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INTRODUCTION 

G«E. Moore in h i s book P r i n c i p i a E th ica gave a s i g n i -

f i c a n t o r i e n t a t i o n t o e t h i c s ^ He s e t s the p a t t e r n fo r the 

modern a r ja ly t ic moveroentc I n s t e a d of cons t ruc t i ng norma­

t i v e systerr. in the t r a d i t i o n a l way l i k e hedonism and u t i ­

l i t a r i a n i s m e t c . , Moore conducts h i s e t h i c a l enquiry i n t o 

a n a l y s i s of tho fujid5.ntental iph i losoph ica l q u e s t i o n s . Such 

q u e s t i o n s a r e , hov i s rood t o he def ined? VJhat i s good? 

And, what t h i n g s are good? JA.1 though the conclusion which 

Moore a r r i v e d a t upon h i s a n a l y s i s ar-e not shared hy a l l 

contemporary moral p h i l o s o p h e r s l i k e ^A.J» Ayer, C.L, S t e ­

venson, P a t r i c k Novell Smi th , R«Mo Hare and o t h e r s bu t 

they actoowledge the importance of analyz ing the b a s i c 

q u e s t i o n s p r i o r to c o n s t r u c t i n g any p h i l o s o p h i c a l sys tems. 

Before c o n s t r u c t i n g a p h i l o s o p h i c a l system Moore a n a l y s e s 

t h e ques t i on what i s good? or How i s good to be def ined? 

At a g r e a t e r length in o rder t o d i s t i n g q u i s h i t from t h e 

q u e s t i o n , whet t h i n g s a r e good? He adopted a n a l y s i s a s 

the method of phi losophizing. Since Moore b e l i e v e s t h a t i t 

i s through ana lyses t h a t p h i l o s o p h i c a l problems and d i s ­

agreements can be so lved: He w r i t e s : 

I t appears t5"me t h a t in E t h i c s , as i n a l l 
o the r p h i l o s o p h i c a l s t u d i e s , the d i f f i c u l ­
t i e s and d i s ag reemen t s , of which i t s h i s t o r y 
i s f u l l , a re mainly due t o a very simple 



cause: namely to the attempt to answer ques­
t i o n s , without f i r s t discovering precisely 
what question i t i s which you desire to 
answer, I do not know how far t h i s source 
of e r ro r would be done away, i f phi loso­
phers would t ry to discover vjhat question 
they were asking, before they se t about to 
answer i t ; for the work of analys is and 
d i s t i nc t i on i s often very d i f f i c u l t : we 
may often f a i l to make the necessary disco­
very, even thourh we make a de f in i t e 
atte'qpt to do so. But I am incl ined to 
think t h a t in many cases a reso lu te a t tenpt 
woald be suff ic ient to ensure success; so 
t h a t , i f only t h i s attempt were made, rn^ny 
of th^ most glaring d i f f i c u l t i e s and d i s ­
agreements in philosophy would disappears 1 

Moore charges against the t r a d i t i o n a l e th ica l theo­

r i e s tha t they do not analyse the basic question, "what 

i s i n t r i n s i c a l l y good?" - tha t i s , what i s good uncondi­

t iona l ly and invariably? As a r e s u l t , the answer at whiah 

they ar r ived at turned out to be f u t i l e and obscure. They 

fa i l ed to d is t inguish between the quest ions, what i s good? 

and How i s good to be defined? 

There i s no doubt tha t the c r i t i c a l side of Moore's 

work in e th i c s has had the most l a s t i ng e f fec t . Many contem­

porary moral philosophers have been convinced tha t in e s ­

sence Moore's objection against naturalism and metaphysi­

cal theory are sound and va l id , Moore's arguments against 

n a t u r a l i s t i c and metaphysical moral theor ies provided the 

back ground for the contemporary ana ly t i ca l or meta-othi -

cal moral philcso-ihers to FO in d e t a i l in to the analysis 



and function of moral languajeo 

Moore, upon h i s analys is of 'good' found that the 

etJTical tiieories ( i . e . naturalism and metaphysical moral 

theory) which undertake to define e th i ca l notions l i k e the 

notion of 'good' in ter'iis of ' t he p l e a s a n t ' , ' t h e d e s i r a b l e ' , 

' t he r a t i o n a l ' , ' s e l f r e a l i z a t i o n ' , ' t h a t vhi->j i s approved' , 

' t he object of favourable i n t e r e s t ' , e t c , suffer from a f a l ­

lacy which he c a l l s as the n a t u r a l i s t i c fallacy« 

I t i s not wholly c lear from h i s writing precise ly 

what he means by n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l acy , A c r i t i c a l r e f l e c ­

t ion shows tha t Moore i s not consis tent in foraiulation of 

n a t u r a l i s t i c fallacy* He defines i t in different ways a t 

d i f fe ren t p laces . Sometimes he defines n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a -
2 

cy as the fa l lacy of defining indefinable notion of good. 

Sometimes he goes one step ahead. He says tha t the na tu ­

r a l i s t i c fa l lacy i s not j u s t a fa l lacy of defining goodness, 

' ' I t i s the fa l lacy of defining goodness in terms of n a t u r a l 

propertyc"" Sometimes, lloore says t h a t the n a t u r a l i s t i c 

fa l l acy i s not only committed in cases where a man confuses 

and i d e n t i f i e s non-natural object with natura l one but a lso 

in cases where a man confuses and i d e n t i f i e s one na tu ra l 

object with another. To quote Moore: 

If anybody t r i e d to define pleasure for us as 
being any other na tu ra l objec t ; i f anybody were 
to say, for ins tance , t h a t pleasure means the 
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sensation of red, and vere to proceed to 
deduce from tha t pleasui^e i s a colour, -we 
should be e n t i t l e d to laugh a t him and to 
d i s t r u s t h i s future statements about plea­
sure, Vlell , that would be the same fa l lacy 
which I have ca l led the n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l ­
lacy oU 

But when we proceed one s tep further we find in the 

same paragraph that Moore refuses to c a l l such fa l lacy as 

the n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l acy . He argues t h a t the n a t u r a l i s t i c 

fa l l acy i s cournitted only when a man confuses non-natural 

object witl'j the na tura l object . To quote Moore: 

When a man confuses two na tu ra l objects 
with one another, defining the one by 
the other, i f for ins tance , he confuses 
himself, who i s one na tu ra l object , with 
•pleased' or with 'pleasure* which are 
o the r s , then there i s no reason to c a l l 
the fal lacy n a t u r a l i s t i c , 5 

Although Moore from time to time gave d i f fe ren t v e r ­

sions of the n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l l acy as i t i s clear from the 

above quoted remarks, i t has had a considerable currency 

in e t l i ical l i t e r a t u r e . I t s importance does not cons is t 

merely in the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of cer ta in confusions a r i s ing 

out of the fa l lacy but a lso cons i s t s in the fact t h a t i t 

helps us to understand some of the otlier i ssues with which 

n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy has been connected such as b i fu rca ­

t ion between the 'ought ' and tloe ' i s ' , be tween fac t and 

value and between the desc r ip t ive and the normative. 



5 

Inspite of its importance and repute, the naturalis­

tic fallacy has never been discussed by the ethical theo­

rists at length. Thus, there is need for further enquiry 

into the nature of naturalistic fallacy. The proposed dis­

sertation aims at ito 

In this present study, we have attempted to dig out 

the status of the naturalistic fallacyo There are several 

issues involved in ito For instance, what is a fallacy? Is 

the naturalistic fallacy a fallacy at all? If it is a fal­

lacy, what is its status? Is it a logical fallacy? or quasi-

logical one or none of them? Do naturalistic and metciphy-

sical ethical theories suffer from this type of fallacy? 

These are some of the important issues involved in the no­

tion of the naturalistic fallacy. The best way to dispose 

them off is to expose the true nature of naturalistic fal­

lacy. 

There is dispute regarding the exact nature of the na­

turalistic fallacy. Some Philosophers are of the opinion 

that the naturalistic fallacy is not a logical fallacy 

since it may be committed, even if when an argument is valid, 

I wish to point out that their argunent is not sound for 

the simple reason that a fallacious premise of an argument 

cannot justify its conclusion. Moreover, those who share 

this idea that the naturalistic fallacy is not a logical 



fallacy they forget that Moore never identifies the potion 

of naturalistic fallacy with the notion of invalidity of 

argument. For him, all the cases of the naturalistic fal­

lacy are not the cases of invalid argiiments and vice versa. 

This is true in the light of his different formulations of 

naturalistic fallacy. For instance, when a man seeks to 

define good which is indefinable in terms of scne natural 

object, according to Moore, he commits the naturalistic 

fallacy. But the fallacy which he couimits cannot be cha­

racterized as a fallacy in the sense-of invalid argument. 

He commits no inferential fallacy because he infers no­

thing. He rather identifies two different objects. Hence, 

the fallacy which he commits does not arise because of 

violation of any rî Le of inference, but it arises, on 
1 
I 

Moore's view, due to violation of the rules of identity. 

Every term means what it means. It does not mean what is 

meant by any otloer term. This rule of identity is a logi­

cal rule. Hence its violation would not mean anything but 

commission of a logical fallacy. Prof. R, Prasad "rightly 

points out that to doubt the fallaciousness of the natu­

ralistic fallacy means to doubt the rule of identity it­

self. And to doubt the rule of identity would mean that 

we are not ready to accept that if everything is what it 

is and not anything else other than itself which none of 

us would like to accept"," Apart from this, there are 



certain passages in the Frincipia Etnica where we find 

that Moore clearly indicates that the na tura l i s t ic fallacy 

i s a logical fallacy that ar ises when we attempt to deduce 

ethical conclusion from the non-ethical prerniseG, To quote 

Moore: 

To hold that fron any proposition asser­
ting 'Peali ty i s of th i s nature' we can 
infer, or obtain confiririation for, any 
proposition asserting ' Tliis i s good in 
i t s e l f i s to coTiniit the natui'^alistic 
fallac/o? 

Sometimes, the na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy i s treated as a 

definist fallacyo It, ari.^es due to the attempt to define 
I 

the indefinahleo But! the treatment of the naturalistic 

fallacy as a definist fallacy does not rule out from its 

being a logical fallacy. The reason is simple. Definist 

fallacies arise due to violation of the rules of defini­

tion and the rales of definition are the rules of logic 

but different from the rules of inference and any viola­

tion of the rales of logic is to commit a logical fallacy. 

Those who share the view that the naturalistic fallacy is 

not a logical fallacy but a definist fallacy they coinn-'it 

mistake by identifying the naturalistic fallacy with tiie 

notion of invalid argument. And at the sa'cetLme they also 

forget that the definist fallacy is a kind of logical fal­

lacy although it is a different kind of fallacy than the 



inferent ia l fa l lac ies . Therefore, anyone who argues that 

the na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy i s not a logical fallacy as i t 

may be cora'iitted even i.'hen the argument i s valid. 

