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CEAPT®R - I

INTRODUGTION



INTRODUCTIQON

G.E. Moore in his book Principis Ethica gave a signi-

ficant orientation to ethics, He sets the pettern for the
modern analytic movement, Instead of constructing norma-
tive syster in the tracditional wey like hedonism and uti-
litarianism etc., Moore conducts his ethicel enquiry into
analysis of the fundasmental philosophical gquestions, Such
questions are, how is good to be defined? What is good?
And, what things sre good? Although the conclusion which
Moore arrived at upon his analysis are not shared by all
contemporsry moral Philosophers like 4.J, Ayer, C,I, Ste-
venson, Patrick Nowell Smith, R,M., Hare and others but
they acknowledge the importance of ansliyzing the basic
guestions prior to constructing any Philosophical systems,
Before constructing a philosophical system Moore analyses
the question what is good? or How is good to be defined?
At a greater length in order to distingquisk it from the
question, whet things are good? He adopted analysis as
the method of philosophiéng. Since Moore believes that it
is through anelyses that Philosophicel problems and dis-
agree&enfs cen be solved: He writes:

It appears t6 me that in Ethics, as in 211

other philosophical studies, the difficul-

ties and disagreements, of which its histcry
is full, are mainly due to a very simple



cause:; namely to the attempt to answer ques-
tions, without first discovering precisely
what question it is which you desire to
answer, I do not know how far this source
of error would be done away, if philoso-
phers would try to discover what question
they were asking, before they set about to
answer it; for the work of analysis and
distinction is of'ten very difficult: we

may often fail to make the necessary disco-
very, even thouch we make a definits
attempt to do so, But I am inclined to
think that in many cases a resolute attenpt
would be sulfficient to ensure success; so
that, if only this attampl were wmade, many
of thiz most glaring difiiculties and dis-
acreements in philosophy would disappear,1

Moore charges arainst the traditional ethical theo-
ries that they do not anslyse the basic question, "what
is intrinsically good?" - that is, what is good uncondi-
tionally and invariasbly? As a result, the answer at which
they arrived at turned out to be futile and obscurs, They
failed to distinguish between the questions, what is good?

and How 1s good to be defined?

There is no doubt that the critical side ol Moore's
work in ethics has had the most lasting effect, Many contam-
porary morzl philosophers have becn convinced that in es-
sence Moore's objection against naturalism and metaphysi-
cal theory are sound and valid, Moore's arguments against
naturalistic and metaphysical moral theories provided the
back ground for the contemporary analytical or meta-cthi-

cael moral philcsonhers to ¢o in detail into the analysis



and function of moral language,

Moore, upon his analysis of f'good! found that the
ethical theories (i.e, naturalism and metaphysical moral
theory) which undertake to define ethical notions like the
notion of 'good!' in teruws of 'the plessant','the debsirablet!,
tthe rational','self realizetion', 'that whi-sh is approved!',
'the object of favourable interest', ete, suffer from a fal-

lacy which he calls as the naturalistic fallacy,

It is not wholly clear from his writing precisely
what he means by naturalistic fallacy, A critical reflec-
tion shows that Moore 1s not consistent in formulation of
naturalistic fallacy, He defines it in different ways at
different plesces, Sometimes he defines naturalistic fallas-
cy as the fallacy of defining indefinable notion of good.2
Sometimes he goes one step ahead, He says that the natu-
ralistic fsllacy is not just a fallacy of defining gocdness,
/It is the fallacy of defining goodness in terms of natural
property,3 Sometimes, lloors says that the naturclistic
fallacy is not only couritted in cases where a man confuses
and identifies non-natursl object with natursl one but also
in cases where a man confuses and identifies one natural
object with another, To quote Moore:

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 were to proceed to

deduce from that pleasure is a colour, we

should be entitled to laugh at him and to

distrust his future statements about plea-

sure, Well,that would be the same fallacy

which I have called the naturalistic fal-

lacy. b

But when we proceed one step furtsner we find in the
same paragraph that Moore refuses to call such fallacy as
the naturalistic fallacy, He argues that the naturalistic
fallacy is comnitted only when a man confuses non-natural
object with the natural objecl. To quote !loore:

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 naturaj object, with

tpleased! or with 'pleasure! which are

others, then there is no reason to call

the fallacy naturalistic.5

Although Moore from time to time gave different ver-
sions of the naturalistic fallacy as it is clear from the
above quoted remarks, it has had a considerable currency
in ethical literature, Its importance does not consist
merely in the clarification of certain confusions arising
out of the fallacy but also consists in the fact that it
helps us to understand some of the other issues with which
naturalistic fallacy has been connected such as bifurca-

tion between the 'oucht' and the 'is!',between fact and

value and between the descriptive and the normative,



Inspite of its importance ang repute, the naturalis-
tic fallacy has never been discussed by the ethical theo-
rists at length., Thus, there 1s need for further enquiry
into the nature of naturalistic fallacy, The proposed dis-

sertation aims at it,

In this present study, we heve attempted to dig out
the status of the naturalistic fellecy, There are several
issues involved in it., For instance, what is a fallacy? Is
the naturalistic fallscy 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 metophy-
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 fellacy., Some Philosophers are of the opinion
that the naturalistic fellacy is not a logical fallacy
since it may be committed, even if when an argument is valid,
I wish to point out that their argument is not sound for
the simple reason that a fallacious premise of an argument
cannot justify its conclusion, Moreover, those who share

this idea thet the naturalistic fallacy is not a logical



fallacy they forget that Moore never identifies the notion
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 arguments and vice versa,
This is true in the lizht of his different formulations of
naturalistic fallacy, For instance, when a man seeks to
define good which is indefinable in terms of sone natural
object, according to lMoore, he commits the naturalistic
fallacy, But the fallacy which he cownits 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 differsnt objects, Hence,
the fallacy which h% comnits does not arise because of
violation of eany ruﬁe of inference, but it arises, on
Moore's view, due tg violation oI the rules of identity,
Every term memns what it means, It does not mean what is
meant by any otner term, This rule oif identity is a logi-
cal rule, Hence its violation would not mean anything but
commission of a logicel fallacy. Prof, R, Prasad "rightly
points out that to doubt the fallaciousness of the natu-
rzlistic fallacy means to coubt 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

A - .
us would 1like to accept".” Apart from this, there are



certain passages in the Principia Etnica where we find

that Moore clearly indicetes that the naturalistic fallacy
is a logical fallacy that arises when we attempt to deduce
ethical conclusion from the non-ethical premises, To quote
Moore:

To hold that from eny proposition asser-

tins 'Feality 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.?

Sometimes, the naturalistic fallacy is treated as a
definist fallacy, It}ariées due to the attempt to deline
the indefinable, 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 %o violation of the rules of defini-
tion and the rules of definition are the rules of logic
but different from the rules of inference and any viola-
tion of the rules 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 courit
mistake by identifying the naturalistic fallacy with the
notion of invalid argument, And at the samnetime they also
forget that the definist fallacy is a kind of logical fal-

lacy although it is a different kind of fallacy than the



inferential fallacies, Therefore, anyone who argues that
the naturalistic fellacy is not a logical fallacy as it

msy be comitted even vhen the argument is valid.

