature of the feelings about which we are
nulrlroscd to be making a judgement, arry view which
lroltls that, when we call an action right or wrong, each
rrl trs is always merely asserting that he himself has or
Irirs not some particular feeling towards it, does, I think,
irrcvitably lead to the same conclusion-namely, that
<lrritc often one and the same action is both right and
wrorrg; and any such view is also exposed to one and
lhc same fatal objection.

'l'hc argument which shows that such views in-
evitably lead to the conclusion that one and the same
ruction is quite often both right and wrong, consists
ol'two steps, each of which deserves to be separately
crrrphasized.

'l'lrc first is this. If, whenever I judge an action to
lrt: right, I am merely judging that I myself have a

Plrticular feeling towards it, then it plainly follows
tlr:rt, provided I really have the feeling in question,
rrry judgement is true, and therefore the action in
rlrrcstion really is right. And what is true of me, in
tlris respect, will also be true of any other man. No
rrrrttcr what we suppose the feeling to be, it must be
trrrt: that, whenever and so long as an! ma really has
lorvirrds any action the feeling in question, then, and
lirl just so long, the action in question really is right.
lirr what our theory supposes is that, when a man
jrrtlgcs an action to be right, he is merely judging
thrtl he has this feeling towards it; and hence, when-
evcr hc really has it, his judgement must be true, and
tlrt: action really must be right. It strictly follows,
f frcrcfore, from this theory that whenever any man
whalcoer really has a particular feeling towards an
rr,'tiorrr the action really is right; and whenever any
ntun whateoer really has another particular feeling
Iowurdn an action, the action really is wrong. Or, if we
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take the view that it is not a pair of feelings which are
in question, but merely the presence or absence of a
single feeling-for instance, the feeling of moral dis-
approval; then, what follows is, that whenever any
man whatever fails to have this feeling towards an
action, the action really is right, and whenever any
man whatever has got the feeling, the action really is
wrong. Whatever view we take as to what the feelings
are, and whether we suppose that it is a pair of feelings
or merely the presence and absence of a single one, the
consequence follows that the Presence (or absence) of
the feeling in question in any tnan whateoer is sufficient
to ensure that an action is right or wrong, as the case
may be. And it is important to insist that this con-
sequence does follow, because it is not, I think, always
clearly seen. It seems sometimes to be vaguely held
that when a man judges an action to'be right, he is
merely judging that he has a particular feeling towards
it, but that yet, though he really has this feeling, the
action is not necessarily really right. But obviously
this is impossible. If the tt)hole of what we mean to
assert, when we say that an action is right, is merely
that we have a particular feeling towards it, then
plainly, provided only we really have this feeling, the
action tnust really be right.

It follows, therefore, from any view ofthis type, that,
whenever arly man has (or has not) some particular
feeling towards an action, the action is right; and also
that, whenever arry man has (or has not) some par-
ticular feeling towards an action, the action is wrong.
And now, if we take into account a second fact, it
seems plainly to follow that, if this be so' one and the
same action must quite often be both right and wrong.

This second fact is merely the observed fact, which
it seems difficult to deny, that, whatever pair of
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fcclings or single feeling we take, cases do occur in
which two different men have opposite feelings towards
the same action, and in which, while one has a given
fceling towards an action, the other has not got it.
It might, perhaps, be thought that it is possible to find
some pair of feelings or some single feeling, in the case
ofwhich this rule does not hold: that, for instance, no
man ever really feels moral approval towards an action,
towards which another feels moral disapproval. This
is a view which people are apt to take, because, where
we have a strong feeling of moral disapproval towards
an action, we may find it very difficult to believe that
any other man realljt has a feeling of moral approval
towards the same action, or even that he regards it
without some degree of moral disapproval. And there
is some excuse for this view in the fact, that when a
man says that an action is right, and even though he
aincerely believes it to be so, it may nevertheless be
the case that he really feels towards it some degree of
moral disapproval. That is to say, though it is certain
that men's opinions as to what is right and wrong often
differ, it is not certain that their feelings always differ
when their opinions do. But still, if we look at the
cxtraordinary differences that there have been and
ore between different races of mankind, and in different
etages of society, in respect of the classes of actions
which have been regarded as right and wrong, it is,
I think, scarcely possible to doubt that, in some
eocieties, actions have been regarded with actual
fcelings of positive moral approval, towards which many
of us would feel the strongest disapproval. And if this
ie so with regard to classes of. actions, it can hardly fail
to be sometimes the case with regard to pmticulm
sctions. We may, for instance, read of a particular
rction, which excites in us a strong feeling of moral
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disapproval; and yet it can hardly be doubted that
sometimes this very action will have been regarded by
some of the men among whom it was done, without any
feeling of disapproval whatever, and even with a
feeling of positive approval. But, if this be so, then,
on the view we are considering, it will absolutely
follow that whereas it was true then, when it was done,
that that action was right, it is true tww that the very
same action was wrong.

And once we admit that there have been such real
differences of feeling between men in different stages
of society, we must also, I think, admit that such
differences do quite often exist even among con-
temporaries, when they are members of very different
societies; so that one and the same action may quite
often be at the sane time both right and wrong. And,
having admitted this, we ought, I think, to go still
further. Once we are convinced that real differences
of feeling towards certain classes of actions, and not
merely differences of opinion, do exist between men
in different states of society, the probability is that
when two men in the same state of society differ in
opinion as to whether an action is right or wrong, this
difference of opinion, though it by no means always
indicates a corresponding difference of feeling, yet
sometimes really is accompanied by such a difference:
so that two members of the same society may really
sometimes have opposite feelings towards one and the
same action, whateoer frtling we take. And finally,
we must admit, I think, that even one and the same
individual may experience such a change of feeling
towards one and the same action. A man certainly
does often come to change his opinion as to whether
a particular action was right or wrong; and we must,
I think, admit that, sometimes at least, his feelings
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lowartls it cornpletely change as well; so that, for
itrnlirrrccr an action, which he formerly regarded with
rrurrrrl clisapproval, he may now regard with positive
rrrrrr:rl rr;rproval, and oite oersa. So that, for this reason
llorrc, and quite apart from differences of feeling
lrctwccn different men, we shall have to admit, accord-
irrg t<r our theory, that it is often now true of an action
tlurt it aras right, although it was formerly true of the
nurrrc action that it was wrong.