The term natura l i s t ic fallacy î as coined by G.E. 

Moore as a weapon against na tura l i s t i c and metaphysical 

theor is ts in ethicSc He accused tl:sem of conmitting a na­

t u r a l i s t i c fallacy. They identify according to him, e th i ­

cal properties with non-ethical ones. But when we refletit 

on the nature of na tura l i s t ic fallacy we find that Moore 

himself did not prove i t s fallacious character is t ics . He, 

without f i r s t showing that the na tura l i s t i c fallacy i s a 
I 

fallacy, used i t as an instrument against the na tura l i s t ic 

and metaphysical interpretat ions of ethics which he should 

not have done. He should have f i r s t proved that the natu­

r a l i s t i c fallacy i s a fallacy before using i t as an instru-

rent against the nat 'oralistic and metaphysical systems of 

ethics . 

The scope of the present study i s limited to the ba­

sic questions. What i s the nature of na tura l i s t ic fallacy? 

VJhat i s i t s status? Is i t a fallacy? If i t i s a fallacy 

what kind of fallacy i s i t ? I s i t a logical fallacy? These 

are some of the questions whicl:i we have attempted to an-

s\,'er in the present study. 
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We have avoided entering into h is tor ica l controver­

sies for our own convenience. Our method of analysis i s 

purely conceptual. We have tr ied to analyse the nature of 

na tura l i s t ic fallacy in order to locate i t s status within 

Moore's framework of e th ics , I wish to argue that the na­

t u r a l i s t i c fallacy i s a kind of logical fallacy. This fal­

lacy i s conr-nitted, on Moore's view in different ways. We 

observe that i t may arise either due to the attempt to 

define the indefinable or due to identification of two 

different objects with one another whether they belong to 

the saiie category or not, or due to violation of the in­

ferential rules of logic. In both cases, fallacy remains 

as a logical fallacy. Vie commit mistakes when we attempt 

to understand na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy by emphasizing one of 

i t s aspects in l ieu of the others, I also wish to argue 

that a l l the formulations of na tura l i s t ic fallacy are 

well connected in Moore's system of ethics in spite of 

his being inconsistent in regard to i t s application. 
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NATURALia-; 

.GoE, Moore app rop r i a t ed the term 'Na tu ra l i sm ' t o cha­

r a c t e r i s e a p a r t i c u l a r theory In m e t a - e t h i c s vhich a t t emp t s 

t o i n t e r p e t or de f ine e t h i c a l p r o p e r t i e s l i k e 'goodness ' or 

• r i g h t n e s s ' i n terms of some natx;j£l p r o p e r t i e s as t h a t of 

' p l e a s u r e ' or ' conducive t o harri;onious h a p p i n e s s ' or ' o b ­

j e c t of any i n t e r e s t ' or 'more e v o l v e d ' . He v i r i t e s : 

" E t h i c a l t h e o r i e s vhich d e c l e r e t h a t no 
i n t r i n s i c value i s to be found except 
in the posses s ion of some .one n a t u r a l 
p r o p e r t y , o the r than p l e a s u r e ; and which 
d e c l a r e t h i s because i t i s supposed t h a t 
to be 'good ' means to possess the p r o ­
p e r t y in quest iono Such t h e o r i e s I c a l l 
' N a t u r a l i s t i c ' , I have thus app rop r i a t ed 
the name ' N a t u r a l i s m ' to a p a r t i c u l a r 
method of approachinr E t h i c s - a method 
which, s t r i c t l y unders toodj i s i ncon­
s i s t e n t v i t h the p o s s i b i l i i . y of any 
E t h i c s whatsoever . This method c o n s i s t s 
in s u b s t i t u t i n g for 'good' some one p r o ­
p e r t y of a n a t u r a l o b j e c t or of a c o l ­
l e c t i o n of n a t u r a l o b j e c t s ; and i n thus 
r e p l a c i n g E t h i c s by some one of t h e 
n a t u r a l s c i e n c e s " , 1 

Moral ph i l o sophe r s who under take to i n t e r p r e t t h e 

e t h i c a l p r o p e r t i e s in terms of n a t u r a l p r o p e r t i e s a re on 

Moore 's v iev M i l l , Benthani, Per^y, Spencer and John Devey. 

Moore c h a r a c t e r i s e s a l l t he se ph i l o sophe r s as n a t u r a l i s t s 

because on h i s v iev they have a t tempted t o def ine e t h i c a l 

n o t i o n s l i k e the not ion of 'good' in terms of n a t u r a l ones , 

i . e . , *being conducive t o har>rionious h a p p i n e s s ' or 'more 

evo lved ' or ' o b j e c t of any i n t e r e s t ' e t c . Although, a l l 
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the n a t u r a l i s t s share t h i s cotriMon viev that moral terms are 

definable in terms of non-iroral ones; and moral judgements 

can be t r sns l e t ed witl'jout l o s s of meaning into non-inoral 

ones, yet they dif fer among themselves vith regsrd to the 

nature of na tura l property^ For ins tence , Mill and Benthani 

boih define e th i ca l concept 'good' in terms of 'conducive 

to general happiness ' , khereas , Spencer and Perry d i f f e r 

fj'OE the^, Spencer defines 'good' in terr.is of 'more evolved ' . 

And Perry, instead of defining 'good' in temis of 'being 

more evolved' i d e n t i f i e s i t v i th the 'object of any i n t e ­

r e s t ' » Thus, these philosophers by defining e th ica l notion 

in t e rns of natural ones, have, on Moore's viev, i n t e r ­

preted e t h i c a l language in terr.iS of a natural one, 

V ĥen ve r e f l e c t , ve find t h r t both Ki l l and EentlTaTi 

hold the viev tha t an action i s r i gh t in proportion as i t 

tends to promote happiness and vTong as i t tends to promote 

reverse of happiness. They d i f fer from one another in t h i s 

respect t h a t for Bentna".i a l l s ign i f icant differences in 

p leasures are quan t i t a t ive vhereas for I i i l l a l l s ign i f ican t 

differences in pleasures are not only quant i ta t ive but a lso 

subject tc s ign i f icant q u a l i t a t i v e d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s . He 

maintains throughout h i s theory tha t mental pleasure i s 

q u a l i t a t i v e l y d i f fe ren t from the physical p leasure , Mental 

pleasui-e l a s t s longer than physical ones, put both, the ph i -

losophers , on I 'oore 's vidv, give nat 'ur-alistic i n t e rp re t a t i on 
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of e t h i c a l lariguage. Benthani i n t e r p r e t s r ightness of an 

act ion in terms of 'being conducive to the grea tes t happi­

ness of the maximum number of aieraber of the soc ie ty ' . For 

him to say tha t 'X i s r i g h t ' i s to say t h a t ' i t i s conducive 

to hai^monious happiness ' . And to say t h i s i s to hold t ha t 

' l i g h t ' i s definable in ternis of 'being conducive to happi­

n e s s ' . Since 'conducive to harmonious happiness ' i s a na­

tu r a l propei'ty and i t i s r e l a t ed to the natui-e of human 

beings, so i t i s ver i i ' iable through observation. One can 

observe whether the so-called ' r i g h t ac t ion ' r ea l ly pro­

duces g rea te s t happiness for grea tes t number of mankind 

or not , Empii'ical ve r i f i ca t ion i s possible because Benthain 

i d e n t i f i e s etl i c a l notion ' r i g h t ' vitli 'con(3ucive to har­

monious happ iness ' , \vhicb i s a kind of natur'al propei-ty 

l i k e otlier na tu ra l p rope r t i e s . Thus, we find that Bentham 

has attempted to define or reduce e th i ca l term to an em­

p i r i c a l one^ Like Benthap, Mill a lso defines e th ica l no­

t ion 'good' in terms of ' p l e a s u r e ' , v<hich i s also a kdnd 

of na tu ra l not ion . According to him, ' p l easu re ' i s the 

only thing vhich ve outht to aim a t . I t i s good as an end 

and for i t s own sake. By 'p leasure ' he means 'fi-eedom from 

pain ' p leasure i s the only thing which i s des i rable as an 

end. Other things are desirable only as means to a t t a i n i t . 

On h is 'v iev ' , to think of en object as des i rab le and to tl:'ink 
2 

of i t as pleasant are one ano tlie se.me th ing . H i l l , by 
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defining e th i ca l notion 'good' in terms of 'p leasure ' r e ­

duces e th i ca l language to a fac tua l one» For him, to say 

t h a t 'p leasure i s good' i s to make a factual asser t ion as 

i t i s r e lc ted to facte Since f a c t r a l statements are e i t h e r 

t rue or f a l s e , so the statement 'pleasure alone i s good' , 

can a lso be true of f c l s e . All factual statements by t h e i r 

nature are subject to truths and f a l s i t y . Establishment of 

t ru th values i s pos.nlile only through experience, (By ob­

serving natura l facts to which moral judgements re fer can 

ascer ta in ti'ieir t ru th va lues . Thus, for Mi l l , the function 

of moral ter-^i 'good' i s to re fe r to the vord natural p ro­

perty i . e , 'being conducive to p l e a s u r e ' . Sirjce the s t a t e ­

ment 'pleasure alone i s good' i s a fac tual ststement, i t 

f a l l s within the ju r ipd ica t ion of v e r i f i e b i l i t j ' . I f there 

i s a fact corresponding to i t then the ststement i s t r u e . 

And i f there i s no such fac t as 'producing p l e a s u r e ' , then 

the statement i s f a l s e . Thus on H i l l ' s i n t e rp re t a t ion , mo­

r a l judgements can be e i t h e r t rue or f a l s e , as they are 

embedded in fact and involve objective claims re fe r r ing to 

na tura l q u a l i t i e s or r e l a t i o n s . 