The term naturslistic fallacy was coined by G.E,.
Moore as a weapon ageinst naturalistic and metaphysical
theorists in ethics, He accused them of committing a na-
turalistic fallacy, They identify according to him, ethi-
cal properties with non-cthicel ones, But when we refletci
on the nature of naturalistic fellacy we find that Moore
himself did not prove its fallacious characteristics, He,
without first showing that the naturalistic fallacy is a

|

fallacy, used it as an instrument against the naturalistic
and metaphysical interpretations of ethics which he should
not have done, He should have first proved thest the natu-
ralistic fallacy is a fallacy before using it as an instru-
raent arainst the naturalistic anc metaphysicsl systeus of

ethics,

The scope of the present study is limited to the ba-
sic questions, What is the nature of naturalistic fallacy?
What is its status? Is it a fallacy? If it is a fallacy
what kind of fallacy is it? Is it a logical fallacy? These
are some of the questions which we have attempted to an-

sver in the present study,



O

We have avoided entering into historical controver-
sies for our own convenience, Our method of analysis is
purely conceptual, We have tried to analyse the nature of
naturalistic fallacy in order to locate its status within
Moore's framework of ethics, I wish to argue that the na-
turalistic fallacy is a kind of logical fallacy, This fal-
lacy is committed, on Mooret!s view in different ways, We
ovserve that it may arise either due to the attempt to
define the indefinable or due to identification of two
different objects with one another whether they ﬁélong to
the same category or not, or due to violstion of the in-
ferential rules of logic, In both cases, fallacy remains
as a logical fallagy, Ve commit mistakes when we attempt
to understand naturalistic fallacy by emphasizing one of
its aspects in lieu of the others, I also wish to argue
that all the formulations of naturalistic fallacy are
well connected in Mooret!s system of ethics in spite of

his being inconsistent in regard to its application,
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NATURALIS

G.E, Moore appropristed the term 'Naturalism' to cha-
racterise a particuler theory in meta-ethics which attempts
to interpet or define ethical properties like 'goodness! or
'rightness' in terms of some natural properties as that of
'pleasure! or 'conducive to harmonious happiness! or ‘'ob-

ject of any interestt'! or 'more evolved!, He writes:

"Bthical theories which declere that no
intrinsic value is tc be found excert

in the possession of some one naturel
property, other than pleasure; and which
declsre tris because it is supposed that
to be 'good' means to possess the pro-
perty in guestion, Such theories I call
'NMaturalistic', I have thus appropristed
the pname 'Naturealism' to a particuvlar
method cof approaching Etrics - a2 metlod
which, strictly understood, is incon-
sistent with the possibility of any
Bthics whatscever, This method consists
in suvbstituting for 'good' some one pro-
perty of a natural object or of a col-
lecticn of natural cbjects; and in thus
replacing Ethics by some one of the
naturel scilences",?

loral philosopbers who undertake to interpret the
etkical properties in terms of natural properties are on
Moore's view Mill, Bentkanm, Perry, Spenéer and John Dewvey,
Moore charscterises all these philosophers as naturalists
because on his view they have attempted to define ethical
notions like the notion of ‘'good! in terms of natural ones,
i.e., eing conducive to harmonious happiness! or 'more

evolved! or 'object of eny interest' etc, Although, all



the nativralists share this cowson view that moral terms are
definable in terms of non-roral ones; and moral judgements
can be trenslezted without loss of meaning into non-morel
ones, yet they differ amcng themselves witl regerd to the
nature of natural property., For instence, Mill and Benthran
boll define ethical concert 'good'! in terms of 'conducive
to general happiness!, Vwhereas, Spencer anc¢ Perry differ
from the~, Spencer defires t'good' in terms of 'more evolvea!
And Perry, instead of defining ‘'goocd' in terms of 'being
more evolved! identifies it yiéﬁ_the ‘object of any inte-
rest!, Thus, these philosophers by defining ethicel notion
in terms of natural ones, have, on Moore's view, inter-

preted ethicel language in terms of a naturel one,

When we reflect, we find thet both Kill ancé Eenthen

=

0ld tre viev that an action is richt in proportion es it
tends tc¢ promote happiness and wrong as it tendes to prorote
reverse of happiness, They differ from one another in this
respect thkat for Bentrnam all signiiicant differences in
pleasures are guantitective whereas for 111l all significant
differences in pleasures ere not only quantitetive but slso
subject tc significant gualitetive differentiations, He
mainteins throughout his theory that mental pleasure is
qualitetively different from the physical pleasure, Mentel
pleasure lasts lcnger than physical ones, But botg,the phi-
losophers, on loore's view, give naturelistic inté%pretation

*
b
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of ethical language, Bentham interprets rightness of an
action in terms of 'being conducive to the greatest happi-
ness of the maximum number of member of the society', For
him té say that 'X is right!' is to say that 'it is conducive
to harmonious happiness', And to say this is to hold that
trightt is definable in terms of 'being conducive to happi-
ness', Since 'conducive to haraionious happiness' is a na-
turel property and it is related to the nature of humen
beings, so it is verifiable through observation, One can
observe whetter the so-cailed 'rirht action' really pro-
duces greatest happiness for greatest number of mankind

or not, Bmpirical verification is possible because Bentham
icentifies etlical notion trightt with ‘conducive to har-
monious hapriness', which is a kind of natural property
like other natursl properties, Thus, we find that Bentham
has ettempted to define or reduce ethical term to an em-
piricel on%f Like 3Bentham, Mill also defines efhical no-
tion 'good! in terms of 'pleasure', which is also 2 kind
of natural notion, According to him, 'pleasure' is tke

crnly tring vwhich we outht to ainr at, It is good a2s an end
and for its own sake, By 'pleasure' he means 'freedom from
pain' pleasure 1s the only thing which is desirable as an
end, Other things are desireble only as means to attain it,
On his view, to think of en object as desireble and to think

. - - . 2 .
it as pleasant are one anc the same thing. Mill, by

I=hy

o
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defining ethical notion 'good' in terms of 'pleasure! re-
duces ethical language to a factval one, For him, to say
that 'rleasure is good' is to meke a factual assertion as
it is relezted to fact., Since factral stectements are eitrer
true or false, so the ststement 'pleasure alone is good!',
can also be truve of felse, All factual stztements by their
nature are subject to truth and falsity., Establishment of
truth valuves is possible only through experience,/By ob-
serving natural facts to which moral julrements refer can
ascertain their truth velues, Thus, for }Mill, tke function
of moral term 'good! is to refer to the word nstural pro-
perty i.e, 'being conducive to pleasuret', Since the state-
ment 'pleasure alone is good! is a fectual ststement, it
fallé within the jurisdication of verifieshility, If there
is a fasct corresponding to it then the stetement is true,
And if there is no svch fact as 'producing pleasure'!', then
the statement 1s false. Thus on Nill's interpretstion, mo-
ral judgements can be either true or false, as they are
embedded in fact and involve objective cleims referring to

natural qualities or relations,

Mill in his ook Utiliterianism argues;

"Cuestions of ultimate ends are not
amenable to direct proof, Whatever
can be proved tc be good must be
so by being shown to be a means to
something admitied to be food with-
ovt proof".2
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Yrom the above passage it follows that according to
Mill there is no proof for the ultimate end, Pleasure or
happiness is the ultimate end or good in itself, Being
first principle or ultimete end it is incapable of any di-

rect proof, He says:

"The only proof capsble of being given
that an object is visible dis that peo-
ple ectually see it, The only proof that
a sourd is audible 1is that peoyple actual-
ly heer it; and so of the other sources
of our experience, In like manner, I ap-
prehend, the sole evidence it is possible
tc produce that anything is desirable

is that people do ectually desire it, If
the end which the utilitarian doctrine
proyoses to itself were not, in theory

and in prectice, acknovledged to be an
end, nothing could ever convince any per-
son that it was so, No reason can be
given why the genersl happiness is de-
sirable, except that each person, so

far as he believes it to be attain-

able, desires his own happiness'".b

Although Mill maintains that trere is no proof for
the ultimete end, yet as we find from the above gquoted pes-
sege he attempts to provide a proof for the ultimete end
by drawing the analogy between 'visible' and 'audible' and
tdesireble!, The word ‘'‘visible' means table to be seen'
and the word tdesirable' means 'ought to be desired!, But
if we stress on this given analogy then for Mill, 'desire-

ble! does not mean tought to be desired! rather it means

tzble to be desired' or tis actually desired', Though Mill

argues thet it is inpossinle to prove the truth Of:;55&“ﬁ4Q§

5 %@LL U[I/P <
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ultimate end yet from his very concept 'is actually desired!’,
it follows that he himself is-giving a proof for the ulti-
mate end, By offerinz the anclogy of 'visible' and 'desira-
ble', Mill attempts to establish the truth of the ultimete
end, If ve go by Mill's anelcgy of 'visible! and ‘'desirable!,
it follows that he does not cleim thst it 1s impossitle to
prove what 1s good as an end, Rether, he argues that if peo-
ple alreedy dc not regerd something as end thzat which can
be desired, then it will be impossible for them to realise
that these things are really ends. Mill establishes the
truth of the ulitimate end through empiricsl method, He
writes:

"No reason can be given why the generel

heppiness is desirable, except that each

person, so far as he belleves it to be

atteinavle, decires his own happiness,

This, however, being a fact, we have not

only all the procf which the cese admits

of, but a1l which it is possible to re-

guire, that hapiiness is a good; that

each persont's hsppiness is a good to trat

person and the genersl happiness, there-

fore, a pood to the aggregate of all

persons".5

This pessate clearly shows thst for Mill, genersal
happiness is nothing but composition of individual happi-

ness, One cen come to the general happiness on the basis

of the instsncesof ez2ch individualts hapohiness, If it is

m

fact that A's happiness is good to A, B's hezppiness 1s

M

0ood to 3, C's hepriness is good to C, tken from this, one
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can come to the conclusion that general happiness is de-
siretle and this 1s based on the scientific method of ob-
servation and experiment, Therefore, for Mill, the state-

ment 'happiness is desirelle', can be verified empirically.

Unlike Bentham end 11ill, R.E. Ferry identifies the
property of tgoodness! with the property of 'being object
of interest', He vwrites:

"Any object, whelever it be, acquires

vaziue whken any interest, whztever it

be, is taken in it",é

According to Perry, 'roocdness! is not a non-rela-
tional value, It is a relstionsl velue, Anything acquires
value only wken it btecomes the object of interest for some-
one, Nothing has value of its own, A thing becomes valua-
ble wken it is oguelified by an act of interest, Thus, ac-
cording to Perry, to =ay that 'X is valuable! 15 to sey
that interest is taken in 'Y', The term tinteresti'! has
been used by Perry in a very wide sense, Value is a spe-
cific relstion into which trings may enter as interested
objects, It covers ell pervssive cheracteristics of the
motor affective 1life, It includes act, attitude or dis-
position of favour or disfevour, He writes:

"Tt is to thils all - pervasive charzc-

teristic of the rotor - affective 1life,

tris stete, act, attitude or disposi-

tion of favor or dislavor, to which we
propose to give the name of 'interestt, "7/
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Perry makes a distinction between positive and nega-
tive value, By 'positive value! he means an object of a
favorable interest, And by ‘'negative value' he means ob-
ject of negstive interest, Thus, Perry defines the ethical
word fgood! in terms of 'Teing an object of interest!',
Perry, in defininc value ag an 'object of interest! has

treeted it as a relation wiich exists between that which

@

has value, i,2., 317 object and so.z2one who takas inte-sst

wn

in it, ve can 1llustrate it throu il exXumples, A desert
becones veliueless unless and until someone finds it lone-
ly anc terrifying, The product of menufezctares becomes
valueless uniess it is used by someone, It follows tnat
objects becore valuable only vhen interest is taken in

it by some subject, Per:y meintains that a relational view
of value does not involvs the denial of intrinsic value,

He says;

"The guestion turms upon the fect tast any
predicate may be judged s minetically or
analytically, Suppose that 'zood' were

to be regarded as & simple guality like
yellow, It would then be possicle to judre
either synthetically, that the primrose
wes fzir and yellow; or, analytically,
that tke fzir, yellow primrose was failr

or yellow. Oniy the fair, yeilow priwnrose
wculd be feir and yellow evan if nothing
were to exist besices. But the logic of
the situation is not in the least altered
-if a relational predicate is substituted
for a simple quality; indeed it 1s quite
possible to regard a ouality as a monadic
(sincle tarm) relztion. Tangential, for
exemple, 1s a rel=ztional predicats; since

Py
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a line is a tangent only by virtue of
the peculiar relation of single-point
contact with another line or surface,

Let RY represents this peculiar rela-
tion, and A, B, two lines, One can
then judge either synthetically, that

(4) Rt (B); or, analytically, that

(4) Rt (B) is Rt. Similarly, let S re-
present an interested subject, O an

object, and R the peculiar relation
of interest, taken and received. We
can then judge either synthetically,

that (0) R (S); or analytically that
(0) R* (8) is R'. In other words,

one can say either that 0 is desired

by S, or that 0 - desired-by-S is a

case of the general character 'de-

sired'",8

Therefore, for Perry an object does not have value
in itself, It does heve value only by virtue of its rele-
tion to the subject., No object has value by itself, Values
are never owned{y Objects acquire values from their rela-
tion of interests to other subjects. Since the property
of 'being of object of any interest! is a natural proper-
ty, therefore according to Perry, all judgements which
involve reference to such natural property can be charac-
terised eitner true or false on the empirical grounds., We

can judge whether the so-called good object is really an

object of someone's interest or not.

John Dewey attempts to apply the method of science

to the problem of morality. Fe is a pragmatist, His ethical
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theory is built upon the principle of pragmatism. Accor-
ding to him, moral judgements are statements of fact, Mo-
ral judgements can be justified by the scientific method

like ordinary judgements of fact,

For him, to say that any object has value is another
way of saying that someone acts in a certain way towards
that object. Only through examining the conseguences of
likings and dislikings it can te decided whether or not it
is to be sought. We can illustrate it by the help of the
following example - Suppose, someone says, 'The concert is
good', In that case, his statement is a statement of fact,
But hovw do we judge that the concert is good? Dewey argues
that it can be judged by an observer on the basis of that
persont's behaviour or action towards thet concert., We say
that a concert is good only when we find that there are
people who are movec¢ by it. Dewey says:

"such judgements are always propositions

about matters-of-fact; they are valuation

- propositions only in tne sense in which

propositions about potatoes are potato

propositions".9

From the above guotec passage it follows that Dewey
treats ethical statements on par with empirical statements,
For him, to say that 'X is good!' is to say that 'X satis-
fies or fulfills certain conditions in a certain way',

Spencer defines 'good! in terms of 'more evolved! Tor 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 t‘good', For him, ‘better!
means nothing but 'more evolvecd'; or even that 'what is

more evolved!, is therefore 'better'.10

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 thes 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 1is translatable without loss of meaning into
non-cthical oned The metaphysical moralists translate ethi-
cal language into metaphysical language, According to themn,
ethical terms are metaphysical properties, All etrical
judgements in which such terms occur are nothing out dis-
guised theological assertions of fact of some kindé, For
them, to say that '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 wrich 1s 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 becoznes 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-believars (the atheists) cannot judge what is good

or bad. In fact atheism and morality can go togetlrer,

The non-believers surely can heve their own views
atout 'rightt and 'wrong!', But their concepts of 'right?
and 'wrong! would be different on which 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 tlkat for both naturalists and metaphysical mo-
ralists, ethical language is translatable into non-ethical
one, Thg naturalist defines the ethical notion like the
notion of t'good!' in terms of 'pleasure!, 'object of any
interest!, 'conducive to harmoniosus happiness', And in
doing so, tkey 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, Nonetheless, both the na-
turalists and metaphysical moralists by defining ethical
concepts like 'good!' and 'right' in terms of some natural
or metaphysical properties meintain the entailment rela-
tionship between 'good!' and 'good - making! characteris-
tics like triangle and triangle-making characteristics,
Tor the naturalists, there are cnaracteristics or group of
characteristics which together entail, tnat a thing is
good. As in order to know the meaning of the term 'triangle?
one has to know its defining characteristics, i.e., it is
bounded by three streieht lines, 'it has got three angles
wrich are egual to two right ancles i.e. 180°', So in or-
der to know what is good one has to know 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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EXPOSITION OF FTALLACY