'l'his fact, on which I have been insisting, that
tlillbrent men do feel differently towards the same
nt:tion, and that even the same man may feel differently
towlrds it at different times, is, of course, a mere
conrmonplace; and my only excuse for insisting on it
ir that it might possibly be thought that some one
li.<'lirrg or pair of feelings, and those the very ones
whit:h it is most plausible to regard as tle ones about
wlrich we are making an assertion in our judgements
of right and wrong, are exceptions to the rule. I think,
Iurwcver, we must recognize that no feeling or pair of
fir:lirrgs, which could possibly be maintained to be thc
oncs with which our judgements of right and wrong
rurc concerned, does, in fact, form an exception.
Whirtcver feeling you take, it seems hardly possible
to doubt that instances have actually occurred, in
wlrich, while one man really had the feeling in question
towirrds a given action, other men have not had it,
nrrtl some of them have even had an opposite one,
lowurds the same action. There may, perhaps, be
rorne classes of actions in the case of which this has
rrcvcr occurred; but what seems certain is that there
at'e some classes, with which it has occurred: and, if
f lrcrc are any at all, that is sufficient to establish our
t'urrr:lusion. For if this is so, and if, when a man
brrrcrts an action to be right or wrong, he is always
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merely asserting that he himself has some particular
feeling towards it, then it absolutely follows that one
and the same action has sometimes been both right
and wrong-right at one time and wrong at another,
or both simultaneously.

And I think that some argument of this sort is the
chief reason why many people are apt to hold that one
and the same action may be both right and wrong.
They are much impressed by the fact that different
men do feel quite differently towards the same classes
of action, and, holding also that, when we judge an
action to be right or wrong, we must be merely mak-
ing a judgement about somebody's feelings, it seems
impossible to avoid the conclusion that one and the
same action often e's both right and wrong. This
conclusion does not, indeed, necessarily follow from
these two doctrines taken together. Whether it follows
or not, depends on the precise form in which we hold
the latter doctrine-upon zoho the somebody is about
whose feelings we are making the assertion. But it
doesfollow from the precise form ofthis doctrine which
we are now considering-the form which asserts that
each man is merely making an assertion about his ousn
feelings. And, since this is one of the most plausible
forms in which the doctrine can be held, it is extremely
important to consider, whether it can be true in this
form. Can it possibly be the case, then, that, when we
judge an action to be right or \ilrong, each of us is only
asserting that hc himself has some particular feeling
towards it ?

It seems to me that there is an absolutely .fdal
objection to the view that this is the case. It must be
'rernembered that the question is merely a question of
f.act; a question as to the actual analysis of our moral
judgements-as to what it is that actually happens,
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wlrcrr wc lhinh an action to be right or wrong. And if
we rcrrrclnbcr that it is thus merely a question as to
rvf rnt we actually think, when we think an action to be
liglrt or wrong,-neither more nor less than this,-it
urrr, I think, be clearly seen that the view we are
t'orrnirlcring is inconsistent with plain facts. This is
ro, bccausc it involves a curious consequence, which
llrosc who hold it do not always seem to realize that
it involves; and this consequence is, I think, plainly
lrot in accordance with the facts. The consequence is
thin. If, when one man says, 'This action is right',
nrrd nnother answers, 'No, it is not right', each of
llrcm is always merely making an assertion about ils
rrun fcelings, it plainly follows that there is never
rcllly any difference of opinion between them: the
olrc of them is never really contradicting what the other
in asserting. They are no more contradicting one
nnother than if, when one had said,'I like sugar', the
othcr had answered,'I don't l ike sugar'. In such a
cnsc, there is, of course, no conflict of opinion, no
urntradiction of one by the other: for it may perfectly
wcll be the case that what each asserts is equally true;
it may quite well be the case that the one man really
docs like sugar, and the other really does not like it.
'l'lrc one, therefore, is neoer denying what the other is
nsserting. And what the view we are considering
involves is that when one man holds an action to be
right, and another holds it to be wrong or not right,
hcre also the one is ncoer denying what the other
ie asserting. It involves, therefore, the very curious
consequence that no two men can ever differ in opinion
ns to whether an action is right or wrong. And surely
thc fact that it involves this consequence is sufficient
to condemn it. It is surely plain matter of fact that
whcn I assert an action to be wrong, and another man
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asserts it to be right, there sometimes is a real difference
of opinion between us: he sometimes is denying the
very thing which I am asserting. But, if this is so,
then it cannot possibly be the case that each of us is
mereiy making a judgement about his own feelings;
since two such judgements never can contradict one
another. \4/e can, therefore, reduce the question
whether this theory is true or not, to a very simple
question of fact. Is it ever the case that when one
man thinks that an action is right and another thinks
it is not right, that the second really is thinking that
the action has not got some predicate which the first
thinks that it has got ? I think, if rve look at this
question fairly, we must admit that it sometimes is the
case; that both men may use the word 'r ight '  to denote
cxactly tlte same predicate, and that the one may really
be thinking that the action in question really has this
predicate, while the other is thinking that it has not
got it. But if this is so, then the thcory rve are consider-
ing certainly is not truc. I t  cannot bc tmc that every
rnan always de notes by thc word 'r ight '  merely a
relation to his own feclings, since, if that were so, no
two mcn would evcr denote by this word the same
predicate; and hence a man who said that an action
was not right could never be denying that it had the
very predicate, which another, who said that it was
right, was assert ing that i t  had. , ' t

It seems to me this argument proves conclusively
that, whatever we do mean, when we say that an action
is right, we certainly do not mean merely that we our-
scloes have a certain feeling torvards it. But it is
important to distinguish carefully between exactly
what it docs prove, and what it does not prove. It does
not prove, at all, that it may not be the case, that,