Mi l l in h i s book Ut i l i t a r i an i sm argues: 

"Questions of u l t imate ends are not 
amenable to d i r e c t proof. Whatever 
can be proved to be good must be 
so by being shov/n to be a means to 
something admitted to be good with­
out proof".3 
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FroiTi the above passage i t follows tha t according to 

Mil l there i s no proof for the ul t imate end. Pleasure or 

happiness i s the ul t imate end or good in i t s e l f . Being 

f i r s t p r inc ip le or ul t imate end i t i s incapable of any d i ­

r e c t proofo He says: 

"The only proof capable of being given 
t h a t an object i s v i s i b l e i s tha t peo­
ple ac tua l ly see i t . The only proof that 
a sound i s audible i s t ha t peojjle ac tua l ­
ly hear i t ; arjd so of the other sources 
of our experience. In l i k e manner, I ap­
prehend, the sole evidence i t i s possible 
to produce tha t anything i s des i rab le 
i s t ha t people do ac tua l ly desire i t . I f 
the end which the u t i l i t a r i a n doctr ine 
proposes to i t s e l f vere not , in theory 
and in p r a c t i c e , acknowledged to be an 
end, nothing could ever convince any per­
son tha t i t vas so. No reason can be 
given why the general happiness i s de­
s i r a b l e , except tliat each person, so 
far as he bel ieves i t to be a t t a i n ­
ab le , des i res h i s OV.TI happiness".if 

Although Mill maintains t h a t there i s no proof for 

the ultdinste end, yet as we find from the above quoted pas ­

sage he attempts to provide a proof for the ult imate end 

by drawing the analogy betveen ' v i s i b l e ' and ' audib le ' arid 

' d e s i r a b l e ' . The word ' v i s i b l e ' means ' ab le to be seen' 

and the word ' d e s i r a b l e ' means 'ought to be de s i r ed ' . But 

i f we s t r e s s on t h i s given analogy then for K i l l , ' d e s i r a ­

b l e ' does not mean 'ought to be des i red ' r a ther i t mearis 

' ab le to be des i red ' or ' i s ac tua l ly d e s i r e d ' . Though Mil l 

argues tha t i t i s inpossinle to prove the t ru th of t h a 
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ul t imate end yet from h i s very concept ' i s ac tual ly d e s i r e d ' , 

i t follows tha t he himself is"giving a proof for the u l t i ­

mate end. By offering the annlogy of ' v i s i b l e ' and ' d e s i r a ­

b l e ' , Mill atte-npts to e s t ab l i sh the t ru th of the u l t imate 

end. I f Vie go by M i l l ' s analogy of ' v i s i b l e ' and ' d e s i r a b l e ' , 

i t follows tha t he does not claim that i t i s impossible to 

prove v;hat i s good as an end. Bather, he argues tha t i f peo­

ple alrec?dy do not regard something as end tha t whiclj can 

be des i red , tl'jen i t v i l l be impossible for them to r e a l i s e 

that these things are r e a l l y ends. K i l l es tabl ishes the 

t ruth of the ul t imate end through eiripiricsl method. He 

v r i t e s : 

"No reason can be given why the general 
happiness i s de s i r ab l e , except tha t each 
person, so far as he bel ieves i t to be 
a t t a i n a b l e , des i res h i s ov.n happiness. 
This, ho\vever, being a fac t , we have not 
only a l l the proof which the case admits 
of. but a l l which i t i s possible to r e ­
qui re , that hapi. iness i s a good^ tha t 
each person 's happiness i s a good to tha t 
person and the general happiness, the re ­
fore , a good to the aggregate of a l l 
persons",5 

This passage c l ea r ly shows that for Mi l l , general 

happiness i s nothing but composition of individual happi­

ness . One can come to the general happiness on the bas i s 

of the instanceaof each i nd iv idua l ' s happiness. I f i t i s 

a fact tha t A's happiness i s good to A, 3 ' s happiness i s 

good to 3 , C's happiness i s good to C, then fron t h i s , one 
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can cotrie to the conclusion t h a t general happiness i s de­

s i rab le and t h i s i s based on the s c i e n t i f i c metijod of ob­

servation and experi^iento Therefore, for Mi l l , the s t a t e ­

ment 'happiness i s d e s i r a b l e ' , csri be ver i f ied empirically, 

Unlike Bentham and H i l l , R.B. Perry i d e n t i f i e s the 

property of 'goodness' v.dth the property of 'bein^ object 

of i n t e r e s t ' . He v r i t e s : 

"Any objec t , vh?tever i t be , acquires 
value vhen any i n t e r e s t , whatever i t 
be, i s taken in i t " , 6 

According to Perjy, 'goodness' i s not a non-rela­

t iona l value. I t i s a r e l a t i o n a l value. Anything acquires 

value only when i t becomes the object of i n t e r e s t for some­

one. Nothing has value of i t s ovm, A thing becomes valua­

b le when i t i s qual if ied by an act of i n t e r e s t , II-JUS, ac ­

cording to Perry, to say that 'X i s valuable ' io to say 

tha t i n t e r e s t i s taken in 'X ' , The term ' i n t e r e s t ' has 

been used by Perry in a very wide sense. Value i s a spe­

c i f i c r e l a t i on in to which things may enter as in te res ted 

ob jec t s . I t covers a l l pervasive c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the 

motor affect ive l i f e . I t includes ac t , a t t i t u d e or d i s ­

posi t ion of favour or disfavour. He wr i t e s : 

" I t i s to t h i s a l l - pervasive charac­
t e r i s t i c of the motor - af fect ive l i f e , 
t h i s s t a t e , ac t , a t t i t u d e or d i spos i ­
t ion of favor or disfavor , to which we 
propose to give the name of ' i n t e r e s t ' , " 7 
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Perry makes a distinction "betveen positive and nega­

tive value. 3y 'positive value' he means an object of a 

favorable interest. And by 'negative value' he means ob­

ject of negative interest, Tlius, Perj y defines the ethical 

v.'ord 'good' in terms of 'being an object of interest'. 

Pei-2'y, in defining value as an 'object of interest' has 

treated it as a relation w.'ich exists betvceen that which 

has value, 1,6,, an object and so.ieone v;l:o takes inte.-est 

in it. v.e cr.n illusti'ate it tl.Toû h examples. A desert 

beco-nes valueless unless and until son;eone finds it lone­

ly and terrifying-. The product of manufpctares becomes 

valueless unless it is used by son;eone. It follows t̂'iat 

objects becorre valuable only vhen interest is taken in 

it bj sD!:ie subject, Periy maintaiiis that a relational vie\v 

of value does not involve the denial of intrinsic value. 

?Ie says; 

"The question turns upon the fact that any 
predicate may be judged ŝ '̂nthetically or 
analytically. Suppose that 'good' -were 
to be regarded as a simple quality like 
yellow, it would then be possible to judge 
either synthetically, that the primrose 
vas fair and yellov; or, analytically, 
that the fsir, yellov; priir.rose was fair 
or yellow. Only the fair, yellow pri-nrose 
would be fair and yellow even if nothing 
were to exist besides. But the logic of 
the situation is not in the least altered 

- if a relational predicate is substituted 
for a simple quality; indeed it is quite 
possible to regard a quality as a monadic 
(single term) relation. Tangential, for 
example, is a relational predicate; since 
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a l i ne i s a tangent only by v i r tue of 
the pecul iar r e l a t ion of s ingle-point 
contact with another l i n e or surface. 
Let R represents t h i s pecul ia r r e l a ­
t i o n , and A, B, two l i n e s . One can 
then judge e i the r syn the t i ca l ly , that 
(A) R (B); or , a n a l y t i c a l l y , tha t 
(A) R^ (B) i s R^, SiTii larly, l e t S r e ­
present an in te res ted subject , 0 an 
object , and R the pecul iar r e la t ion 
of i n t e r e s t , taken and received. We 
can then judge e i the r syn the t i ca l ly , 
t ha t (0) R"̂  (S) ; or ana ly t i ca l ly that 
(0) R^ (S) i s R^. m other words, 
one can say e i the r tha t 0 i s desired 
by S, or tha t 0 - desired-by-S i s a 
case of the general character ' d e ­
s i r e d ' " . 8 

Therefore, for Perry an object does not have value 

in i t s e l f . I t does have value only by \ ' i r tue of i t s r e l a ­

t ion to the subject . No object has value by i t s e l f . Values 

are never owned^ Objects acquire values from thei r r e l a ­

tion of i n t e r e s t s to other sub jec t s . Since the property 

of 'being of object of any i n t e r e s t ' i s a natural proper­

t y , therefore according to Perry, a l l judgetrents which 

involve reference to such na tu ra l property can be charac­

t e r i s ed ei t : ier t rue or fa lse on the empirical groiinds. We 

can judge whether the so-called good object i s r e a l l y an 

object of someone's i n t e r e s t or no t . 

John Dewey attempts to apply the method of science 

to the problem of moral i ty . He i s a pragmatis t . His e t h i c a l 
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theory i s b u i l t upon the p r inc ip le of pragmatism. Accor­

ding to him, moral judgements are statements of f ac t . Mo­

r a l judgements can be j u s t i f i e d by the s c i e n t i f i c method 

l ike ordinary judgements of fac t , 

For him, to say tha t any object has value i s another 

way of saying tha t someone ac ts in a ce r ta in way towards 

t h a t object . Only through examining the consequences of 

l i k ings and d i s l ik ings i t can t e decided whether or not i t 

i s to be sought. We can i l l u s t r a t e i t by the help of the 

following exa'^nple - Suppose, someone says, 'Hie concert i s 

good'. In tha t case, h i s statement i s a statement of f ac t . 

But hov. do we judge tha t the concert i s good? Dewey argues 

tha t i t can be judged by an observer on the bas is of tha t 

person 's behaviour or action towards t h? t concert . We say 

tha t a concert i s good only when we find tha t there are 

people who are moved by i t . Dewey says: 

"Such judgements are always proposi t ions 
about mat te r s -o f - fac t ; they are valuation 
- proposi t ions only in tne sense in which 
proposi t ions about potatoes are potato 
propos i t ions" .9 

From the above quoted passage i t follows tha t Dewey 

t r e a t s e t h i c a l statements on par with empirical s tatements . 

For him, to say tha t 'X i s good' i s to say tha t 'X s a t i s ­

f i e s or f u l f i l l s ce r ta in condit ions in a ce r t a in way'. 

Spencer defines 'good' in terms of 'more evolvedl l o r him. 
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to say that 'X is good' is to say that 'it is more evolved'. 

The expression 'more evolved' is a natural expression. It 

stands for a natural property. Therefore, when Spencer iden­

tifies ethical concept 'good' with 'more evolved' he really 

gives a naturalistic definition of 'good'. For hira, 'better' 

means nothing but 'more evolved'; or even that 'what is 

10 more evolved', is therefore 'better'. 

It would be wrong to say that only naturalists have 

attempted to translate ethical language into non-ethical 

one. The metaphysical moralists have also done the same 

thing. Although the metaphysical moralists do not tran­

slate ethical language into natural language as the natu­

ralists do but they agree with them on this point that ethi­

cal language is translatable without loss of meaning into 

non-ethical onej The metaphysical moralists translate ethi­

cal language into metaphysical language. According to them, 

ethical terms are metaphysical properties. All ethical 

judgements in which such terms occur are nothing but dis­

guised theological assertions of fact of some kind. lor 

them, to say tnat 'X is right' is to say that 'God ap­

proves it' or 'commands it'. 'X is right' is not an em­

pirical statement as the naturalists think but a theolo­

gical statement because it involves reference to some me­

taphysical property beyond itself Wioich is distinct and 

different from the natural properties. Therefore, according 
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to the metaphysical moralists, if someone says that 'X is 

right' but does not believe in the existence of God, his 

statement not only becomes false but self-contradictory be­

cause he would say that something is right, that is,'God 

approves it' but God does not exist. But I wish to point 

out that this view is defective. It seeks to prove that 

the non-believers (the atheists) cannot judge what is good 

or bad. In fact atheisTi and morality can go together. 