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 lenguage. For
them moral terwms are naturel property-denoting terms., Ethi-
cal judgements in which such terms occur ascribe or deny
certain natural properties to things, persons or actions.
Although the metephysical moralists do not translete ethical
language into natural language as the naturalists do yet
they agree with them on this point tkat ethical language
can be transleted without loss of meaning into non-ethical
ones, The metaphysical moralists translste 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 angd metephysical theories of ethics hold the view
that ethical concepts and judgements do not constitute an
autonomous clzss, 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 fallecy. In fact, Moore is the first philosopher in
the history of ethics who first coined the term 'naturalis-
tic fallacy', Before him, no one hes used this term nor it
was defined by snyone in the way Moore has defined. Though
it is true tkat Moore is the first philosopher who coined
the name 'neturelistic fallecy' in the history of moral
philosophy, yet it is not true thet he 1s the first philoso-
pher who pointed out this type of fallacy. The researchers
have pointed out that even before Moore, rhilosophers like
Cudvorth and others have talkec about tke similsr type of
fallscy without giving it any particular name, Although
it is irrelevent in the present context to discuss whether
any philosopher did talk about the similer kind of faljacy
before Moore yet one importesnt point is clear and we have
to acmit tkhet Moore's objections ageinst the nasturalistic
and the metephysical theories are sound. The critical side
of kis work in ethics has made the most lasting effect.
Only after Moore it became ciear trat the traditionel phi-
losophers committec a mistake by identifying ethical no-

tions and judgements with non-ethical ones.1

Moore, found upon his analysis that both the natu-
ralistic and the metephysical theories commit az mistake

which he calls as the neturalistic fellacy. 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 fallacy. He formulates the naturalistic fallacy
in different ways, It is not wholly clesr which formula-
tion he takes as the exact one., Sometimes he defines the
naturalis&ic fallacy as the fallacy of defining indefina-

ble notion of tgood!,

"Tt may be true that 2ll things which
are good are also something else, just
as it 1s true that all things which are
yellow produce a certain kind of vibre-
tion in the light., And it is a factl
thet Zthics a2ims at discovering what sare
those other properties belonging to all
things which are good. But far too ma-
ny philosophers have thought that when
trey named those other properties they
were actually defining good; that these
properties, in fact, were simply not
tother!', but absolutely and entirely
the seme with goodness, This view I
propose to call the tnaturalistic
fallacy'.2

It is worth noting here that the naturalistic fallecy is
not only cormmitted when someone seeks to define the inde-
finable notion of tgoodt!., It is a fallacy which can be
comnitted by anyone who attempts to define the indefinable
notions of whatsoever kind. (It is unimportant whether the
defined notion is natural or non-naturazl),

"If anybody tried to define pleasure for

us as being any other natural object; if

anybody were to say, for instance, that
plessure means the sensation of red, and
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were to proceec to deduce from that
that pleasure is a colour, we should
be entitled to laugh at h{m and to
distrust his future statements about
pleasure, Well, that would be the
same fallacy which I have called the
neturalistic fallacy".3

But there are certain passages where we find that Moore
seeks to characterise the naturalistic fallacy slightly
in a different wey than the mentioned onzs, Consider for
example, the following passage:

"I have bepgun the criticism of certein

ethical views, which seem to owe their

influence mainly to the naturelistic

fallacy - the fallacy which consists in

identifying the simple notion which wve

mean by tgood! with some other notion".kL
From the above guoted passage it is quite evident that the
naturalistic fallacy is, on Moore's view, & 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 trat 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 natural property.

"When a man confuses two natural objects

with one another, defining the one by the

otker, 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 !'goodt,

which is not in the same sense a natu-

ral object, with any naturml object what-

ever, then there is a reason for cslling

that a naturalistic fallacy".5

Sometimes Moore characterises the naturalistic fal-
lacy not as the fallacy of defining the indefinable notions
or the identification of two different notions or objects
with one anotler but in the sense of a invalid arcument,
For him, to infer ethical propositions from the non-ethi-
cal ones is to commit the naturslistic fallacy.

"To hold that from any proposition asser-

ting 'Reality 1s of this nature! we can

infer, or obtain confirmation for, any

proposition asserting 'This is goosd in

itself! is to coamit the naturalistic

fallacy".6

From this pesszge, 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, frowm
the foregoing discussions it follows that Moore has of-
fered different formulations of the naturalistic fallacy.
It is not wholly clsar which formulation has to be treated
as the standard one, Sometimes he defines the 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

anotier, Sometimes 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 ris application of the notion of the naturalistic fallacy,
Sometimes he says that the naturalistic fallacy is commit-
ted when someone identifies one natural object (i.e. plea-
sure) with another natural olLject (i.e, sensation of red
colour), Sometimes he says thet the nataralistic fallacy
is conmmitted only when someone identifies non-natural ob-
ject (i.e., good) with natural object (i.e. plsasure). It
is not wholly clear why lMoore names one fallacy as ths na-
turelistic fallacy, but not the otler w en in both cases
one comaits the same type of mistake., It appears from his
writings trat Moore himself 1s confounding in selecting
the term,

"I do not care about the name; What

1 do care about is the fallacy. It

does not matter what we call it".7
Tuarther,

"Even if it were a natursl object, that

would not alter the nature of the fallacy

nor diminish its importance one whit, All

that I have said about it would remain

quite equally true; Only the name which

I have called it would not be so appro-

priate as I think it is",8

What follows from the foregoing discussions is this:

Mooret!s notion of the naturalistic fallacy consists eitrer

in defining the indefinable notion or identifying one no-


file:///vholly

31
K

tion with another notion or deriving ethicazl judgements

from non-ethical ones.,

Here we have to pay attention to lioorets use of the
term 'definition', There are three different kinds of defi-
nition which lioore considers in his anelysis of good. (1)
DPefinition by example or illustration: In this sense, we
define a term by giving the examples or illustrations of
those things to which the term is applied. Moore finds this
technigue of definition unsatisfectory for the purpose of
defining 'good', because it deals with the things thgt are
tgood! not with the meaning of the adjective 'good'.‘(E)
Definition by synonyms: In this sense, we aefine word in
terms of another word or we replace a word by another which
are thought to be synonyns., 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 technigue
of definition unsatisfactory for the purpose of defining
tgood', 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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gqualities and properties referred to by the word t'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 t'yellow!, He says
that 'good' cannot be defined because it is a simple notion,
We cannot de‘ine 'yellow', because 'yellow! is a simple
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
bty showing yellow things we con make him understand that
what yellow is or what yellow things are., But the colour
tyellow! itself remains indefinable., It cannot be defined
by any manner of means, because it 1s 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 guote 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 naturclistic definition of
'goodt!, He says:

"1Good'y means 'desirable', and you

can only find out what is 'desira-

blet' by seeking to find out what

is actually desired,"11

From tris 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
tdeserves to be desired', Hence from the very meaning of
tdesirable!, it follows that 'desirable' does not mean t'is
actually desired!, or t'able to be desired'. Moore argues
that Mill feils to see this difference and establishes the
identity of the word 'desirable' with 'desired', which is
fellacious. He has confused the proper meaning of the word
‘desirable! whrich means tfought to be desired', with one of
its anslogous 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 tdesired!', which is absurd. There-
fore, Mill by identifying ‘good! with 'desired' has com-

mitted a naturalistic faflacy 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., 'coﬁ\
by Godt.