'"vhenever any man judges an action to be right, he
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rr l r r , ryrr ,  r r r  l ; r r  l ,  / t r ls  : t  cr ' t t : r i r r  l i ' t : l ing towirrds i t ,  and
r rr  r r  f l r . r l  f r r  t r r : r l i , , l r  l l r t '  j r r t lgt ' r r r t ' t t t  only because he
lr , r r  t l r . r l  1, , l r r r ; ' .  l l  orr ly ptorcs t l r : t t ,  c lcn i f  th is be so,
t , l t , t l  l t  r ' ,  ; r r , l1 i r r r1 i  i r r  r r r , l  t r r t ' t t ' ly  t l t t t t  l rc h:rs thc fcel ing.
Arr , l  l l r r ru ' l t i '  l ro i t r l r r : t t r ' ,  I  t l r in l i ,  r ' t ry l ia l t lc  to be
r.rr lunr, l  l l  t r r ; ry I ' r '  : r l l r '1 i r ' ,1 lo l r t :  l t  f  i rct  l l rat  whcnevcr
rr  rn,ur lur l l , '  \  r l r  . r (  l ron lo I t t '  r i r l l r t ,  l r t :  o l r ly  docs so,
l \ t tnt \ . ,  l r ,  l l rn rr  r  I  r l i l l  l l r ' l r r r11 lowltr t ls  i t ;  and this
rr l l ,  l ' , ,1 l r r  I  t r l ry rrr  l r r . r l l l '  I ' r '  t t r r r ' ,1 ; ts l t t t  : t rgr t rncnt to

l f f  ' r f  f  f  l r ' r l  t , 'h, t l  l r  t , '  lu, l l i i l " i  r r r  t r r t  t r ' l .y  ! l tut  l tc  has the
lr , l t r r lq l l r r t  r ' l ' r r "u, ' ly ,  ( r r r r  i l  t l rc rr l l t 'gt ' t l  fuct  bc a
lrrr l ,  t l  , l , , rn t r , , l  t l  l l r r '  l r . r i r l  r tupl)()r t  l l r is  t r r t tc lusion,
' l ' l r r '  l r r , r  l r ' i l r lh r i l r '  r 'nt i l r  ly  r l r l lc tcrr t ,  : t t r r l  l l r t ' rc is a
l t r rh l  l r l " r t l i r r r l  r l t l l l r l r r r r ' l r r ' l rv l t ' r r  l l rc i t ' torrst '< l r tctrccs,
' l ' l r r ' , l r l l , r r ' l r r ' rh l l r , r t ,  r ' r ' r ' t r  r l  r t  lx ' l t t t r :  t l r t t  a m: ln
rr ,  r r t  ;u,11,,rr  tn i r ( l r r )n l ( )  I ' t '  r i l i l r t ,  r r r r lcss l tc has a
,r  r tn l r  l r r ' l1s1p, lorr ' , r t r l : r  i t ,  y t ' t ,  i l  t l r is  l rc al l ,  thc mere
lrrr  I  t l r i r l  l rc l r : r r r  t l r is  l t t ' l i r r15,  wi l l  r rot  provc his judge-
rrr  r t  t r )  l r t '  l t r r r ' ;  \ i ( '  lu i ly  <1ui tc wcl l  hold that ,  even
111, ' r r1, l r  l r t '  l r ; rs l l r t '  l i ' r ' l i r rg:rnt l  judgcs thc act ion to be
rr l i l r t ,  ycl  norrr t ' t i r r rcs l r is  judgcment is fa lse and the
rtr  l r , r r  i r  r ro l  r r ' : r l ly  r ig l r t .  I lut  i f ,  on the other hand,
rrr l r , , l , l  t l l l . t  tr l tu! ht:  is j tr<lging is merely that he has
f lr ,  l r  r  l rrr l l ,  t l r t ' rr  t l rc rncrc fact that he has i t  wi l l  prove
fsr,r  ; r1r l ; ' t  r r rcrr t  lo bc t ruc:  i f  he is only judging that
fr r  f  r , r l  r l ,  t l r< ' r r  t l rc rrrcrc fact  thathe has i t  is ,  of  course,
rrr l l r r  rcrr t  to nrr l<c l r is  judgement t rue.  We must,
l l r ,  r r  l . r r ' ,  t l is t i r rgrr ish cnrcful ly between the assert ion
l lr ,r t ,  rr ' l rcrrt  v( 'r  i r  rrrrn judgcs an action to be r ight, he
rrrrf  y , f ,x: i  st. ,  ht 'rduse hc has a certain feel ing, and the
r ' r tur  ly  r l i l l i  rcrr t  l rsscrt ion that,  whenever he judges

ff rr , f f  t i r ,r f  lo lr t :  r i { .r l r t ,  l te is mcrely judging thathehas
t l r r ,  l l r ' l i r r ; ' .  ' l ' l r t :  l i r t ' t1er i tsscrt ion,  even i f  i t  be t l re,
, l , r r  r ,  not  provt .  lht t  the lat tcr  is  tme also.  And we
rr 'r) ' .  t l r(  r(: lorc, dispute the Iatter without disputing

E
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the former. It is only the latter which our argument
proves to be untrue; and not a word has been said
tending to show that the former may not be perfectly
true,

Our argument, therefore, does not disprove the
assertion, if it should be made, that we only judge
actions to be right and wrong, when and because we
have certain feelings towards them. And it is also
important to insist that it does not disprove another
assertion also. It does not disprove the assertion that,
whenever any man has a certain feeling towards an
action, the action is, as a natter of fail, always right.
Anybody is still perfectly free to hold that this is true,
as a matter of fan, and that, therefore, as a matter of
fact, one and the same action often is both.right and
wrong, even if he admits what our argument does
prove; namely, that, when a man thinks an action to
be right or wrong, he is not merely thinking that he
has some feeling towards it. The only importance of
our argument, in this connexion, is merely that it
destroys one of the main reasons for holding that this
r's true, as a matter of fact. If we once clearly see that
to say that an action is right is not the same thing as
to say that we have any feeling towards it, what reason
is there left for holding that the presence of a certain
feeling is, in fact, always a sign that it is right ? No
one, I think, would be very much tempted to assert that
the rnere presence (or absence) of a certain feeling is
invariably a sign of rightness, but for the supposition
that, in some way or other, the only possible meaning
of the word 'right', as applied to actions, is that some-
body has a certain feeling towards them. And it is
this supposition, in one of its forms, that our arqument
does disprove

IJut even if it be admitted that, in this precise form,
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llrr. vicw is quitc untcnable, it may sti l l  be urged
llrrrl rrt:vt 'rt lrclt 'ss it is tmc in some other form, from
rvlrir'lr tlrc sunrc consequence will follow-namely, the
r'0ilH(:(lucncc that one and the same action is quite
oltcrr lroth right and wrong. Many people have such
n iltrorUf disposition to believe that when we judge
rrrr rrt:ti<rr to be right or wrong we must be merely
rrrrrkirrg un asscrtion about the feelings of some man or
rct o[ rncu, that, even if they are convinced that we
urc not always merely making an assertion, each about
his uon fcelings, they will still be disposed to think
llrrrt wc must be making one about somebody ehe's.
'l'lrc tlifhculty is to find any man or set of men about
whosc fcclings it can be plausibly held that we are
rtrrrking iur assertion, if we are not merely making one
rulrout our own; but still there are two alternatives,
wlrit:h may seem, at first sight, to be just possible,
rrnrrrcly (r) that each man, when he asserts an action
to bc riglrt or wrong, is merely asserting that a certain
f'ecling is generally felt towards actions of that class
lry rrrust of the members of the society to which he
Irelongs, or (z) merely that some man or other has a
cct'lirin fceling towards them.