The non-believers surely can have their own views 

about 'right' and 'wrong'. But their concepts of 'right' 

and 'wrong' would be different on \\hich the metaphysical 

moralists agree. Since for the metaphysical moralists, 

ethical properties are non-sensible properties and ethical 

judgements which involve reference to them are not jus­

tifiable on the empirical grounds as the naturalists do. 

Nonetheless, from the foregoing discussions it clear-

ly follows that for both naturalists and metaphysical mo­

ralists, ethical language is translatable into non-ethical 

one. The naturalist defines the ethical notion like the 

notion of 'good' in terms of 'pleasure', 'object of any 

interest', 'conducive to harmonious happiness'. And in 

doing so, they translate ethical language into empirical 

language. The metaphysical moralist identifies ethical 

properties with metaphysical or theological properties. 
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And in doing so, they reduce ethical language into theolo­

gical or metaphysical language, Nonetlieless, both the na­

turalists and metaphysical moralists hy defining ethical 

concepts like 'good' and 'right' in terms of some natural 

or metaphysical properties maintain the entailment rela­

tionship between 'good' and 'good - making' characteris­

tics like triangle and triangle-making characteristics, 

lor the naturalists, there are cnaracteristics or group of 

characteristics vhich together entail, tnat a thing is 

good. As in order to knov, the meaning of the term 'triangle' 

one has to knov its defining characteristics, i.e., it is 

bounded by three straight lines, 'it has got three angles 

•wi'ich are equal to tvo right angles i.e. l8o°'. So in or­

der to know -what is good one has to knov its defining cha­

racteristics. Moore rejects the naturalistic and the meta­

physical interpretation of ethical language. According to 

him, it is fallacious to define 'good' in terms of certain 

natural or metaphysical characteristics. Any attempt to 

define 'good' in terms of natural or metaphysical language 

leads to a fallacy which he calls as the naturalistic 

fallacy. 
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CHAPTER - I I I 

EXPOSITION 01 FALLACY 



S)g03ITI0N OF lALLACY 

In the second chapter, we said that both naturalistic 

and metaphysical theories of ethics translate ethical con­

cepts and judgements into non-ethical ones. The naturalists 

translate ethical language into natural or empirical language. 

According to them, ethical language is one of the species of 

natural language. Ethical language has no different logic of 

its own over and above the logic of natural language. ?or 

them moral terms are natural property-denoting terms. Ethi­

cal judgements in which such terms occur ascribe or deny 

certain natural properties to things, persons or actions. 

Although the metaphysical moralists do not translate ethical 

language into natural language as the naturalists do yet 

tl'jey agree witti them on this point that ethical language 

can be translated without loss of meaning into non-ethical 

ones. The metaphysical moralists translate ethical language 

into metaphysical language. According to them, ethical 

terms denote metaphysical properties. All ethical judge­

ments in which ethical terms occur are disguised theologi­

cal judgements. In spite of these differences, both natu­

ralistic and metaphysical theories of ethics hold the view 

that ethical concepts and judgements do not constitute an 

autonomous class. Ethical language is translatable without 

loss of meaning into non-ethical ones. 
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Moore attempts to refute all naturalistic and meta­

physical theories by introducing the notion of naturalis­

tic fallacy. In fact, Moore is the first philosopher in 

the history of ethics who first coined the term 'naturalis­

tic fallacy'. Before him, no one hss used this term nor it 

was defined by anyone in the way Moore has defined. Though 

it is true that Moore is the first philosopher who coined 

the name 'naturalistic fallacy' in the history of moral 

philosophy, yet it is not true that he is the first philoso­

pher who pointed out this type of fallacy. The researchers 

have pointed out that even befoî e Koore, philosophers like 

Cudworth and others have talked about the similar type of 

fallacy without giving it any particular name. Although 

it is irrelevant in the present context to discuss whether 

any philosopher did talk about the similar kind of fallacy 

before Moore yet one important point is clear and we have 

to admit thct Moore's objections against the naturalistic 

and the metaphysical theories are sound. The critical side 

of his work in ethics has made the most lasting effect. 

Only after Moore it became clear that the traditional phi­

losophers committed a mistake by identifying ethical no­

tions and judgements with non-ethical ones. 

Moore, found upon his analysis that both the natu­

ralistic and the metaphysical theories commit a mistake 

which he calls as the naturalistic fallacy. But when we 
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reflect upon its nature we find that Moore has not offered 

one particular criterion for the identification of the na­

turalistic fallacyo He formulates the naturalistic fallacy 

in different ways. It is not wholly clear which formula­

tion he takes as the exact one. Sometimes he defines the 

naturalistic fallacy as the fallacy of defining Indefina­

ble notion of 'good", 

"It may be true tnat all things which 
are good are also something else, just 
as it is true that all things which are 
yellov produce a certain kind of vibra­
tion in the light. And it is a fact, 
that Sthics aims at discovering whau are 
those other properties belonging to all 
things which are good. But far too ma­
ny philosophers have thought that when 
they named those other properties they 
were actually defining good; that these 
properties, in fact, were simply not 
'other', but absolutely and entirely 
the same with goodness. This view I 
propose to call the 'naturalistic 
fallacy "12 

It is worth noting here that the naturalistic fallacy is 

not only committed when someone seeks to define the inde­

finable notion of 'good'. It is a fallacy which can be 

comnitted by anyone vjho attempts to define the indefinable 

notions of whatsoever kind. (It is lonimportant whether the 

defined notion is natural or non-natural), 

"If anybody tried to define pleasure for 
us as being any other natural object; if 
anybody were to say, for instance, that 
pleasure means the sensation of red, and 
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were to proceed to deduce from that 
that pleasure is a colour, we should 
be entitled to laugh at him and to 
distrust his future ststements about 
pleasure. Well, that would be the 
same fallacy which I have called the 
naturalistic fallacy",3 

But there are certain passages where we find that Moore 

seeks to characterise the naturalistic fallacy slightly 

in a different way than the mentioned one. Consider for 

example, the following passage; 

"I have begun the criticism of certain 
ethical views, which seem to owe their 
influence mainly to the naturalistic 
fallacy - the fallacy which consists in 
identifying the simple notion which we 
mean by 'good' with some other notion".^ 

From the above quoted passage it is quite evident that the 

naturalistic fallacy is, on Moore's view, a fallacy of iden­

tification of one notion with some other notions which may 

be simple or complex, natural or non-natural, Moore's for­

mulation of the naturalistic fallacy is different from the 

earlier one. Sometimes we find that Moore characterises 

the naturalistic fallacy not as a fallacy of defining the 

indefinable notion of 'good' but the fallacy of defining 

the indefinable 'good' in terms of some natiiral property. 

"When a man confuses two natural objects 
with one another, defining the one by the 
other, if for instance, he confuses himself, 
who is one natural object, with 'pleased' 
or with 'pleasure' which are others, then 
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there is no reason to call the fallacy 
naturalistic. But if he confuses 'good', 
which is not in the same sense a natu­
ral object, vjith any natural object what­
ever, then there is a reason for calling 
that a naturalistic fallacy".5 

Sometimes Moore characterises the nat\iralistic fal­

lacy not as the fallacy of defining the indefinable notions 

or the identification of two different notions or objects 

with one another but in the sense of a in-valid arc-ument. 

For him, to infer ethical propositions from the non-ethi-

cnl ones is to co'-nmit the naturalistic fallacy. 

"To hold that from any proposition asser­
ting 'Reality is of this nature' we can 
infer, or obtain confirmation for, any 
proposition asserting 'This is good in 
itself is to conmit the naturalistic 
fallacy".6 

From this passage, it is quite clear that according 

to Moore the naturalistic fallacy is the fallacy of vio­

lating the inferential rules of logic. In this way, from 

the foregoing discussions it follows that Koore has of­

fered different formulations of the naturalistic fallacy. 

It is not wholly clear which formulation has to be treated 

as the standard ,one. Sometimes he defines tloe naturalis­

tic fallacy as the fallacy of defining indefinable notions. 

Sometimes, he defines the naturalistic fallacy as the fal­

lacy of identification of two different objects with one 

another. Soaetimes he defines the naturalistic fallacy in 
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the sense of invalid argument. That is to say that it arises 

due to the violation of the rules of logic. In fact, our ob­

servations will reveal that Moore has never been consistent 

in M s application of the notion of the naturalistic fallacy. 

So'Tietimes he says that the naturalistic fallacy is commit-

ted when soiieone identifies one natural object (i.e. plea­

sure) vith another natural object (i.e. sensation of red 

colour). Sometimes he says thct the nararalistic fallacy 

is coTTTiitted only v/hen someone identifies non-natural ob­

ject (i.e. good) with natural object (i.e. pleasure). It 

is not \vholly clear vhy Moore names one fallacy as the na­

turalistic fallacy, but not the otl er w en in both cases 

one com aits the same type of mistake. It appears from his 

v.ritings that Moore himself is confounding in selecting 

the term. 

"I do not care about the name: What 
I do care about is the fallacy. It 
does not matter v;hat ve call it",7 

Further, 

"Even i f i t were a na tu ra l object , t h a t 
would not a l t e r the nature of the fa l lacy 
nor diminish i t s importance one v;hit. All 
tha t I have said about i t would remain 
quite equally t r u e ; Only the name which 
I have cal led i t would not be so appro­
p r i a t e as I think i t i s " . 8 

V.'hat follows from the foregoing discussions i s th i s ; 

M o d e ' s notion of the n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy cons is t s e i tner 

in defining the indefinable notion or ident i fying one no-
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tion with another notion or deriving ethical judgements 

from non-ethical ones. 

Here we have to pay attention to Moore's use of the 

term 'definition'. There are three different kinds of defi­

nition which Jloore considers in his analysis of good. (1) 

Definition by example or illustration; In tliis sense, we 

define a term by giving the examples or illustrations of 

those things to which the term is applied. Moore finds this 

techni:iue of definition unsatisfactory for the purpose- of 

defining 'good', because it deals with the things that are 

'good' not with the meaning of the adjective 'good'. (2) 

Definition by synonyms: In this sense, we define word in 

terms of another word or we replace a word by another which 

are thought to be synonyms, Moore also finds this technique 

of definition unsatisfactory for the purpose of defining 

good. In this kind of definition, we substitute a set of 

words i.e., 'good' for another i.e., 'gut' without identi­

fying the property to which they refer. (3) Definition of 

description or analysis: This definition Moore considers as 

the genuine definition. In this sense we define a notion 

in terms of its constituents. Moore finds tnis technique 

of definition unsatisfactory for the purpose of defining 

'good', because good is not a complex notion. It is a sim­

ple notion. Being simple it has no parts. As a result, it 

is not possible to discover any collection of different 
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qualities and properties referred to by the word 'good', 

Nov, when Moore argues that good is indefinable he does 

not mean that it is indefinable in verbal sense or in the 

sense of illustrations. Good is indefinable, for him, in 
9 

this sense of description or analysis. 