"Here Moore should have added that,when

one confuses 'good', which is not a me-

taphysical object or quality, with any

metaphysical object or quali%y, as

metaphysical moralists do, according to

him, then the fallacy should be called

the metaphysical fallacy. Instead he

calls it a naturalistic fallacy in this

case too'",.,12
Hovever, since Moore has charged the metaphysical moralists
that thevy have committed¢ tne naturalistic fallacy by defining
ethical notion in terms of metaphysical one, it follows that
his notion of naturelistic fallacy is restricted only to the
naturalistic interpretation of etrics. According to Lim,
this fallacy may be committed even by those who are not na-
turalist but seek to define ethicsl notions, i,e,, tgood!
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
tyellow! and 'good', He argues that it is impossible to de-
fine a colour but it is possitle to state certain physical

concomitants of it, Colour can be perceived by our sensory



organs, When we perceive a colour certain 1ight-viﬁ
strike our eyes, and we happen to perceive colour. But ac-
cording to Moore, this 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 bty scientific
measurement, Therefore, Moore says thaet we cannot know what
good 1s simply by  »

"Discovering what are those other propei=-

ties belonring to 211 things which are

good",.13

But the naturalists by defining 'good! which is in-
definable in terms of pleasure have committec a mistake,
They have committer a naturslistic fellescy vecause, "when
thev named those others properties they were actually de-

fining good".‘I

Moore, further points out tast t'good! is indefinable
by making a distinction between analytic and synthetic pro-
positions, Analytic proposition is one in which, we get
the meaning of the predicate by enslysis of the meaning of
its subject. But a synthetic proposition is just the oppo-
site of the anslytic proposition, So far as the nature of
ethical proposition is concerned Moore holds the view
that they are not anslytic but synthetic in nature,

"Propositions about the good are all of
trem synthetic zné never anslytic'.15
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The introduction of ‘the good! brings out another
distinction between ttlie goodt' and ‘good'., Moore argues
that tthe good! stands for things which are good and t'good:
is an adjective, He argues tnat tthe good!' is not on par
with the adjective t'good'. The naturalists define tgood!
in terms of 'pleasure!', By offering this d=finition, they
are identifying the adjective 'food' with ‘the good', We
cen enumnerate the things which produce plecsure and soy
thet pleasure is good., Zut Yoore's crucial point is5 that
by enumerating things, tnest which produce pleasure, we can.
only define tthe goodt!', but not the adjective t'good!', tMoore
argues:

"1Good!', then, if we mean by it thet

gquality wlichk we assert to belong

to a thing, whken we say thet the

thing is good, 1s incapable or any

definition, in the most important

sense of that word, The most impor-

tent sense of tdefinition!' is thet

in which & definition stet=s what

are the parts wiich inveristly com-

pose a certain whole; and in this sense

teood! has no definition because

it is simple &and has no parts". 16

From the above passage, it is clear that 'good! can-
not be defined. Therefore, tgood' 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. He rmust

regerd it eitrer as a complex notion or as having no meaning
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whatsoever, But Noore finds that neither of these 2lterna-
tives fits the fecti., Regardless of whetever definition wve
offer as the meaning of an ethicel notion, on Mooret's view,
we sre elways open to the following objections: 3omeone can
always ask with significance something defined as good is
really so. For instence, if someone delines 'good! as plea-
sure it is still meaningful to sk whetber pleasure is good,
Since tris is significant, the:efore it cannot te tke same
as easking whetber pleasure i3 good, Cne cannct doubt whe-
ther pleasure is pleasure, Any definition if it is correct
is bound to be analytic and anslytic statement lesves no
room for doubt, But since one can doubt whetler pleasure

is good in itself proves, on Moore!s view, that tgood' and
tpleasure! are two different notions, The seme considera-
tions Moore argues also prove that 'good! is not meaning-
less, When I say pleasure is good I am not merely stating
trhe fact trat pleasure is pleasure or good is good. The
proposition pleasure is good is meaningful., In this way,
Moore rules out both the possitilities and comes to the
conclusion that good is indefinable. Those wro engage (for
exemple, the naturalists and the metapliysical moralists)

in definitional polemics, Moore charges, are dealing in

irrelevancies,
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A CGITICAL EVALUATION

We discussed in the third chapter Moore's formula-
tion of naturalistic fallacy. But, when we reflect on his
notion of the naturslisiic fallscy we find that without
discussing its fallacious characteristic he has used it as
a weapon to attack the neturalistic and metaphysical views
of morzlity, In the present chapter, I wish to raise the
following issues; Is the naturslistic fallecy a fellecy? If
it is a fallacy, wrat 1s its status? Is it a logical fallacy?
or quasi-logical one or none of them? Do naturalistic and
metaphysicsl ethical theories suffer from nsturalistic fal-

lacy?

But in order to digz out the status of the 'naturalis-
tic fallscy! first we have to show whet is a fsllacy, and
then alone we can decide whether the naturalistic fallacy
is & logicel fellacy or not. The word 'fallacy' comes from
the Letin word tfallzcia', The literel meaning of the word
ffallacy!' is 'error!', tconfusion!' and 'deception', Faliacy
literally perteins to the use of languages, words, concepts
and arguments. Therz are certain rules and principles in
logic, The violation of these rules ané principles lead to
a fallacy. There are different ways of committing & fallacy,
Sometimes 2 fzllecy may arise when the conclusion does not
logically follow from the premises, Sometimes, when the

premises are not formally correct, a fallacy mey arise,
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Besides, there are different types of fallacies, viz,, fore-
mal or purely l-gical fallacies, semi-logical or verbal fal=-
lacies and meterial or extra-logicel fallacies, A formal
fallacy is a fallacyv whaich arises out of the violestion of
the rules of Syllogism, A semi-lcgical fallecy is a fallacy
which arises due to wrong use of vords, In other wcrds, it
is concerned not witl the structure or form but with the
content, Extra-logicel or meteriel fallacies arise due to
use of wrong data. In other words, it arises due to the mis-
conception a>out the relation between the content of the

premises anc trat of the conclusion,

vie Feve alreacy point=d out in the thirc chepter

thet tre tern 'Naturalistic fallacy! was first coined by
Mooie. He coined this term to etteck naturslistic and meta-
physical theories. Many philosophers call this fallacy by
different names, for instance, Taylor calls this fallacy

as 'Vulgar mistake', Wheelwright descrites it as the tFac-
tualist falleacy!'! and Wood identified it witl the 'Valuational
fallacyt!. These are some of the different names of the 'Na=-

turalistic fallacy', given by different philosophers.

In order to know whether naturalistic fallacy is a
fallacy or not we have to pay attention to Moorets three

differsnt steatements.
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(a). Ethical propositions are not deducible from non-ethi-
cal ones.

(b). Ethical terms are not definable in terms of non-ethi-
czl ones,

(¢). RBthical characteristics are different in kind from

non-ethical ones,

All these three ststements are relatec to eacl other,
The truvtk of (2) and (b) depends on the statement (c), i.e.,
"Ethical characteristics are different in kind from non-
ethicsl ones", Moore maintsins thrcughout his writings thast
ethical qualities are different types of qualities, They
are comrletely different from non-ethical ones, i,e,, 'na-
turel! and wmetaphysical qualities., That is why he argues
that if anybody identifies etnical qualities with non-ethical
ones, he commits a mistake, The naturalists, he argues, heve
committed tris fallacy by identifving these two different
properties, The naturalists have defined tie morsl notion
'good! in terms of natursal one i.e., 'Pleasure!', which is
defective., Tor Moore, the moral term 'good' denotes a dif-
ferent kind of property., Pleasure stands far a natural pro-
perty. It denotes a natural property. These two terms do
not come under tle same category. That is why on his view
if anybody infers 'X is good! from 'X is pleasant!', he com~
mits the ‘Naturalistic Fallacy' no valid inference can be

drewn frou non-etricel judgement to an ethical 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 violstion of the rules of logic. For example, the
identification of two different notions or properties leads
to violetion of the rules of identity. The rule of identity
asserts that every word weans whet it means or everything
is what it is. It does not mean what is meesnt by another
terir, That is why tiie violation o thisz rale leads to 2
logical fallacy. Since the naturalists heave violeted tlis

rule of logic trey committed a losical fallacy.