lilr.rm either of these two views, it will, of course,
folkrw that one and the same action is often both right
urrrl wrong, for the same reasons as were given in the
lunt cirsc. Thus, if, rvhen .f assert an action to be right,
I urrr mercly asserting that it is generally apprbved in
lhc society to which f belong, it follows, of course,
tlrnt if it rs generally approved by 

-y 
society, my

unrcltion is true, and the action really et right. But
rlr wc riaw, it seems undeniable, that some actions which
ntc gt:ncrally approved in my society, will have been
rlirupprovcd or will still be disapproved in other
rocictice. And, since any member of one of those
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societies will, on this view, when he judges an action
to be wrong, be merely judging that it is disapproved
in Zls society, it follows that when he judges one of
these actions, which really is disapproved in his society,
though approved in mine, to be wrong, this judgement
of his will be just as true as my judgement that the
same action was right: and hence the same action
really will be both right and wrong. And similarly,
if we adopt the other alternative, and say that when a
man judges an action to be right he is merely judging
that some man or other has a particular feeling towards
it, it will, of course, follow thai whenever any iran at all
really has this feeling towards it, the action really is
right, while, whenever any man at all has not got it
or has an opposite feeling, the action really is wrong:
and, since cases will certainly occur in which one man
has the required feeling, while another has an opposite
one towards the same action, in all such cases the same
action will be both right and wrong.

From either of these two views, then, the same
consequence will follow. And, though I do not know
whether any one would definitely hold either of them
to be true, it is, I think, worth while briefly to consider
the objections to them, because they seem to be the
only alternatives left, from which this consequence
will follow, when once we have rejected the view that,
in our judgements of right and wrong, each of us is
merely talking abotfi his oton feelings; and because,
while the objection which did apply to that view, does
not apply equally to these, there is an objection which
does apply to these, but which does not apply nearly so
obviously to that one.

The objection which was urged against that view
does, indeed, apply, in a limited extent, to the first
of these two: since if when a man judges an action
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l '  l r r . r ig l r t  or  \ \ ' r )n, : r  l rc is l lwul 's t t t t : rc ly makirrg an
, l r ,ht  f  f  f  of  r  n l r . r r l  l  l r r '  l r  r ' l i r r l is  of  l t i t  utot t  socicty,  i t  wi l l
l , , f  l r rw l l r r r f  lwo nrcn, wlro l r r 'krng to l i lJcrcnt  societ ies,
(  i r r  ncvt t  lxrnr i l r ly  t l i l lc l  i r r  opirr io l t  : ts to whether an
rtr ' l iotr  i r  l ' iy l r l  ot  wlonl l ,  l l r r t  t l r is  o l r jc t ' t ion docs not
ngr; t ly  nr  l ro lwcrtr  lw()  nr( 'n wlro lxr t l r  l rc long to the
rr l# ro| ir . ly, ' l 'Jrn vicw l lr i l l  rvlrcrr i lny nl i ln asserts
nt t  nr ' lhr t r  to l rn t ig l r l  l rc in t r rcrc ly t t r lk ing i tn asscrt ion
rlrrruf f  l r t '  lool lrrgr rt l  hir t trptt  rocict! ,  t locs al low that
lwr) nron lr i lhrfrgnrH lo l l rc rr lzr '  *ot ' i t : ty may real ly
r l l l ler  l r r  lp l11l1pls ur l r r  wlrr l lu ' r  r r t r  r tct iot t  is  r ig l r t  or
wf.rr l ,  Nr l l l tnr  l l r i r  v icw, l l rcrcforc,  t tor  thc v iew
f lrr f  wo oro nrolr ly uuetl ing l l rrrt  somc mil i l  or other
l r r r  r  I txg l i r  u l r r t  f t ' r ' l i r rg lowurr l r  t l rc rr t ' t iorr  in c luest ion
Irrvrr lvor lhn l l rnrrr l i ty  i l rnt  nrr  two nrclr  t rnn evcr di f fer
I11 n1r l r r | r r r r  u lo wlrc l l rcr  urr  ut ' t ion is r ight  or  wrong.
Wr, r 'nrrrurl ,  l l rct 'cl i r t ' t : ,  rrrgc t lrc f i rct that thcy involve
tlr lr  r l rrrr lr l i ty nr lrr  objcct ion i lgainst them, as we could
ngnirrr l  l l rc vicw t lrut cach rnan is merely talking of
hh tr l l tx l i 'c l i rrgr.

l l rr t  lxrth of t l rcrn nrc ncvcrtheless exposed to another
olr lr ,r ' l iorr,  cr lunl ly f :r t l l ,  to which that view was not so
l lrvirrruly cx;xrsct l ,  ' l 'hc objection is again merely one
rrl  pryr ' lurkrgit ' : r l  fuct, rcst ing upon observation of what
nr ' l rr l l ly lr lppcns whcn a man thinks an action to be
tlglrl or wrong. lior, whatever feeling or feelings we
Inlr l  l r  l l rc orrcs about which he is supposed to be

lrrr lpirrg, i t  is r lui tc ccrtain that a man may think an
rrr lrrrrr lo lrc r iglrt ,  cvcn when he does not think that
t lu, rrrcrnlr<'rs of his society have in general the required
fr,r, l i rrpl (or ubscncc of fcel ing) towards i t ;  and that
r irrrr lnr ly lrc lrr iry doubt whether an action is r ight,
pvr,rr wlr.'rr lrc rlocs zol doubt that some man or other
lrrrr l l rr ,  rr ' . l t r i rcr l  fecl ing towards i t .  Cases of this kind
rcrlrr irr ly rrrnstantly occur, and what they prove is that,
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whatever a man is thinking when he thinks an action
to be right, he is certainly not merely thinking that
his society has in general a particular feeling towards
it; and similarly that, when he is in doubt as to whether
an action is right, the question about which he is in
doubt is not merely as to whether any man at all has
the required feeling towards it. Facts of this kind are,
therefore, absolutely fatal to both ofthese two theories;
whereas in the case of the theory that he is merely
making a judgement about ir's oara feelings, it is not
so obvious that there are any facts of the same kind
inconsistent with it. For here it might be urged with
some plausibility (though, I think, untruly) that when
a man judges an action to be right he always does think
that he himself has some particular feeling towards
it; and similarly that when he is in doubt as to whether
an action is right he always is in doubt as to his own
feelings. But it cannot possibly be urged, with any
plausibility at all, that when a man judges an action to
be right he always thinks, for instance, that it is gener-
ally approved in his society; or that when he is in
doubt, he is always in doubt as to whether any man
approves it. He may know quite well that somebody
does approve it, and yet be in doubt whether it is right;
and he may be quite certain that his society does rwt
approve it, and yet still think that it ls right. And the
same will hoId, whateoet feeling we take inetead of
moral approval,