In order to show the indefinability of 'goodness', 

Moore gives the analogy of the colour 'yellow'. He says 

that 'good' cannot be defined because it is a simple notion. 

We cannot define 'yellow', because 'yellow' is a si'iiple 

notion. Suppose, someone asks us what is the meaning of 

yellow?, to answer this question, we have to show him all 

yellow things, like yellow primrose, yellow cloth etc. So 

by showing yellou- things we ccn make him understand that 

what yellow is or what yellow things are. But the colour 

•yellow' itself remains indefinable. It cannot be defined 

by any manner of means, because it is a simple notion. In 

the same way, we can show to anyone what good things are, 

viz, pleasure, desire etc., but we cannot thereby define 

the notion •good' because it is a simple and unanalysable 

notion. To quote Moore: 

"If I am asked 'What is good?' my answer 
is that good is good, and that is the end 
of the matter. Or if I am asked 'How is 
good to be defined?' my answer is that it 
cannot be defined, and that is all I have 
to say about it".10 



Moore says that the naturalists and the meta\ 

moralists are the victims of the naturalistic fallacy. Mill 

as a naturalist tries to give a naturalistic definition of 

'good'. He says: 

"'Good', means 'desirable', and you 
can only find out what is 'desira­
ble' by seeking to find out \vhat 
is actually desired."11 

Irom this statement it follows that by 'good', Mill 

means 'desired'. This gives clue to Moore. The actual mean­

ing of the word 'desirable' is 'ought to be desired' or 

'deserves to be desired'. Hence from the very meaning of 

•desirable', it follows that 'desirable' does not mean 'is 

actually desired', or 'able to be desired'. Moore argues 

that Fill fails to see this difference and establishes the 

identity of the word 'desirable' with 'desired', which is 

fallacious. He has confused the proper meaning of the word 

'desirable' which means 'ought to be desired', with one of 

its analogous word, i.e., 'visible', which means 'able to 

be seen'. If he had identified 'good' with 'desirable', then 

it would have put him in good stead. But instead, he has 

identified 'good' with 'desired', which is absurd. There­

fore, Mill by identifying 'good' with 'desired' has com­

mitted a naturalistic fallacy according to Moore, 

-'It is also argued by Moore that the metaphysical mo­

ralists have committed a naturalistic fallacy by defining 
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ethical term 'good' in metaphysical term i.e., 'com' 

by God'. 

"Here Moore should have added that,vhen 
one confuses 'good', which is not a me­
taphysical object or quality, with any 
metaphysical object or quality, as 
metaphysical moralists do, according to 
him, then the fallacy should be called 
the metaphysical fallacy. Instead he 
calls it & naturalistic fallacy in this 
case too".12 

Ho^.ever, since Moore has charged, the metaphysical moralists 

that they have committed tne naturalistic fallacy by defining 

ethical notion in terms of metaphysical one, it follows that 

his notion of naturalistic fallacy is restricted only to the 

naturalistic interpretation of et̂ 'ics. According to him, 

this fallacy may be committed even by those who are not na­

turalist but seek to define ethical notions, i.e., 'good' 

in terms of non-ethical ones. Here we must remember that 

howhere Moore says that no ethical notion is definable. He 

holds the view that there are ethical notions like 'right' 

which are definable but of course, not in the natural or 

metaphysical terms. 

In order to establish his point that 'good' is inde­

finable, Moore, goes on to consider the analogy between 

'yellow' and 'good'. He argues that it is impossible to de­

fine a colour but it is possible to state certain physical 

concomitants of it. Colour can be perceived by our sensory 



organs. When v;e perceive a colour certain light-vib 

strike our eyes, and \ie happen to perceive colour. But ac­

cording to Itoore, tijis light-vibrations are not the same 

as the colour. Colour is the name of a property. It is the 

name of something which can be discovered by scientific 

measurement. Therefore, Moore says that we cannot know what 

good is simply by ^ 

"Discovering what are those other propel-
ties belongin-i to all things which are 
good".13 

But the naturalists by defining 'good' which is in­

definable in terms of pleasure have committed a mistake. 

They have committer a naturalistic fallacy because, "when 

they named those others properties they were actually de-

lU fining good", 

Moore, further points out tnat 'good' is indefinable 

by making a distinction between analytic and synthetic pro­

positions. Analytic proposition is one in whiclj, we get 

the meaning of the predicate by analysis of the meaning of 

its subject. But a synthetic proposition is just the oppo­

site of the analytic proposition. So far as the nature of 

ethical proposition is concerned Moore holds the view 

that they are not analytic but synthetic in nature, 

"Propositions about the good are all of 
them synthetic and never analytic",15 
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The introduction of 'the good' brings out another 

distinction between ' tlje good' and 'good'. Moore argues 

that 'the good' stands for things which are good and 'good' 

is an adjective. He argues tnat 'the good' is not on par 

with the adjective 'good'. The naturalists define 'good' 

in terras of 'pleasure'. 3y offering this definition, they 

are identifying the adjective 'food' -with 'the good', VJe 

csn enunerate the things w]:iich produce plsrsure and say 

that pleasure is good. But ifoore's crucial point is that 

by enumerating things, tnat -wl'ich pi'oduce pleasure, we can. 

only define 'the good', but not the adjective 'good', l̂ ioore 

argues: 

"'Good', then, if we mean by it that 
quality which v;e assert to belong 
to a thing, when we say that the 
thing is good, is incapable of any 
definition, in the most important 
sense of that word. The most impor­
tant sense of 'definition' is that 
in which a de J'in it ion states what 
are the parts which invariably com­
pose a certain whole; and in this sense 
'good' has no definition because 
it is simple and has no parts". 16 

?rom the above passage, it is clear that 'good' can­

not be defined. Therefore, 'good' is indefinable and it is 

incapable of any definition. Anyone who attempts to define 

it commit the naturalistic fallacy. Moore points out that 

if someone does not accept the indefinability of 'good' 

then there are only two alternatives left for him. Ke must 

regard it eitl'̂ er as a complex notion or as having no meaning 
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whatsoever. But Koore finds that neither of these alterna­

tives fits the fact. Regardless of whatever definition we 

offer as the meaning of an ethical notion, on Moore's view, 

we ere always open to the following objections: Someone can 

always a,ek with significance something defined as good is 

really so. For instance, if someone defines 'good' as plea­

sure it is still meaningful to ask whether pleasure is good, 

Since this is significant, therefore it cannot te the same 

as asking whether pleasure is good. One cannot doubt whe­

ther pleasure is pleasure. Any definition if it is correct 

is bound to be analytic and analytic statement leaves no 

room for doubt. But since one can doubt whether pleasure 

is good in itself proves, on Moore's view, tljat 'good' and 

'pleasure' are two different notions. The sacie considera­

tions Moore argues also prove that 'good' is not meaning­

less. When I say pleasure is good I an not merely stating 

tne fact tnat pleasure is pleasure or good is good. The 

proposition pleasure is good is meaningful. In this way, 

Moore rules out both the possibilities and comes to the 

conclusion that good is indefinable. Those who engage (for 

example, the naturalists and the metaphysical moralists) 

in definitional polemics, Koore charges, are dealing in 

irrelev&ncies. 
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A CRITICAL EVALUATION 

We discussed in the third chapter Moore's formula­

tion of naturalistic fallacy. But, when we reflect on his 

notion of the naturalisiic fallacy we find that without 

discussing its fallacious characteristic he has used it as 

a weapon to attack the naturalistic and metaphysical views 

of morality. In the present chapter, I wish to raise the 

following issues; Is the naturalistic fallacy a fallacy? If 

it is a fallacy, what is its status? Is it a logical fallacy? 

or quasi-logical one or none of them? Do naturalistic and 

metaphysical ethical theories suffer from naturalistic fal­

lacy? 

But in order to dig out the status of the 'naturalis­

tic fallacy* first we have to show what is a fallacy, and 

then alone we can decide whether the naturalistic fallacy 

is a logical fallacy or not. The word 'fallacy' comes from 

the Latin word 'fallscia'o The literal meaning of the word 

'fallacy' is 'error', 'confusion' and 'deception'. Pallacy 

literally pertains to the use of languages, words, concepts 

and arguments. There are certain rules and principles in 

logic. The violation of these rules and principles lead to 

a fallacy. There are different ways of committing a fallacy. 

Sometimes a fallacy may arise when the conclusion does not 

logically follow from the premises. Sometimes, when the 

pre-riises are not formally correct, a fallacy may arise. 



Besides, there are d i f ferent types of f a l l a c i e s , v i z . , fo r ­

mal or piirely l o g i c a l f a l l a c i e s , s en i - log ica l or verbal f a l ­

l a c i e s and mater ia l or ex t r a - log ica l f a l l a c i e s , A for-Tial 

fal lacy i s a fa l lacy vhicb a r i s e s out of the v io la t ion of 

the ru les of Syllogism. A semi-logical fa l l?cy i s a fa l lacy 

vhich a r i s e s due to ANrong use of vords . In other vords, i t 

i s concerned not \\ith the s t ruc tu re or form t u t ivitl: the 

contents Ex t ra - log ica l or mater ie l f a l l a c i e s a r i se due to 

use of i^rong da ta . In other -words, i t a r i s e s due to the mis­

conception a\out the re la t ion betv.een the content of the 

premises and tr^at of the conclusion„ 

vJe have already pointed out in the th i rd chapter 

tha t the tern ' N a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l acy ' ŵas f i r s t coined by 

Kooie. Ke coined t h i s term to a t tack n a t u r a l i s t i c and meta­

physical t h e o r i e s . Kany philosophers c a l l t h i s fa l lacy by 

d i f ferent names, for ins tance , Taylor c a l l s t h i s fa l lacy 

as 'Vulgar mis t ake ' , Wheelv^right descr ibes i t as the 'Fac-

t u a l i s t f a l l acy ' and Wood ident i f ied i t \vith the 'Valuai ional 

f a l l a c y ' . These are some of the d i f fe ren t names of the 'Na­

t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y ' , given by d i f fe ren t phi losophers . 

In order to knov whether n a t u r a l i s t i c fal lacy i s a 

fa l lacy or not we have to pay a t t en t ion to Moore's three 

d i f ferent s tatements . 

file:////ith
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( a ) . E th ica l proposi t ions are not deducible from non-ethi ­

cal ones. 

(b ) . E th i ca l terms are not definable in terms of non-ethi­

cal ones. 

( c ) . E th ica l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are d i f ferent in kind from 

non-e th ica l oneso 

All these three statements are re la ted to each other . 