Moore levels the same charge against t..e metephysical
theorists too. He arcues that the metajrysicel theories
suffer from the naturalistic fallacy since trey identify
etl ical pzoperties with metapbysical ones. Though Moore
has accepted trat naturalistic fallezcy is a logicel fallacy,
yet we find that there is dispute regarding the nature of
the naturalistic fallacy., Some philosophers hold the view
trat t‘naturelistic fallacy!' is not at all a fallacy if we
depend on induction and intuition, Some philosophers are
of tre opinion that even if we accept fnaturelistic fellacy!
as a fallacy, yet it cannot be treatec as a logical fallacy
since it may ve involved even when the argument is valid.
Let us consider first the view tlhet claims that naturalis-
tic fallecy is not a falliacy at all if we derend on induc-

tion, It is arguec¢ trat if we depend on tre method of induc-
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tion then we find that induction provides some base for de-
fining good in terms of natural properties and the so called
naturalistic fellacy remains no more a fallacy at all, Tor
example, if plessure is really desired by all men, anc it
is good to trem, then it providecs some base to come to the
conclusion that 'pleasure is good', This sort of zrgurent
involves no fellacy at all what to speal of a naturslis-
tic one. Let us consider agzin tlose philosophers, wo are
0" the opinion that the naturalistic fallacy does not arise
at 211 if we depend on intuition. Those vho hold the view
trat neturalistic fallacy cdoes not arise 1f we cepend on
the intuition, they put forward tl.e argument trat through
intuition every one can know wretler pleasure is desired
by them or not and whether it is good to them or not, If

it is so, then we csn argue that pleasure is good. In fact,
Moore never bases et.,ical judgement on incduction., His view
is that we cen never arive at ethical judgements through
induction because induction deals with the things which are
good not witk 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 stctement
"whzt is desired by all men is good" as a definitional
statement it involves a fallacy., It is & naturelistic fal-
lacy. To say that 'what is desirec¢ by all men is good', is

to give a definition of t'cood!, Cood caanot “e definec¢ by
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any manner of means, An atiempt to define it, would be a
case of naturalistic fallacy. The naturalists have committed
tris mistake. Moore would argue that those who think that
nsturslistic fsllacy 1s not a fallacy at all, trey them-
selves commit a mistake by overlooking the definitional
statement, ‘what is desired by all men is good', Tor Moore,
it is a mistake to define a term with the help of another,
The rules of definition are the rules of logic., Anyv viola-
tion of tke rules will lead to & fallacy and it is a case

of logical fellacy.

To those who hold the view that naturalistic fazllacy
is not a logical fallacy on the ground that it may be in-
volved evan when the argument is valid. We can point out
that their argument 1is not sound, Consider, for example,
the following argument:

(1). What is desired by all men is good (by definition).
(2), Plessure is desired by all men,

(3). Pleasure is good,

According to them, the above mentioned argument is valid,
because it follows zl1l the rules of loric, but involves

a fallscy due to the first premise, twhat is desired by all
men is good!. The first premise is a case of definition.

As a result it is fallacious. It defines the ethical no-

tion in terms of non-ethical ones, But the argument is valid,

A
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Therefore, the naturalistic fallacy is not & logical fal-
lacy since it can arise even when the argument is formally

valid,

Moore can very well meintain that we cannotl justify
a conclusion on the basis of fallacious premise, lloreover,
the upholders of the view that nesturalistic fsllocy is not
a logicel fallascy, forget that loore no where has identi-
fied the naturalistic fallacy with the notion of invelid
argument, According to Moore a1l the ceses of naturalis-
tic fellacy are not the cases of invalid arguments and
vice varsa, This 1s quite clear from his various formula-
tions of the naturalistic fsllacy. Consider, for example,

two of his formulations,

(1) Naturalistic fallecy is a fallacy of identifying
ethical notion of goodness with natural one,
(2) The neturalistic fallacy is the fallscy of de-

fining good which is indefinable.

From these formnulations it follows that Moore does
not treat 'naturalistic fallacy! on par with the notion of
invalidity. The fallacy whichk 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., 'g200d' and



46

'pleasure! . Therefore, the confusion arising out of identi-
ties cannot be characterised as the fallacy in inferential
sense since it does not arise due.to violation of any rules
of inference. Yet it is a logical fallacy since it arises,
according to Moore, due to the violation of the rule of
identity, which is a rule of Logic. Prof. Prasad has right~
1y pointed out that the naturalistic fallacy is a logical
fallacy. We cannot doubt about its fallaciousness. Because
to doubt the fallaciousness of the naturalistic fallacy
means to doubt the rules of identity itself. And to doubt
the rules of identity means that we are not ready to accept
that every term means what it means and not any other term

or everything is what it is and not any other thing.1

Some philosophers treat the 'naturalistic fallacy' as
a 'definist fallacy'. By 'definist fallacy' they mean- that
it is the process of identifying or confusing two proper-
ties with one aﬁother. For them, the 'naturalistic fallacy'
is one of the species of definist fallacy. In other words,
naturalistic fallacy is a species of definist fallacy.
That is why it is argued that Perry's indentifi-
cation of ethical term *good' with pomethical term, i.e.,
‘tobject of any interest', is not necessarily the identifi-
cation of ethical terms with non-ethical ones. It is fur-
ther maintained that Perry is not at all identifying the

ethical terms with non-ethical ones. He is just identi-
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fying two properties. The properties may be ethical or non-
ethical. That is to say, both can be ethical or both can be
non-ethical. The only thing is that we should take note of
the fact if two properties are being identified. In that
case it 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 intuitionist. Anyone can commit
the definist fallacy without mixing up the ethical with
the nom=ethical. Therefore, when anyone identifies !'good-
ness' with 'rightness' and ‘pleasantness' with 'redness!

he is not committing:haturalistic fallacy, rather he is
caimmitting a definist fallacy. If anyone identifies 'good-
ness' which is an ethical word with 'pleasure' which refers
to natural properties, it will no longer be a *naturalis-
tic fallacy'. But the point is that the supporters of the
definist fallacy hold that it is not only a fallacy but

a definist fallacy. What they deny is that the naturalis-
tic fallacy is a logical fallacy. No doubt, the definists
are right when they say that the naturalistic fallacy is a
kind of definist fallacy. But they have gone wrongz in saying
that the definist fallacy is not a logical fallacy. In our
understanding, the definist fallacy is a kind of logical
fallacy. Because definist fallacies arise 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 naturalistic fallacy is not a logical fallacy but
a definist fallacy, commit a mistake by identifying the no-
tion of naturalistic fallacy with the notion of invalid ar-
gument. Besides, they also do not notice properly the fact
that the definist fallacy is a logical fallacy although it
is a different kind of fallacy than the inferential falla-
cies. Therefore, anyone who argues that the naturalistic
fallacy is not a logical fallacy as it may be involved even
when the argument is vaiid, we find ia our analysis that

he himself commits the mistake.

We have seen that the 'naturaiistic fallacy' has been
coined by Moore. He used it as a weapon against the natu-
ralistic and metaphysical theories of ethics. He argues
that the naturalists and the metaphysical theorists are
guilty of committing the naturalistic fallacy. They have
identified the ethical properties with non-ethical ones.
But when we reflect on the nature of naturalistic fallacy,
we find that Moore himself did not explicate and prove its
fallacious nature. Instead of proving the fallacious charac-
teristic of the naturalistic fallacy, he used it as an in-
strument to attack the naturalistic and metaphysical theo-
ries of ethics which he should not have done. But this does
not mean that the naturalistic and metaphysical theories
of ethics do not suffer from the naturalistic fallacy. We

do agree with Moore that both the naturalists and the mete-
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physical theorists are guilty of committing the naturalistic
fallacy, but on different grounds. Moral terms are not pro-
perty - designating terms as the naturalists and non-natu-
ralists thought. It is a mistake to treat moral terms as
property - denoting‘terms either natural or non-natural.
Moral terms have entirely a different kind of logic. They
are used to serve different functions in different contexts.
Sometimes, they are used to guide our actions directly or
indirectly. Sometimes, moral terms are used to express or
arouse emotions towards certain things and actions. Some-
times we used them to characterise things or persons. This
happens in the context of evaluation. Moral terms are not
only used to guide choices and actions, but also to eva-
luate conduct or character of person. Therefore, it would
not be proper to identify or confuse moral terms and con-
cepts with terms designating natural or metaphysical pro-
perties. If it is done, moral terms and concepts loose
their significance. The meaning and significance of moral
terms and concepts lie in their function or use. Since both
the naturalists and metaphysical theorists identify moral
terms and concepts with terms referring to natural ‘and me-
taphysical properties, they can be said to be guilty of

committing the 'naturalistic fallacy'.
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CONCLUS ION

From the foregoing discussions in Bpeceeding chapters,

7

we may conclude the following points:

Moore formulates the concept of naturalistic fallacy

in three different ways:

(i) Naturalistic fallacy is the fallacy of defining inde-

finable notions,i.e.>the notion of good.