These facts, then, seem to me to prove conclusively
that, when a man judges an action to be right or wrong,
he is not always merely judging that his society has
some particular feeling towards actions of that class,
nor yet that some man has. But here again it is import-
ant to insist on the limitations of the argument; and
to distinguish clearly between what it does prove and,
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rvlrrrl it tlor:s zol, Lt does not, of course, prove that any
r lrrrur ol :rt'l iorr towarcls which any society has a particular
f cr'f irrg, nrly not, as a matter of fact, always be right;
ror ('v(:n tltat any action, towards which any man
tphttlt'lrr lras thc fceling, may not, as a matter of fact,
llw;ryrr bc so. Anybody, while fully admitting the force
ll orrr rrrgruncnt, is still perfectly free to hold that these
f frirrgs lrc true, aJ arnatter of fact; and hence that one
nrr,l thc samc action often is both right and wrong.
All tlurt our arguments, taken together, do strictly

lrrovc, is that, when a man asserts an action to be right
ol wrl)rfg, he is not merely making an assertion either
rulrorrt lris own feelings nor yet about those of the
nor'ir'ly in which he lives, nor yet merely that some man
or ollrcr has some feeling towards it. This, and nothing
rf rrrrt', is what they prozte. But if we once admit that
llrin nrrrch rs proved, what reason have we left for
nrrertirrg that it r"r true, aJ a rnatter of fact, that what-
rvrr nny society or any man has a particular feeling
f rrrry1111f11, always is right? lt may, of course, be true
Hr n nurttcr of fact; but is there any Tea,sog. for suppos-
l lrg t lr ;r t  i t  is? If  the predicate which we mean by the
1.y'rrl 'r'iglrt', and which, therefore, must belong to
nvcry uction which really is right, is something quite
rl i l l r ,rcrrt  from a mere relat ion to anybody's feel ings,
wlry xlrorr ld we suppose that such a relat ion does, in
Inr ' t ,  ulwlys go along with i t ;  and that this predicate
nf rvrryn lrcfongs, in addition, to every action which has
l lrr.  t t ' r ;rr ircd relat ion to somebody's feel ings? If  r ight-
nonr in not the same thing as the having a relation
ln tlrn li:trlings of any man or set of men, it would be
a lrrriorrs txrincidence, if any such relation were in-
vnrinlr ly r sign of r ightness. What we have proved is
I lrrl r i;,11 rt r rcss is not the same thing as any such relation ;
rrrrl il tlurt bc so, then, the probability is that even
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where an action has the required relation to some-
body's feelings, it will not always be right. el . t a

There are, then, conclusive reasons against the view
that, when we assert an action to be right or wrong, we
are merely asserting that somebody has a particular
feeling towards it, in any of the forms in which it will
follow from this view that one and the same action
can be both right and wrong. And we can, I think,
also see that one of the- reasons, which seems to have
had most influence in leading people to suppose that
this view tnust be true, in some form or other, is quite
without weight. The reason I mean is one drawn
from certain considerations as to the originof our moral
judgements. It has been widely held that, in the
history of the human race, judgements of right and
wrong originated in the fact that primitive men or
their non-human ancestors had certain feelings towards
certain classes of actions. That is to say, it is supposed
that there was a time, if we go far enough back, when
our ancestors did have different feelings towards
different actions, being, for instance, pleased with

'some and displeased with others, but when they did
not, as yet, judge any actions to be right or wrong;
and that it was only because they transmitted these
feelings, more or less modified, to their descendants,
that those descendants at some later stage, began to
make judgements of right and wrong; so that, in a
sense, our moral judgements were dezteloped out of
mere feelings. And I can see no objection to the

- supposition that this was so. But, then, it seems also
to be often supposed that, if our moral judgements
were developed out of feelings-if this was their
origin-they must sfel/ at this moment be somehow
concerned with feelings: that the developed product
must resemble the germ out of which it was developed
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irr this particular respect. And this is an assumption
lirl which thcre is, surely,'no shadow of ground. It
ir rrtlrnittcd, on all ha,nds, that the developed product
rlot:s irlways differ, in some respects, from its origin;
rrntl thc precise respects in which it differs is a matter
which can only be settled by observation: we cannot
lrry tlown a universal rule that it must always resemble
it in ccrtain definite respects. Thus, even those who
lroltl that our moral judgements are merely judgements
rulrorrt fcclings must admit that, at some point in the
lristory of the human race, men, or their ancestors,
lrcgrrn rrot merely to haoe feelings but to judge that they
lrlrl thcm: and this alone means an enormous change.
lf srrch a change as this must have occurred at some
lirnc or other, without our being able to say precisely
wlrt'n or why, what reason is there, why another change,
wlriclr is scarcely greater, should not also have occurred,
cithcr before or after it? a change consisting in the
llrr:t that men for the first time become conscious
ol' unother predicate, which might attach to actions,
lrcside the mere fact that certain feelings were felt
lowrrds them, and began to judge of this other pre-
rlit:rrtc that it did or did not belong to certain actions?
It is ccrtain that, if men have been developed from
rrorr-human ancestors at all, there must have been
rrruny occasions on which they became possessed for
tlrc lirst time of some new idea. And why should not
thc: iclcas, which we convey by the words 'right' and
'wrollg', be among the number, even if these ideas do
rrrrl rrrcrcly consist in the thought that some man has a
I'rrrticular feeling towards some action? There is no
rr()rc rcason why such an idea should not have been
,k'vr:krpcd out of the mere existence of a feeling than
wlry tlrc judgement that we hazte feelings should not
Iruvt: bccn developed from the same origin. And hence
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the theory that moral judgemeirts originated in feelings
does not, in fact, lend any support at all to the theory
that now, as developed, they can only be judgernents
about f.eelings. No argument from the origin of a
thing can be a safe guide as to exactly what the nature
of the thing is now. That is a question which must be
settled by actual analysis of the thing in its present
state. And such analysis seems plainly to show that
moral judgements are not merely judgements about
feelings.