The t ru th of (a) and (b) depends on the stateTient ( c ) , i . e . , 

"Ethical c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are d i f fe ren t in kind from non-

e th ica l ones", Moore maintains throughout h i s wri t ings that 

e t h i ca l q u a l i t i e s are d i f ferent types of q u a l i t i e s . They 

are completely d i f fe ren t from non-ethica l ones, i . e . , ' na­

t u r a l ' and metaphysical q u a l i t i e s . That i s vhy he argues 

that i f anybody i d e n t i f i e s etr i ical q u a l i t i e s with non-ethical 

ones, he commits a mistake. The n a t u r a l i s t s , he argues, have 

committed t h i s fa l lacy by ident i fying these two d i f fe ren t 

p r o p e r t i e s . The n a t u r a l i s t s have defined t i e moral notion 

'good' in terms of na tu ra l one i . e . , ' P l e a s u r e ' , which i s 

defec t ive , l o r Koore, the moral term 'good' denotes a dif­

ferent kind of proper ty . Pleasure stands for a natural pro­

per ty . I t denotes a na tu ra l proper ty . These two terms do 

not come under the same category. That i s why on h i s view 

i f anybody in fe r s 'X i s good' from 'X i s p l e a s a n t ' , he com­

mits the N a t u r a l i s t i c l a l l a c y ' no v a l i d inference can be 

drawn frovi non-etr . ical ^udgenent to an e th i ca l one. Thus, 
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for Moore, it is a mistake. If anyone does this it leads to 

a fallacy and that to a logical fallacy, because it arises 

due to violation of the rules of logic. lor example, the 

identification of tv.o different notions or properties leads 

to violation of the rules of identity. The rule of identity 

asserts that every v,ord rr̂ eans v̂ het it mesns or everything 

is vhat it is. It does not mean vhat is meant by another 

ten.-. That is ivhy tije violation ô  this rale leads to a 

logical fallacy. Since the natui^alists have violated this 

rule of logic they committed a lofical fallacy. 

Hoore levels ti}e saTie charge against t/.e metaphysical 

theorists too. He argues that the metaphysical theories 

suffer from the naturalistic fallacy since t!-ey identify 

eti ical properties vith metaphysical ones. TlooUgh Koore 

has accepted that naturalistic fallacy is a logical fallacy, 

yet v,e find that tliere is dispute regarding the nature of 

the naturalistic fallacy. Some philosophers hold the view 

trat 'naturalistic fallacy' is not at all a fallacy if ve 

depend on induction and intuition. Some philosophers are 

of the opinion that even if v.e accept 'naturalistic fallacy' 

as a fallacy, yet it cannot be treated as a logical fallacy 

since it may be involved even V/hen the argument is valid. 

Let us consider first the viev̂  that claims that naturalis­

tic fallacy is not a fallacy at all if ve depend on induc­

tion. It is argued that if \-e depend on the method of indue-



^3 

tion then we find that induction provides some base for de­

fining good in terms of natural properties and the so called 

naturalistic fallacy reoiains no more a fallacy at all, lor 

exarriple, if pleasure is really desired by all men, and it 

is good to them, then it provides some base to come to the 

conclusion that 'pleasure is good'. This sort of srgUT-ent 

involves no fallacy at all what to speal: of a naturalis­

tic one. Let us consider again tlose philosophers, who are 

0-̂  the opinion that the naturalistic fallacy does not arise 

at all if v.e depend on intuition. Those v;ho hold the view 

that naturalistic fallacy does not arise if we cepenc on 

the intuition, they put forward the argument that through 

intuition every one can know whether pleasure is desired 

by them or not and whether it is good to them or not. If 

it is so, then we can argue that pleasure is good. In fact, 

Moore never bases et.jical judgement on induction. Ris view 

is that we can never arive at ethical judgements through 

induction because induction deals with the things which are 

good not with good as such. According to his theory, things 

which are good cannot provide the ground for the ethical 

judgements. Moore argues that if we consider the statement 

"what is desired by all men is good" as a definitional 

statement it involves a fallacy. It is a naturalistic fal­

lacy. To say that 'what is desired by all men is good', is 

to give a definition o"" 'good'. Good cannot be defined by 



any manner of means. An atiempt to define i t , would be a 

case of n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y . The n a t u r a l i s t s have committed 

t M s mistake. Moore would arfue tha t tnose who think t h a t 

na t a r f - l i s t i c fa l lacy i s not a fa l lacy a t a l l , they them­

selves coniffiit a mistake by overlooking the de f in i t i ona l 

statement, 'what i s desired by a l l :nen i s good'. l o r Moore, 

i t i s a mistake to define a term with the help of another. 

The ru l e s of de r in i t ion are the ru les of loflc. Any v io la ­

t ion of the ru les wi l l lead to a fa l lacy and i t i s a case 

of log ica l f a l l acy . 

To those who hold the view that n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy 

i s not a log ica l fa l lacy on the ground that i t may be i n ­

volved even when the argument i s va l id . VJe can point out 

tha t t he i r argument i s not soiond. GcTsider, for example^ 

the following argument: 

( 1 ) . What i s desired by a l l men i s good (by d e f i n i t i o n ) . 

( 2 ) , Pleasure i s desired by a l l men. 

( 3 ) . Pleasure i s good. 

According to them, the above mentioned argument i s va l id , 

because i t follows a l l the ru le s of l o g i c , but involves 

a fa l lacy due to the f i r s t premise, 'what i s desi red by a l l 

men i s good'. The f i r s t premise i s a case of d e f i n i t i o n . 

As a r e su l t i t i s f a l l a c i o u s . I t defines the e th i ca l no­

t ion in terms of non-e th ica l ones. But the argument i s val id , 
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Therefore, the naturalistic fallacy is not a logical fal­

lacy since it can arise even when the ar£;\ament is formally 

valid, 

Moore can very well iiaintain that we cannot justify 

a conclusion on the basis of fallacious premise, Moreover, 

the upholders of the view thr.t naturalistic fallacy is not 

a logical fallacy, forget that Koore no where has identi­

fied the naturalistic fallacy with the notion of invalid 

argument. According to Moore all the cases of naturalis­

tic fcllacy are not the cases of invalid argu-nents and 

vice versa. This is quite clear from his various formula­

tions of the naturalistic fallacy. Consider, for example, 

two of his formulations, 

(1) Naturalistic fallacy is a fallacy of identifying 

ethical notion of goodness with natural one, 

(2) The naturalistic fallacy is the fallacy of de­

fining good which is indefinable. 

From these formulations it follows that Koore does 

not treat 'naturalistic fallacy' on par with the notion of 

invalidity. The fallacy which is committed when two diffe­

rent objects are identified with one another, cannot be 

characterised as a fallacy in the sense of invalid argument. 

The question of invalidity does not arise in the case of 

identification of different objects, i.e., 'good' and 
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'pleasure' • Therefore, the confusion arising out of identi­

t i e s cannot "be characterised as the fallacy in inferential 

sense since i t does not arise due.to violation of any rules 

of inference. Yet i t i s a logical fallacy since i t a r i ses , 

according to Koore, due to the violation of the rule of 

ident i ty , which i s a rule of Logic. Prof. Prasad has rightr-

ly pointed out that the na tura l i s t ic fallacy i s a logical 

fal lacy. We cannot doutt ahout i t s fallaciousness. Because 

to dout)t the fallaciousness of the natura l i s t ic fallacy 

means to doubt the rules of identi ty i tselfo And to doubt 

the rules of identi ty means that we are not ready to accept 

that every term means what i t means and not any other term 

or everything i s what i t i s and not any other thing. 

Some philosophers t rea t the ' na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy' as 

a 'def in is t fallacy' . By 'def in is t fallacy' they mean that 

i t i s the process of identifying or confusing two proper­

t i e s with one another. For them, the ' na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy' 

i s one of the species of definist fallacy. In other words, 

na tura l i s t i c fallacy i s a species of definist fal lacy. 

That i s why i t i s argued that Perry' s indentif i-

cation of ethical term 'good' with non-ethical term, i . e . , 

'object of any in te res t ' , i s not necessarily the ident i f i ­

cation of ethical terms with non-ethical ones. It i s fu]> 

ther maintained that Perry i s not at a l l identifying the 

ethical terms with non-ethical ones. He i s just identi-
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fying two propert ies . The properties may be ethical or Qon-

e th ica l . That i s to say, both can be ethical or both can be 

non-ethical . The only thing i s that we should take note of 

the fact if two properties are being identified. In that 

case i t can be noted that the supporters of the definist 

fallacy do not violate the rule that ethical properties 

should not be defined in terms of non-ethical ones which 

has been formulated by the in tu i t i on i s t . A.nyone can carjiiit 

the definist fallacy without mixing up the ethical with 

the non-:ethiccLL. Therefore, when anyone identif ies 'good­

ness' with ' r ightness ' and 'pleasantness' with 'redness' 
a 

he i s not committing/^naturalistic fal lacy, rather he i s 

corimitting a definist fallacyo If anyone identif ies ' good­

ness' which i s an ethical word with 'pleasure' which refers 

to natural propert ies , i t wil l no longer be a 'natural ia-

t i c fallacy' , But the point i s that the supporters of the 

definist fallacy hold that i t i s not only a fallacy but 

a def inis t fallacy« What they deny is that the natural is­

t i c fallacy i s a logical fallacy. No doubt, the definists 

are r ight when they say that the na tura l i s t ic fallacy i s a 

kind of definist fallacy© But they have gone wrong in saying 

that the definist fallacy i s not a logical fallacy. In our 

understanding, the definist fallacy i s a kind of logical 

fal lacy. Because definist fa l lacies ar ise due to violation 

of the rules of Logic. So, the violation of the rules of 

logic lead to a logical fallacy. Those who share the view 
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that the na tura l i s t ic fallacy i s not a logical fallacy but 

a definist fallacy, commit a mistake by identifying the no­

tion of na tura l i s t ic fallacy with the notion of invalid ar­

gument. Besides, they also do not notice properly the fact 

that the definist fallacy i s a logical fallacy although i t 

i s a different kind of fallacy than the inferential falla­

c ies . Therefore, anyone who argues that the na tura l i s t ic 

fallacy i s not a logical fallacy as i t may be involved even 

when the argument i s val id , we find in our analysis that 

he himself commits the mistake. 

We have seen that the ' na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy' has been 

coined by Koore. He used i t as a weapon against the natu­

r a l i s t i c and metaphysical theories of e thics . He argues 

that the na tura l i s t s and the metaphysical theor is ts are 

guilty of committing the natura l i s t ic fallacy. They have 

identified the ethical properties with non-ethical ones. 

But when we reflect on the nature of natura l is t ic fallacy, 

we find that Moore himself did not e35)licate and prove i t s 

fallacious nature. Instead of proving the fallacious charac­

t e r i s t i c of the na tura l i s t i c fallacy, he used i t as an in­

strument to attack the na tura l i s t ic and metaphysical theo­

r ies of ethics which he should not have done. But t h i s does 

not mean that the na tura l i s t i c and metaphysical theories 

of ethics do not suffer from the na tura l i s t ic fal lacy. We 

do agree with Moore that both the na tura l i s t s and the meta-
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physical t h e o r i s t s are gui l ty of committing the n a t u r a l i s t i c 

f a l l a c y , hut on d i f fe ren t grounds. Moral terms are not pro­

per ty - des ignat ing terms as the n a t u r a l i s t s and non-natu­

r a l i s t s thought. It i s a mistake t o t r e a t moral terms as 

property - denoting terms e i ther na tu ra l or non-natura l . 