It is worth noting that this kind of formulation does
not state that naturalistic fallacy is committed only when
someone attempts to define the indefinable nom-natural pro-
perties. It merely states that the naturalistic fallacy is
committed if one attempts to define indefinable notions of
any type. The indefinable notions may refer either to na-
tural or non—naﬁural properties. But in either case the
fallacy is committed. Therefore, it would be a mistake to
think that naturalistic fallacy is committed. It is rather
based on its simplicity. Further, Moore never identifies
the notion of indefinability with the notion of non-natu-
rality. Non-natural notions or objects may be definable or
indefinable. It wholly depends on the very nature of notion
ijtself. In fact, Moore himself defines one notion referring
to non-natural property (i.e.,right) in terms of another
notion of the same type (i.e.,good). What we wish to suggest

here is this: Moore's notion of naturalistic fallacy has
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nothing to do witl the notion of non-nzturality. Its eppli-
cability is not only restricted to the indefinability of the
notion of t'good!', A person may comunit this fallacy even by
defining indefineble notions standing for naturel proper-

ties (pleasure).

(ii) Nesturalistic fellecy is the fellacy of identifiying or
confusing two éiffer-nt notions or otjects with one ano-

ther,

This formulstion of Moore's neturelistic fellscy (as
mentioned evove) is quite different fromw bhis formuletion (1).
According to the second forrulation naturelistic fellacy
arises not due to the esttempt to cdefine the incdefineble no-
tion whietsoever but due to identification or confusion of
one notion or otject with another notion or object, In this
sense, it is quite possible for someone to commit naturalis-
tic fallacy by identifying two different notions or notions
of the seame type with one another. The second formulation
does not state thst naturalistic fzllacy is committed only
when anyone identifies non-natural property (i.e,, the pro-
perty of goodness) with naturel property (i.e.,the property
of pleasure), This is such kind of fellacy which can be

committed, on MNoore's view, in any context,



(iii) Naturelistic fallacy is a fallacy of inferring or ob-
taining a proposition of the type 'this is good in it-
self!' from a proposition of the type 'Reality is of
this nature'. In other words, the naturelistic fal-
lacy is 8 fallscy of deducing or inferring ethicsl

propositions from non-ethical, i.e., metephysical ones,

According to Moore, ethicel charzcteristics are dif-
ferent in kind from non-ethicel ones, i,e., naturel and me-
taphysical characteristics, Since Moore treets etlical cha-
recteristics or properties as different in kind from non-
ethical ones, value judgements in which et'ical predicete
occur fall into different cetegory altogetrer, Their sta-
tus (the value judrfements) is, on his view, autonomous., As
a result, no ethicesl judgsement cen valicdly be drawn from
non-ethical ones, Ethical judgements are neither reducible
to non-ethicsl ones nor justifistle by them, If someone
aoes so, he, on loore's view, commits a fallacy wkich he
cheractsrises as the naturaliestic fallacy. In this sense,
naturalistic fallacy arisss when an argument, chiefly in
moral philosophy violates tke rules of logic. It arises due
to violation of the rules of logic, Since the inferrentiel
rules are different from thes rules of definition ang iden-
tity, the third formulestion of naturalistic fellacy is dif-
ferent from the first snd the second formulations of it, To

infer is not to define nor to eguate one term with another,
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They are two different types of activities altogetler, The
first formulation of neturalistic fallacy 1s basec on the
dictun that the indefinable can't be defined., If a notion
is unigue and indefinable, definitely it would be a2 mis-
take if attempts are made to define it, In any logical sys-
tem, certsin notions are bound to be indefinsble, in order
to avoid the fallacy of circularity and infinite regress.
Moore's second forwuletion of neturelistic fellacy is based
on the princirle of identity., If two notions are different
in kind, surely their equation would be fallacious, The
third formulation of nzturalistic fallacy is basad on *he
rule of value-infersnce, If ethicel judgements are sutono-
mous judganents; they sre different in kind from the non-
ethical ones, It would be fallacious if someone atteunpts

to derive ethical judgements from non-sthiczl onss, 3ince
all the formulations are grounded on differsnt rules; tnhey

are different from one another,

BEven if loore off2rs various formulations of natu-
ralistic fellacy yet it does not mean thet they are unrela-
ted to Moore's broad framework of ethics., In Mooret!s frame-
work of ethizs they egre well connected, If certain notions
are unique and indefinable surely if implies that any pro-
position in which such notions occur are not deducidle from
another proposition nor identifisble with them. In lloore's
syvstem of ethics, 21l formuleations of neturalistic fellacy

hold good with regard to his notion of good. he formulzted
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naturslistic fallacy in different ways because he wanted to
reject the naturalistic and the metephysical interpretation
of moral lenguage, and maintain its sutonomous character,
For him, the notion good is an indefinable notion (of course
in 2 specific sense)o'lts indefinability does not lie in its
non-natural characteristic, It is grounded on its simple

n=2ture,

A cdefinition is gener-J]lly viewsd as 2 logica2l device
witich enables us to conceptually distinguish objects from
one another, Besides, cdefinition is 2lso looked upon as a
logical device to meke the mesgning of & tern more precise
perticulsrly when z term is newly introduced. Logicians of-
ten speak of definitions of concepts instead of definitions
of objects or things:\cenerally, definitions are classified
into nominel end real, The nominal definitions depend on
the meanings and sznses of the terms, The real definitions
depend on tre essential nature of object. Some philosophers
like Kant hold the visw thst definition reveals the content
or meaning of the concept, According to these philosophers,
when we define & concept we zlways define the mesning of
the corresponding term. Some philosophers like Plato and
Aristotle are of the opinion thet when we define a concept
we define the orject referred to by tre concept in guestion,
Plato treats all definitions as real, In his Thezztetus he

states that logos is used to denotes a festurse thst mey serve
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to distinguish the thing in questions from others.1 Aristotle
views definitions as real, In his Topica andé Analytica, he
stetes that definition concerns with es.entisl nature.2 Ac-
cording to him, definitions cannot consist of a single word.
An individual cannot be defined, Only that general feature
wl'ich exists in the individual objects is definsblie., But
we find that sometimes Aristotle trests definitions as com-
ponants of matlematicel theories and hence argues t st defi-
nitions deal with the meaning of words, i.c.,, he regerds it
as nominal, But when we turn to iloore, we find thet he does
not hold nominal view of definition when he deals with the
notion of ‘'good', Le treats definitions as resl, For him,
regl definitions are the only genuine definitions, But his
view of definition is slightly different “rom the views of
Plato and Aristotle, Le treats definitions as cases of ana-
lysis, For rim, to define a notion means to analyse the ob-
ject denoted by the term or concept. ke writes:

"Definitions of the kina that I was asking

for, definitions which describe the real

nature of the obiect or notion denotzd by

a word, and w-ich G2 not merely tell us
what the word is used to mean...."3

"The most important sense of 'definition!
is that in which a definition states what
re the parts which invariably compose

a certain whole; and in this sense tgood!
has no definition bzcause it is simple
and has no parts., It is one of trose in-
nurerabvle objects of tnought whiclh are
tiiemselves incearpeble of definition, be-
cause tliey ere the ultimcte terms by re-
ference to which whatever is capable of
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definition must be defined. That there

must be an indefinite nuwmber of such

terms is obvious, on reflections; since

we cannot define anything except by an

enalysis ..ol

Now when we reflect on the passages quotad above we
find that lloore identifies definition with analyvsis, For
him, to cefine an object wean:s to enslyse it into its con-
stitutent parts, Definitions operste st the level of reali-
ty ano not ¢t the level of words, ke does not consider word-
to-vword definitions as geauine aefinition because it deals
with words not the objects denoted by ther, According to
him, reel definitions are genuine definitions, 3Such defini-
tions consist in tre analysis of the objects denoted by the
words in questions, into their conponent psrts. Thus, Moore's
views of definition are quite aifferent from Platonic and
Aristotlean views, Moore treats definition as analysis;
Plato and Aristotls do not trest definitions as analysis.,
They base definitions on the essentizl cheracteristicsof
objects, According to them, definitions reveal the essen-
tisl characteristicsof the individual otjects. Moore, in
fact, is guilty of committing & mistzke, He identifies
definitions with analysis. Definition and &nalysis are two
different kinds of notions, To define is not to analyse.
Defining activity is differsnt 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 that definition reveals the meaning of
the concept. Moore writes:

"That which is meant by ‘'good! is, in

fact, except its converse tbad', the on-

ly simple object of thought which is pe-
culiar to Ethics".9

"1Good!, then, if we mean by it that
quality which we as-ert to belontc to
a2 thing, when we say thet the thing
is good, is incapable of any defini-
tion, in the most important sense of
that word".5

"Whenever he thinks of 'intrinsic velue!',

or 'intrinsic worth', or says that a

thing t'ought to exist!', he has before

his mind the unique object -~ the unique

property of things - which I mean by

'goodt'", 7

Moore comaits mistezkes wien he prescribes wheat sort
of 'things ought to exist! How can he prescribe what ought
to exist and what not to exist? He can describes a fect or
he can prescribe certain actions, But it makes no sense
vhien he prescribes certein thkings to exist, It follows from
thhe passages quoted zvove that Moore maintains & distinction
between meaning ancd defirition, He treats the notion !'good!
as a meaningful notion yet he ssys that it is indefineble,.
According to his view, 'good' is meaningful because it de-
notes simple wunanalysable and non-natural quality, Its

meening consists in its referrent or the object denotec by

ite Yel, 'good!' is indefineble, It 1s indefinable since it
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has got no parts. The genuine definition consists in the ana-
lysis of object denoted by the word in question into its cone
stituents. To know the meaning of a2 word means to know the
object denoted by it, but to define a word means to break
the object denoted by the word in questions into its perts
and this is possible only when the given object is complex
but not simple. Whet we wish to sugeest here is this; Ior
Moore, to sey thet a vord is reaningful is not to scy that
it is definable, According to l.oore, a word czn be mesning-
ful yet it msy not be cefined at 2l1l, This clesarly shows
th=t tloorets view of definition is guite different from our
ordinery notion of definition, Cenerally we think that the
meaning of a word consists of its defining charscteristic,
But on ioore's view,the meaning of 2 vor: does not consist
in its defining characteristic, Accorcing to him, meaning

is a kind of relztion which exists tetween a wora and its
referrent, A word is meaningful if it denotes or stasnds

for something. To determine the meaning of a word is to

find out what is referred to by the word, It follows that
Moore holds the referesntizl or name-theory of meaning. Since
'good' is meeningful; it is simple and indefineble., This
sort of argument is based on the supposition of the name
theory of mezning. There are meny words which clearly do

not refer to any object in any way at all; for example oh,
ahea, burrch and so on., These words do have meaning of some

sort in the context in whicn they are used yet they do not
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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-this and so on which are used to connect two simple sen-
tences but they do not refer to enything at all, Yet, they
do have meanings in the sentences in which they occur. Thus,
it follows from the ebove examples that Moore's assumption
that a wora does not have meaning if it does not refer to
something is false., A word cen 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 somethring. What does
follow from this? One thing which esppears to follow from
this assertion is this: 'Good' has no descriptive force,
Its logicel function is to refer or to name, and referring
is different from description. To refer to a thing is not
in eny way to characterize or descrite it., Moore cannot
maintain trat ethical judgements are descriptions of non-
natural properties, But, as a matter of fact, ke argues that
etrical judgements are descriptions of non-natural proper-
ties witk regarc to certein things, persons and actions. I

wish to argue that his theory of good becomes untenable on
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this count. How can we apply the adjective 'good' to cha-
racterise certein things, objects, 1f its logical function
is of referring to a non-naturel property different all toge-
trer from the properties of things or of objects in ques-
tion, The very ap lication of the word 'goocd! to certein
thing implies that that thing has some good-making charec-
teristics which provicss a basis for the application of the

word £ood,

Moore was misled by his essumption that the vord
tFood!' will have no mesning unless and until it refers to
or stesnds for something, Ee wrongly thouzht that to deter-
mine what the word !'good! means, is to find out what things
are referred to it., lesning is not referrent., The vora
tgood!' is a generic word. There is no fixed meening of good.
It functions in different vweys in diflerent context. Some-
times in the same context it carries more than one meaning.
In the context of action, it is usec¢ in a commendastory sense,
It guides actions directly or indirectlv. When we use it
we are commending the action in question., But the tring
whicl we commend rlso has certain descriptive properties in
virtue of wiich we cowrend it, The descriptive properties
of tke thing constitute the beasis for the descriptive mean-
ing of 'good'. 'Good! has not only prescriptive meaning in
the context of actions tut also has descriptive meaning,

But 211 these do not exheaust the whole meening oif tgood!.
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1Good! has also emotive meanine. When we use it we not only
comend the thing we c8ll good but also we express our liking
and favourable attitudes towards the object in question. In
this regard, hare was mistaken. Ee wrongly thought that 'gcod!
has only descriptive and prescrijtive meaning. What we wish
to suggest here is this: Moore wrongly thought that tgood!

is 2 predicate term., 'Good' is not a predicate quality term,
Its function is not to refer to tings or ovjects. Yet it is
meegningiul, The logical function and status of velie words
are qguite different from those of the descriptive words,
'Good!' is 2 generic word. It functions in more than one wey.
As 2 result, it cerries more then one meaning. The meening

of tgood' depends on its use,

Moore took for granted that good is a simple property
and so is indefinable, In other words, the indefinebility of
good 1is derived from its simple nature, I wich to poirt out
that 'loore should heve established the simple nature of good.
Instead, he took it for granted., On the othler hand, I wish
to argue thet simple and complex ere reletive notions. &
thing which is treastec 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 searck
for the t'simple' in British Philosophy goes back to John

Locke snd lloore is held ceptive by 1it.
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Furthber, I wish to point out that lioore seems deli-
berate on the nature of good in abstraction, lMorality is a
fact of 1ife., People are said to be living either a moral
or en immoral life, Commending, praising anc prescribing
are facts of 1life, It is only looking to the concrete
siturtions that we cen come to know the mesning of 'good!.
The 'ordinery use' of good reveals one importent disension,
It is this: In a very fundamentazl sense, the word good
(in eveluative or morsl sense) does not stand for any mun-
dane or economic gazins, eitter at private or collective le-
vel, This srows thet an element of self-secrifice and self-
renunciation is built into the very febric of good. When
Moore argues that good cannot ve defined he can be inter-
preted as emphssizing this aspect of good. leither mete-
physics nor science can provide solutions to moral conflicts
and puzzlements., In other words, fundamental moral notions
cennot be explicated with the help of any other notions.
It is beczuse of this reason Moore asrgues that good 1is in-
definable, To overlonk it is surely to commit & fallacy.
It is a logicel fallacy. Using Ryle's term vwe can say thet
the naturalistic fellecy arises when e confuse betwveen

conceptual or logical categories,
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