I conclude, then, that the theory that our judge-
ments of right and wrong are merely judgements about
somebody's feelings is quite untenable in any of the
forms in which it will lead to the conclusion that one
and the same action is often both right and wrong.
But I said that this was only one out of two theories,
which seem to be those which have the most influence
in leading people to adopt this conclusion. And we
must now briefly consider the second of these two
theories.

This second theory is one which is often confused
with the one just considered. It consists in asserting
that when we judge an action to be right or wrong
what we are asserting is merely that somebody or other
thinhs it to be right or wrong. That is to say, just as
the last theory asserted that our moral judgements are
merely judgements about somebody's feelings, this
one asserts that they are merely judgements about
somebody's thoughts or opinions. And they are apt to
be confused with one another because a man's feelings
with regard to an action are not always clearly dis-
tinguished from'his opinion as to whether it is right or
wrong. Thus one and the same word is often used,
sometimes to express the fact that a man has a feeling
towards an action, and sometimes to express the fact
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tlrnt he has an opittion about it. When, for instance,
wc Bay that a man apProoes an action, we may mean
e itlsr that hc has a feeling towards it, or that he thinks
it to be right; and so too, when we say that he dis-
ttltprooes it, we may mean either that he has a certain
l'ccling towards it, or that he thinks it to be wrong.
llut yct it is quite plain that to have a feeling towards
urr action, no matter what feeling we take, is a di{Ierent
thing from judging it to be right or wrong. Even if
wc were to adopt one of the views just rejected and to
rny that to judge an action to be right or wrong is the
nrme thing as to judge that we have a feeling towards
it, it would still follow that to make the judgement is
rorrrcthing different from merely haaing the feeling;
frrr a man may certainly haoe a feeling, without think-
ing that he has it; or think that he has it, without
having it. We must, therefore, distinguish between
thc thcory that to say that an action is right or wrong
ir thc same thing as to say that somebody has some
lind of leeling towards it, and the theory that it is the
rnrrrc thing as to say that somebody thfuks it to be
right or wrong.

'l'his latter theory, however, may be held in the same
tlrrcc rlifferent forms, as the former; and in whichever
lirrrn it is held, it will lead to the same conclusion-
rrnrrrcly, that one and the same action is very often
lroth right and wrong-and for the same reasons. If,
frrr instance, when I say that an action is right, all that
I rrrcnrr is that I thinkit to be right, it will follow, that'
il' I rlo rcally think it to be right, my judgement that
I tlrink so will be true; and since this judgement is
rrrplxrscd to be identical with the judgement that it ,s
rlglrt, it will follow that the judgement that it is right
h trrrc and hence that the action really is right. And
rlnco it is even more obvious that different men's
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opinions as to whether a given action is right or wrong
differ both at the same time and at different times,
than that their feelings towards the same action differ,
it will follow that one and the same action very often
e's both right and wrong. And just as the conclusion
which follows from this theory is the same as that
which followed from the last, so also, in each of the
three different forms in which it may be held, it is
open to exactly the same objections. Thus, in its
first form, it will involve the absurdity that no two
men ever differ in opinion as to whether an action is
right or wrong, and will thus contradict a plain fact.
While in the other two forms, it will involve the con-
clusions that no man ever thinks an action to be right,
unless he thinks that his society thinks it to be right,
and that no man ever doubts whether an action is
right, unless he doubts whether any man at all thinks
it right-two conclusions which are both of them
certainly untrue.

These objections are, I think, sufficient by them-
selves to dispose of this theory as of the last; but it is
worth while to dwell on it a little longer, because it is
also exposed to another objection, of quite a different
order, to which the last was not exposed, and because
it owes its plausibility partly, I think, to the fact that
it is liable to be confused with another theory, which
may be expressed in exactly the same words, and which
may quite possibly be true.

The special objection to which this theory is exposed
consists in the fact that it is in all cases totally impossible
that, when we believe a given thing, what we believe
should merely be that we (or anybody else) have the
belief in question. This is impossible, because, if it
were the case, we should not be believing anything at
all. For let us suppose it to be the case: let us suppose
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l l r r r t ,  wlr t ' r r  I  l rc l icvc thrr t  A is B, what I  am bel ieving
in rrrt'rt'ly /rlrrl sornt:body believes that A is B. What I
nrrr lrcl icvirrg, orr this supposition, is merely that some-
lrorly (cithcr nrysclf or somebody else) entertains the
lrr ' l i t ' l ' that A is I]. But what r 'sthis belief which I am
lrclicving that somebody entertains? According to the
tlrcrrry it is itself, in its turn, merely the belief that
nnnilxxly belieztes that A is B. So that what I am
lrclicving turns out to be that somebody believes that
nmrholy believes-that A is B. But here again, we may
arrlrrt itrrtc for the phrase 'that A is B', what is supposed
lrr lrc i<lcntical with it-namely, that somebody believes,
tlrrrt A is B. And here again we may make the same
rttfrstitrrtion; and so on absolutely ad infinitum. So
llrrrt what I am believing will turn out to be that
rrrtttt:lxrcly believes, that somebody believes, that some-
lrrrrly lrclicves, that somebody believes , . . ad infinitum.
Alrvirys, when I try to state, what it is that the some-
lxrtfy lrclicves, I shall find it to be again merely that
rontt:bt>dy believes . ., and I shall never get to
nrrytlring whatever which is what is believed. But thus
to lrr:licve that somebody believes, that somebody
lrllir,vcs, that somebody believes . . . quite indefinitely,
witlrtrrrt ezter coming to anything which is what is
lrrlicvcclr is to believe nothing at all. So that, if this
welc thc case, there could be no such belief as the
lrrlicf that A is B. We must, therefore, admit that, in
rro ('lsc whatever, when we believe a given thing, can
llre 11ivcn thing in question be merely that we ourselves
(rrt' rorrrcbody else) believe the very same given thing.
Arrrl sirrcc this is true in all cases, it must be true in our
rpcr'i:rl cnse. It is totally impossible, therefore, that
lo lrr,licvc an action to be right can be the same thing
lr lrt'lir;ving that we ourselves or somebody else believe
It tu bc right.
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But the fact that this view is untenable is, I think,
liable to be obscured by the fact that we often express,
in the same words, another view, quite different from
this, which may quite well be true. When a man
asserts that an action is right or wrong, it may quite
well be true, in a sense, that all that he is expressing by
this assertion is the fact that he thinhs it to be right
or wrong. The truth is that there is an important
distinction, which is not always observed, between
what a man means by a given assertion and what he
expresses by it. Whenever we make any assertion
whatever (unless we do not mean what we say) we are
always etcpressing one or other of two things-namely,
either that we thinh the thing in question to be so or
that we knmp it to be so. If, for instance, I say 'A is B',
and mean what I say, what I mean is always merely
that A fu B; but those words of mine will always also
ercpress either the fact that I think that A is B, or the
fact that I knmt it to be so; and even where I do not
mean what I say, my words may be said to irnpQ either
that I think that A is B or that I know it, since they
will commonly lead people to suppose that one oi
other of these two things is the case. Whenever,
therefore, a man asserts that an action is right or wrong,
what he etcplesses or inplics by these words will be
either that he thinks it to be so or that he knows it to
be so, although neither of these two things can possibly
constitute the whole of what he means to assert. And
it is quite possible to hold that, as between these two
alternatives which he expresses or implies, it is always
the first only, and never the second, which is expressed
or implied. That is to say, it may be held, that we
always only believe or think that an action is right or
wrong, and never really knoat which it is I that, when,
therefore, we assert one to be so, we are always merely
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rrprc$Hirrl{ un opinion or belief, never expressing
h x,n.oh'lgc.