Moral terms have en t i r e ly a d i f fe ren t kind of l o g i c . They 

are used to serve d i f fe ren t functions in d i f ferent contexts . 

Sometimes, they are used t o guide our act ions d i r ec t l y or 

ind i rec t lyo Sometimes, moral terms are used to express or 

arouse emotions towards ce r ta in th ings and ac t ions . Some­

times we used them to charac te r i se th ings or persons. This 

happens in the context of evaluat ion . Mord.1 terms are not 

only used t o guide choices and ac t i ons , but also t o evat-

l u a t e conduct or character of person. Therefore, i t would 

not be proper t o ident i fy or confuse moral terms and con­

cepts with terms designat ing na tu ra l or metaphysical pro-

pert ieso If i t i s done, moral terms and concepts loose 

t h e i r significanceo The meaning and s ignif icance of moral 

terms and concepts l i e in t h e i r function or use . Since both 
/ 

the n a t u r a l i s t s and metaphysical t h e o r i s t s identify^ moral 

terms and concepts with terms r e f e r r i ng t o na tura l ana me­

taphys ica l p r o p e r t i e s , they can be said to be gu i l ty of 

committing the • n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y ' • 
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CONCLUSION 

From t h e fo rego ing d i s c u s s i o n s i n p receed ing c h a p t e r s , 

we may conclude t h e fo l lowing p o i n t s : 

Moore fo rmula te s t h e concept of n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y 

in t h r e e d i f f e r e n t ways: 

( i ) N a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y i s t h e f a l l a c y of d e f i n i n g inde­

f i n a b l e n o t i o n s , i . e . , t h e no t ion of good. 

I t i s worth n o t i n g t h a t t h i s k ind of fo rmula t ion does 

not s t a t e t h a t n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y i s committed only when 

someone a t t empts t o d e f i n e t h e i n d e f i n a b l e n o n - n a t u r a l pro­

p e r t i e s . I t merely s t a t e s t h a t t h e n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y i s 

committed i f one a t t a n p t s t o de f ine i n d e f i n a b l e n o t i o n s of 

a^y t y p e . The i n d e f i n a b l e no t i ons may r e f e r e i t h e r t o na­

t u r a l or n o n - n a t u r a l p r o p e r t i e s . But i n e i t h e r case t h e 

f a l l a c y i s committed. The re fo re , i t would be a m i s t a k e t o 

t h ink t h a t n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y i s committed. I t i s r a t h e r 

based on i t s s i m p l i c i t y . F u r t h e r , Moore never i d e n t i f i e s 

t h e n o t i o n of i n d e f i n a b i l i t y with t h e n o t i o n of non-natu-

r a l i t y . Nonrnatura l n o t i o n s or o b j e c t s may be d e f i n a b l e or 

i n d e f i n a b l e . I t whol ly depends on t h e ve ry n a t u r e of no t ion 

i t s e l f . In f a c t , Moore h imsel f d e f i n e s one n o t i o n r e f e r r i n g 

t o n o n - n a t u r a l p r o p e r t y ( i . e . ^ r i g h t ) i n te rms of another 

no t ion of t h e same t y p e ( i . e . ^ g o o d ) . What we wish t o suggest 

here i s t h i s : Moore 's n o t i o n of n a t u r a l i s t i c f a l l a c y has 
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nothing to do v,ith the notion of non-na tura l i ty . I t s app l i ­

c a b i l i t y i s not only r e s t r i c t e d to the indef inab i l i ty of the 

notion of 'good' . A person may commit t h i s fa l lacy even by 

defining indefinable notions standing for na tura l proper­

t i e s (p leasure) . 

( i i ) I \ latural is t ic fal lacy i s the fa l lacy of ident i fying or 

confusing two di f ferent notions or objects v i th one ano­

ther . 

This formulation of Moore's n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy (as 

mentioned aboA ê) i s quite d i f fe ren t fro':: h i s for'nulation ( i ) . 

According to the second forrrulation n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l l acy 

a r i s e s not due to the attempt to define the indefinable no­

tion wl'iatsoever but due to i d e n t i f i c a t i o n or confusion of 

one notion or object vi th another notion or object . In t h i s 

sense, i t i s quite possible for someone to coarnit n a t u r a l i s ­

t i c fa l lacy by identifying two d i f fe ren t notions or notions 

of the same type v;ith one another. The second formulation 

does not s t a t e t ha t n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy i s committed only 

when anyone i d e n t i f i e s non-natural property ( i . e . ^ t h e p ro ­

per ty of goodness) vith na tura l property ( i . e . , t lTe property 

of p l ea su re ) . This i s such kind of fa l lacy which can be 

committed, on Koore's view, in any context . 
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( i i i ) Naturalist ic fallacy i s a fallacy of inferring or ob­

taining a proposition of the type ' t h i s i s good in i t ­

s e l f froT) a proposition of the type 'Reality i s of 

this nature',*. In other vjords, the na tura l i s t ic f a l ­

lacy i s a fallacy of deducing or inferring ethical 

propositions frorc non-ethical, i . e . , metaphysical ones, 

According to !-!oore, ethical character is t ics are dif­

ferent in kind from non-ethical ones, i . e . , natural and me­

taphysical character is t ics . Since Koore t rea ts etl ' ical cha­

rac te r i s t ics or properties as different in kind from non-

etl'dcal ones, value judgements in vhich et' ica l predicate 

occur fa l l into different cstegory altogether. Their s ta­

tus (the value judgements) i s , on his view, autonomous. As 

a resul t , no ethical judgement can validly be drav.-n fi'ora 

non-ethical ones. Ethical judgements are neither reducible 

to non-ethical ones nor jus t i f iable by them. If someone 

does so, he, on Moore's view, commits a fallacy which he 

characterises as the na tura l i s t ic fal lacy. In this sense, 

na tura l i s t ic fallacy arises when an argument, chiefly in 

moral philosophy violates tl:e rules of logic . I t arises due 

to violation of the rules of logic. Since the inferrent ia l 

rules are different from the rules of definition and iden­

t i t y , the third formulation of na tu ra l i s t i c fallacy i s dif­

ferent from the f i r s t and the second formulations of i t , T 

infer i s not to define nor to equate one term v.̂ ith another. 
o 
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They are two different types of a c t i v i t i e s a l toge the r . The 

f i r s t formulation of n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy i s basec' on the 

dictum tha t the indefinable c a n ' t be defined. I f a notion 

i s unique and indef inable , de f in i t e ly i t would be a mis­

take i f attempts are made to define i to In any l og i ca l sys­

tem, cer ta in notions are bound to be indef inable , in order 

to avoid the fal lacy of c i r c u l a r i t y and i n f i n i t e r eg r e s s . 

Moore's seconc fortnulc-tion of n s t u r p l i s t i c fa l lacy i s based 

on the p r inc ip le of i d e n t i t y . I f two notions are d i f f e ren t 

in IdLnd, surely t he i r equation would be f a l l a c ious . The 

third fornjulotion of n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy i s based on the 

rule of value- inference. If e th i ca l judge'nents are autono­

mous judgenents: they are d i f ferent in kind from the non-

e th ica l ones. I t would be fa l l ac ious i f so'neone a t te t ip ts 

to derive e th i ca l judgements from non-e th ics l ones. Since 

a l l the formulations are grounded on di f ferent r u l e s ; tnev 

are d i f ferent from one anotlier. 

Even i f Koore offers various formulations of na tu­

r a l i s t i c fa l lacy yet i t does not mean tha t they are unre la ­

ted to Moore's broad framework of e t h i c s . In Moore's frame­

work of e th ics they are well connected. If cer ta in notions 

are unique and indefinable surely i f implies t h a t any p ro ­

posi t ion in which such not ions occur are not deduciole from 

another proposit ion nor i d e n t i f i a b l e with them. In l loore 's 

system of e th i c s , a l l formulations of n a t u r a l i s t i c fa l lacy 

hold good with regard to h i s notion of good. He formulated 
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naturalistic fallacy in different ways because he wonted to 

reject the naturalistic and the metaphysical interpretation 

of moral language, and maintain its autonomous character, 

lor hi'Ti, the notion food is an indefinable notion {of course 

in a specific sense). Its indefinability does not lie in its 

non-natural characteristic It is grounded on its simple 

nature, 

A definition is gener?lly viewed as a locical device 

which enables us to conceptually distinguish objects from 

one another. Besides, definition is also looked upon as a 

logical device to make the •'neaning of a ter"n more preci=;e 

particularly when a term is newly introduced. Logicians of­

ten speak of definitions of concepts instead of definitions 

of objects or tl'.'ings. Generally, definitions are classified 

into nominal and real. The nominal definitions depend on 

the mea.nings and senses of the terms. The real definitions 

depend on the essential nature of object. Some philosophers 

like Kant hold the view that definition reveals the content 

or meaning of the concept. According to these philosophers, 

when we define a concept we always define the meaning of 

the corresponding term. Some philosophers like Plato and 

Aristotle are of the opinion that when we define a concept 

we define the object referred to by the concept in question, 

Plato treats all definitions as real. In his Theaetetus be 

states that logos is used to denote a feature that may sej-ve 
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•1 

to d is t inguish the thing in questions from o the r s . Ar i s to t l e 
vievs de f in i t ions as r e a l . In h i s Topica and Analytica, he 

o 
s t a t e s t h a t def in i t ion concerns vi th e s s e n t i a l nature, '" Ac-

cordinr to him, de f in i t ions cannot cons i s t of a single word. 