'l'lris irr a vicw which is quite tenable, and for which
llrcrc is a grcat deal to be said; and it is, I think,
cr.r'tninly liublc to be confused with that other, quite
rrrrl<:rrnltlc, view, that, when a man asserts an action
lrr lrc right or wrong, all that he mcans to assert is that
hc thinks it to'be so. The two are, in fact, apt to be
exgrrcsscd in exactly the same language. If a man
[rxerts 'Such and such an action was wrong', he is
lirrlrlc to be met by the rejoinder, 'What youreally mcan
is lhft you think it was wrong '; and the person who
trr:rhcs this rejoinder will generally only mean by it,
f f rrrt tlrc man does not know the action to be wrong,
lrrrt only believes that it is so: that he is merely express-
irrg his opinion, and has no absolute knowledge on the

lrrrint. In other words, a man is often loosely said to
mrunlty an assertion what, in fact, he is only expressittg
lry it; and for this and other reasons the two views
w() urc considering are liable to be confused with one
rtrxrtlrcr.

llut obviously there is an immense difference
lrctwccn the two. If we only hold the tenable view that
r() rrrirn ever knows an action to be right or wrong, but
crrrr only think it to be so, then, so far from implying
llrt: rrntcnable view that to assert an action to be right
or wrong is the sarne thing as to assert that we think it
Io lrc so, we imply the direct opposite of this. For
rrolrorly would maintain that I cannot know that I think
urr nction to be right or wrong; and if, therefore, I
r'rrrnot know that it ls right or wrong, it follows that
llrcrc is an immense difference between the assertion
llrrrt it l's right or wrong, and the assertion that I
thinh it to be so: the former is an assertion, which,
nct'rrrding to this view, I can tuner know to be true,
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whereas the latter is an assertion which I obviously
canknow to be true. The tenable view, therefore, that
\rye can never know whether an action is right or wrong'
does not in the least support the untenable view that_
for an action to be right or wrong is the same thing ry
for it to be thought to be so: on the contrary, it is
quite inconsistent with it, since it is obvious that we
can know that certain actions are thoaght to be right
and that others are thought to be wrong, But yet, I
think, it is not uncommon to find the two views
combined, and to find one and the same person holding,
at the same time, both that we never know whether an
action rs right or wrong, and also that to say that an
action z's right or wrong is the same thing as to say that
it is thought to be so. The two views ought obviously
to be clearly distinguished; and, if they are so dis-
tinguished, it becomes, I think, quite plain that the
latter must be rejected, if only because, if it were true,
the former could not possibly be so.

We have, then, considcred in this chapter two
different views, namely (r) the view that to say that an
action is right or wrong is the same thing as to say that
somebody has some Jeeling (or absence of feeling)
towards it, and (z) the view that to say that an action
is right or wrong is the same thing as to say that some-
body thinks it to be so. Both these views, when held
in certain forms, imply that one and the same action
very often is both right and \Mrong, owing to the fact
that different men, and different societies, often do
have difierent and opposite feelings towards, and
different and opposite opinions about, the same action.
The fact that they imply this is, in itself, an argument
against these views; since it seems evident that one
and the same action cannot be both right and wrong.
But some people may not think that this is evident;
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rrr, l  t l rcrcl irrr:  i rr t l t :pcrrdcnt objections have been urged
rrFl i i l rrrr l  l l rctrr,  wlr ich do, I  think, show them to be
rrrr l ,  rr ;r lr l r . .  l rr  l l r t :  t : lsc of the f irst view, such arguments
s,, 1, '  orr ly lrrorr l l l r t  lgl inst those forms of the view,
rr l tr ,  l t  r l , ,  i rrrply t lrat onc and the same action is often
lr l t l r  r ipl lr t  rrrrr l  wrong. The same view may be held
irr r l l rcr '  l i rrrrrs, which do not imply this consequence,
rrrr, l  rvlr i t ' l r  wi l l  thcrcfore be dealt with in the next
r lrrrplcr, lhrt in the case of the second view a general
il1lililr('nl wils irlso used, which applies to absolutely
11l l  lnr  r r rn in which i t  may be held.

l,,vcrr uprtrt from the fact that they lead to the
r'r)rtr  lur ir)n t lr :r t  one and the same action is often both
riglr l  urrt l  wn)ng, i t  is, I  think, very important that we
rlrrtrr lr l  l t ' : r l iz,t : ,  to begin with, that these views are false;
I ' r ' rrrunr' ,  i l  t l rcy wcrc true, i t  would fol low that we
ltrtnl l rrkr. :rrr cntirely dif ferent view as to the whole
Irrr lrr tc ol ' l i l  l r ics, so far as i t  is concerned with r ight
rt tr , l  wrrrtrg, I ' r 'oln what has commonly been taken by a
trrrr j ,rr  r ty ol writcrs. I f  these views were true, the whole
lruEul( 'nH ol l i thics, in this department, would merely
lrrrnrql irr  r l iscovcring what feel ings and opinions men
lrrr\ . '  Hr' lu:r l ly l l rr l  :rbout dif ferent act ions, and why they
Irrrve lr irr l  t l r t ,rn. A good many writers seem actual ly
I,  l rrrvr. l rr .rr l t : t l  thc subject as i f  this were al l  that i t
Ir ' rr l  lo irrvcst igltc. And of course questions of this sort
ruF rrr l  rvi l l rorrt  i rr tcrcst, and are subjects of legit imate
ntrrFrty. l l rr t  such t lucstions only form one special
lrr ' rrrr l r  ol '  l )syt:hology or Anthropology; and most
wri lr ' rF l l rvc t :crt ir inly proceeded on the assumption
l lrrrt  l l r l  u|t . t ' i l l  l rrrsiness of Ethics, and the questions
wlrl lr it lrrrs to try to answer, are something quite
r l l l l . r r r r t  l ronr t l t is .  Thcy have assumed that the
rlu.! lrrrt  rvlrt , t l r t ' r '  ln act ion es r ight cannot be com-