An individual cannot he defined. Only tha t general feature 

wl'ich ex i s t s in the individual objects i s def inable . But 

we find tha t sometimes Ar i s to t l e t r e a t s de f in i t ions as com­

ponents of matJ-'ematical theor ies and hence argues that de f i ­

n i t ions deal v.itJi the meaning of v,.ords, i . c , , he regards i t 

as nominal. But when we turn to Iloore, v.e find that he does 

not hold nominal viev of def in i t ion v.hen he deals with the 

notion of 'good ' . He t r e a t s de f in i t i ons as r e a l , l o r him, 

r e a l de f in i t ions are the only genuine d e f i n i t i o n s . But h i s 

view of def in i t ion i s s l igh t ly d i f f e ren t from the vievs of 

Plato and A r i s t o t l e , He t r e a t s de f in i t ions as cases of ana­

l y s i s , l o r him, to define a notion means to analyse the ob­

j e c t denoted by the term or concept, he wr i t e s : 

"Defini t ions of the kind tha t I was asking 
for, de f in i t ions whicri describe the r e a l 
nature of the object or notion denoted by 
a word, and w.'-ich do not merely t e l l us 
what the word i s used to mean . . . , "3 

"The most important sense of ' d e f i n i t i o n ' 
i s that in which a de f in i t i on s t a t e s v;hat 
are the p a r t s which invar iably compose 
a ce r t a in whole; and in t h i s sense 'good' 
has no de f in i t ion because i t i s simple 
and has no p a r t s . I t i s one of those i n ­
numerable objects of thought which are 
tijeraselves incapable of d e f i n i t i o n , be ­
cause tijey are tloe ul t imate terms by r e ­
ference to which whatever i s capable of 
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definition must be defined. That there 
must be an indefinite number of sue):, 
terras is obvious, on reflections; since 
ve cannot define anything except by an 
analysis . . .."'+ 

Iv'ov vhen we reflect on the passages quoted above we 

find that lioore identifies definition with analysis, loi' 

him, to define an object means to analyse it into its con-

stitutent partSo Definitions o])erate at the level of reali­

ty and not at the level of wordso He does not consider word-

to-word definitions as rê juine definition because it deals 

witlT words not the objects denoted by thee. According to 

him, real definitions are genuine definitions. Such defini­

tions consist in tne analysis of the objects denoted by the 

words in questions, into their conponent parts. Thus, Moore's 

views of definition are quite different iroxn Platonic and 

Aristotlean views. Koore treats definition as analysis; 

Plato and Aristotle do not treat definitions as analysis. 

They base definitions on the essential characteristicsof 

objects. According to theri-i, definitions reveal the essen­

tial characteristicsof tlie individual objects. Moore, in 

fact, is guilty of committing a mistake. He identifies 

definitions with analysis. Definition and analysis are two 

different kinds of notions. To define is not to analyse. 

Defining activity is different from the activity of analy­

sis. 

Moore makes a distinction between meaning and defini­

tion. His view goes against our general notion of definition. 
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We normally think tha t de f in i t ion revea ls the meaning of 

the concept. Moore v;r i tes : 

"That which i s meant by 'good' i s , in 
f a c t , except i t s converse ' b a d ' , the on­
ly simple object of thought which i s pe­
cu l i a r to EtlTics".5 

" 'Good', then, i f we mean by i t tha t 
qual i ty which we as--ert to belonr. to 
a th ing , when we say tl'.at the thing 
i s good, i s incapable of any d e f i n i ­
t ion , in the most important sense of 
tha t word".6 

"Whenever he th inks of ' i n t r i n s i c v a l u e ' , 
or ' i n t r i n s i c wor th ' , or says t ha t a 
thing 'ought to e x i s t ' , he has before 
h i s mind the unique object - the unique 
property of things - which I mean by 
'good ' " .7 

Moore com'riits mistakes wl'en he prescr ibes what sort 

o f ' t h ings ought to exist ' . How can he prescr ibe what ought 

to ex i s t and what not to exis t? He can describes a fact or 

he can prescr ibe cer ta in ac t i ons . But i t makes no sense 

when he prescr ibes cer ta in things to e x i s t . I t follows from, 

the passages quoted above tha t Moore maintains a d i s t i nc t i on 

between meaning and d e f i n i t i o n . He t r e a t s the notion 'good' 

as a meaningful notion yet he ssys that i t i s indef inable . 

According to h i s view, 'good' i s meaningful because i t de­

notes simple unanalysable and non-natural qua l i ty . I t s 

meaning cons i s t s in i t s r e f e r r en t or the object denoteo by 

i t . Yet, 'good' i s indef inable . I t i s indefinable since i t 
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has got no p a r t s . The geniolne def in i t ion cons i s t s in the ana. 

l y s i s of object denoted by the vord in question in to i t s con-

s t i t u e n t s . To kno\v the meaning of a ^vord means to knov the 

object denoted by i t . But to define a \vord means to break 

the object denoted by the vord in questions in to i t s pa r t s 

and t h i s i s possible only \vhen the given object i s complex 

but not simple. Whet v/e wish to suggest here i s t h i s : l o r 

Koore, to spy t h r t a v orri i s rreaninpful i s not to sry tha t 

i t i s def inable. According to Loore, a vord can be mecnlng-

ful yet i t may not be defined a t a l l . This c l ea r ly Ghô ŝ 

t h ^ t l l o o r e ' s viev of de f in i t ion i s quite d i f fe ren t from our 

ordinary notion of d e f i n i t i o n . Generally we think tha t the 

meaning of a word cons i s t s of i t s defining c h a r a c t e r i s t i c . 

But on loore's view^the meaning of a \ ore does not cons i s t 

in i t s defining c h a r a c t e r i s t i c , Accorcing to him, meaning 

i s a kind of r e l a t i o n which ex i s t s between a word and i t s 

r e f e r r e n t , A word i s meaningful i f i t denotes or stands 

for something. To determine the meaning of a word i s to 

find out what i s re fer red to by the word. I t follows tljat 

Moore holds the r e f e r e n t i a l or name-theory of meaning. Since 

'good' i s meaningful; i t i s simple and indef inab le . This 

sor t of argument i s based on the supposition of the name 

theory of meaning. There are many words which c l ea r ly do 

not refer to any object in any way at a l l ; for example oh, 

aha, hurrah and so on. These words do have meaning of some 

sor t in the context in whicn they are used yet tl'jey do not 

file:///vord
file:///vhen
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refer to any thing at all. Such words are generally used to 

express or evoke feelings and attitudes in others. Likewise 

there are many connecting words such as and, but, or and 

if-tJ'is and so on which are used to connect two simple sen­

tences but they do not refer to anything at all. Yet, they 

do have meanings in the sentences in which they occur. Thus, 

it follows from the above examples that Moore's assumption 

that a word does not have meaning if it does not refer to 

something is false, A word can be meaningful without refer­

ring to anything at all, Moore wrongly thinks that the word 

'good' will loose its meaning if it does not refer to some­

thing simple. He arrived at this conclusion because of his 

misconceived notion of meaning,, 

Suppose, we accept Moore's thesis that the function 

of 'good' is to name or to refer to something. What does 

follow from this? One thing which appears to follow from 

this assertion is this: 'Good' has no descriptive force. 

Its logical function is to refer or to name, and referring 

is different from description. To refer to a thing is not 

in any way to characterize or descrire it, Moore cannot 

maintain that ethical judgements are descriptions of non-

natural properties. But, as a matter of fact, he argues that 

ethical judgements are descriptions of non-natural proper­

ties with regard to certain thine s, persons and actions. I 

wish to argue that his theory of good becomes untenable on 
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t h i s count. Hov; can v;e apply the adject ive 'good' to cha­

r a c t e r i s e cer tain th ings , ob jec t s , i f i t s l o f i c a l function 

i s of re fer r ing to a non-natural property d i f fe ren t a l l toge-

ther from the proper t ies of things or of objects in ques-

tiono The very ap l i c a t i on of the word 'good' to ce r t? in 

thing i'-nplies that that thing has some good-making charac­

t e r i s t i c s which provides a bas i s for the appl ica t ion of the 

word roodo 

Moore was Tiisled by h i s assumption that the word 

'good' w i l l have no meaning unless and u n t i l i t r e f e r s to 

or stands for somethings He w^rongly thought t ha t to de t e r ­

mine what the word 'good' meansp i s to find out what things 

are referred to i t . I'^'eaning i s not r e f e r r e n t . The v.ora 

*^oo6* i s a generic word. There i s no fixed meaning of good. 

I t functions in d i f ferent v.ays in d i f fe ren t context . Some­

times in the same context i t c a r r i e s more than one meaning. 

In the context of ac t ion , i t i s used in a comimjendatory sense. 

I t guides act ions d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y . Wl"jen we use i t 

we are commending the act ion in quest ion. But the thing 

which we co'-.imend r l so has cer ta in desc r ip t ive p roper t i es in 

v i r t ue of wl ich' we couTf.end i t . The desc r ip t ive p rope r t i e s 

of the thing cons t i tu t e the bas i s for the descr ip t ive mean­

ing of 'good ' . 'Good' has not only p re sc r ip t i ve meaning in 

the context of act ions cut a lso has descr ip t ive meaning. 

But a l l these do not exhaust the whole meaning of 'good ' . 
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'Good" has also emotive meaninc. V.'hen we use it we not only 

comr-iend the thing we call good but also we express our liking 

and favourable attitudes towards the object in question. In 

this regard. Hare was iijistakeno He wrongly thought that 'good' 

has only descriptive and prescri]tive meaning. What we wish 

to suggest here is this: Moore wrongly thought that 'good' 

is a predicate ter'n, 'Good' is not a predicate quality term. 

Its function is not to refer to tl ings or objects. Yet it is 

meaningfulo The logical function and status of valine wo2-ds 

are quite' different from those of the descriptive words, 

'Good' is 8 generic word. It functions in more than one way. 

As a result, it carries more than one meaning. The mepning 

of 'good' depends on its use, 

Moore took for granted that good is a simple property 

and so is indefinable. In other words, the indefinability of 

good is derived from its sliiple nature. I wish to point out 

that Mooi e should have established the siTiple nature of good. 

Instead, he took it for granted. On the other hand, I wish 

to argue that simple and complex ?re relative notions. A 

thing which is treatec as simple in one context may be com­

plex in another context and vice versa. Moore treated simple 

and complex as absolute categories. The philosophical search 

for the 'simple' in British philosophy goes back to John 

Locke and Moore is held captive by it. 
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Fur ther , I wish to point out tha t I'oore seems d e l i ­

berate on the nature of good in abs t r ac t ion . F.oralitj ' i s a 

fac t of l i f e . People are said to be l i v ing e i ther a moral 

or an immoral l i f e . Commending, pra is inf and prescribing 

are fac ts of l i f e . I t i s only looking to the concrete 

s i t u r t i o n s tha t we can come to knov the meaning of 'good ' . 

The 'ordinary use ' of good reveals one important dinension. 

I t i s t h i s : In a very fundaTisntal sen^e, the \\ord good 

(in evaluative or moral sense) does not stand fo"̂  any mun­

dane or economic gains , e i the r a t p r iva te or co l l ec t ive l e ­

v e l . This shoAss tha t an ele'iient of s e l f - s a c r i f i c e and se l f -

renunciat ion i s b u i l t into the very fabr ic of good. When 

Koore argues that good cannot be defined he can be i n t e r ­

preted as emphasizing t h i s aspect of good, Fei ther meta­

physics nor science can provide solut ions to moral conf l i c t s 

and puzzlements. In other words, fundamental moral notions 

cannot be explicated with the help of any other no t ions . 

I t i s because of th i s reason Moore argues that good i s i n ­

def inable . To overlook i t i s siorely to commit a f a l l a cy . 

I t i s a l og i ca l f a l l acy . Using Ryle ' s term we can say tha t 

the n a t u r a l i s t i c fal lacy a r i s e s when \.e confuse between 

conceptual or log ica l ca t egor i e s . 

file:////ord
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