l, lelr- ly ar ' t t lct l  l ry slrowing that any man or set of men
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have certain feelings or opinions about it. They would
admit that the feelings hnd opinions of men may, in
various ways, have a bearing on the questionl but the
mere fact that a given man or set of men has a given
feeling or opinion can, they would say, never be
sufficient, by itself, to show that an action is right or
wrong.

But the views, which have been considered in this
chapter, imply the direct contrary of this: they imply
that, when once we have discovered, what men's
feelings or opinions actually are, the whole question is
finally settled; that there is, in fact, no further question
to discuss. I have tried to show that these views are
untenable, and I shall, in future, proceed upon the
assumption that they are so; as also I shall proceed
on the assumption that one and the same action
cannot be both right and wrong. And the very fact
that we can proceed upon these assumptions is an
indirect argument in favour of their correctness. For
if, whenever we assert an action to be right or wrong,
we were merely making an assertion about some man's
feelings or opinions, it would be incredible we should
be so mistaken as to our own meaning, as to think
that a question of right or wrong cannot be absolutely
settled by showing what men feel and think, and to
think that an action cannot be both right and wrong.
It will be seen that, on these assumptions, we can raise
many questions about right and wrong, which seem
obviously not to be absurd; and which yet would be
quite absurd-would be questions about which we
could not hesitate for a moment-if assertions about
right and wrong were merely assertions about men's
feelings and opinions, or if the same action could be
both right and wrong.

( ' i lAt" l ' t , t r  tv

' l ' l l l , .  | | l t l t , ( ' l ' lv l ' l ' ! '  ( ) t , '  N, lo l tn L

Jl  l l  r (  ; l , t \ l  l , ,N' l ' t i  Q,,m lur l t , , l \

l t  tv t tq r ln l r r l ,  ;11 1l1r '  l r r '1 ' r r r r r i r r l -1 r , l  l l r r .  l : r : ; l  c lnptcr ,
l l r r r l  l l re ct l r t r  l l  l l r t  r r  l ,  t \ r '  r r r r .  r  orrr i r l r . t  in1,  l l r t :  l l1g61y
r l r r l r ' r l  l t r  l l rn l l rnt  l \ t r r  r l r , r l r l l r r '  , lo l l r  r ro l  rn l r i r r t r i t r
Wl l l t  l rgtrr ' l  l l  1qlqy , / , , t r  o l  \ , r l l l t l , ly  ; t (  l ion:r ,  t l r l r l ,  i f  an
st lhr i l  r r f  l l r , r  l r rna i11 r l r r l r r l r r l  th rrn(r . r i ;1 l r l ,  l r r ry othcr
dr l l r r l l  r r f  l l r l :  r rurrrr  r  l r r , t r  tnr tn l  ; r l t r , ; r_yrr  l r t :  I  ig l r t .  And
l l r l r  h l r r1o,  l r r  l l r r ,  Ar rnr,  l r  t r , l r r r  l r  l l r r . r l : t l ( ' tn( . l r l  would,
I  l l r l r r [ ,  l rn 11111s11;1111, r t r r r l I tn loor l .  l l r r t  i t  is  nOw
It t t ; r l t l r t t t l  l l  l t r r I l t r tnt , / t .  t l r , r t ,  i l r  l t  r . r , r l : r i r t  st : r rsc,  the
l l r t l r , l t r ' t r l  t r  utr lnr . .  (  ) r r r  l l r r .ory r lot 's  l tsscr. t  that ,  i f
r i l ty  t , i l l i l i l l r i l  y  l t (  l t r ) l t  | l t  ( ) t t ( ( .  t ' ig l r i ,  t l rcr t  any Other
vrr f r t r r l r t ry r f r  f f f fn rv l r i ,  l r  r r . l i r . r r r l r lc t l  i t  i t t  ot tc l>ar l icular
t t r lu,r I  l t  r r r t l rct  r r r  : r  <,ornlr i r r : r t ion of  two respebts)
t t r t l r l  r r l rvrry l  r r l lo l r t :  r ig l r t ;  : rnt l  s incc,  i f  we take the
wrtr l  {  l , r , ' r r  i r r  l l r r .  wi t l t :s t  poss. i l r le scnse, any set of
i l r  l r l r r r  rv l r i l l r  lcr t ' r r r l r lc  o l rc another in any respect
wlrrr t r ' r , r ' r  r r r ; ry l r r .s:r i r l  t r> f<lrm a c lass,  i t  fo l lows that,  in
l lrrn rr, l , l l  l r ,r : t( . ,  () l l l  t l rcory docs maintain that there
rr r!  l r ,ury r ' l : rr ist ' l r  ol '  l t : t . ion, such t irat,  i f  an action
lr l"r l lnl l  lo orrr:  ol t l rcrrr is once r ight, any action
lrr  l , r r r l i r r rp l  lo t l r t :  r i r r r r r t :  c luss would always be r ight .  ,

l ' r , r r  t ly  rv l r : r t  orrr  t l rcory does assert  under th is head
I rrrnrt,  I  l l r i rrk, l rc st:rtct l  accurately except in rather a
I  r r r l ' l r ' : r l ( ' ( l  w:ry;  but  i t  is  important to state i t  as
l,rr, ,  rx,. ly :rs possiblc. T'he precise point is this. This
l l r r ry ; r i i r . r l r . t l ,  as wc saw, that  the quest ion whether
rr  t , r lu l l ; ry: lc l iorr  is  r ight  or  wrong always depends
rr;rrrrr rr'f r:rt its total effects are, as compared with the
lotnl r . l lctts of al l  the alternative actions, which we
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