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p.

 II
I. 

(§
 5

0)
 th

at
 th

e 
m

er
e 

ex
ist

en
ce

 o
f

w
ha

t i
s 

be
au

tif
ul

 d
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; b
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 b
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e 

co
ns

ci
ou

sn
es

s o
f b

ea
ut

y.
 T

hi
s s

im
pl

e 
tru

th
 m

ay
, i

nd
ee

d,
be

 sa
id

 to
 b
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 c
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w
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 o
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, m
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 m
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at
 I 

am
 ta

lk
in

g 
ab

ou
t a

 h
oo

fe
d 

qu
ad

ru
pe

d 
of

 th
e

ge
nu

s 
Eq

uu
s.’

 T
hi

s 
m

ig
ht

 b
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I d
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m
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 m
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 p
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 m
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 b
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 d
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 c
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 d
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 b
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 b
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w
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 m
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 c
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 c
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 b
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 c
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 m
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 c
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w
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w

ho
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in
k 
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 d
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ju
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w
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 b
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w
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su

bs
tit

ut
e 

fo
r g

oo
d;

 a
nd

 th
at

 is
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 m
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.
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 m

ay
 p

re
ve

nt
 a

cc
ep

ta
nc

e 
of

 th
e 

pr
op

os
iti

on
 th

at
 g

oo
d 

is
 in

de
-

fin
ab

le
. I

 d
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t b
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 d

efi
ni

tio
n.

 It
 is

ju
st

 b
ec

au
se

 I 
th

in
k 

th
er

e 
w

ill
 b

e 
le

ss
 ri

sk
 o

f e
rro

r i
n 

ou
r s

ea
rc

h 
fo

r a
de

fin
iti

on
 o

f ‘
th

e 
go

od
,’ 

th
at

 I 
am

 n
ow

 in
sis

tin
g 

th
at

 g
oo

d 
is

 in
de

fin
-

ab
le

. I
 m

us
t t

ry
 to

 e
xp

la
in

 th
e 

di
ffe

re
nc

e 
be

tw
ee

n 
th

es
e 

tw
o.

 I
 s

up
-

po
se

 it
 m

ay
 b

e 
gr

an
te

d 
th

at
 ‘g

oo
d’

 is
 a

n 
ad

je
ct

iv
e.

 W
el

l, 
‘th

e 
go

od
,’

‘th
at

 w
hi

ch
 is

 g
oo

d,
’ m

us
t t

he
re

fo
re

 b
e 

th
e 

su
bs

ta
nt

iv
e 

to
 w

hi
ch

 th
e



188

189

unities. This error is com
m

itted, w
hen it is supposed, that, if one part

of a w
hole has no intrinsic value, the value of the w

hole m
ust reside

entirely in the other parts. It has, in this w
ay, been com

m
only sup-

posed, that, if all valuable w
holes could be seen to have one and only

one com
m

on property, the w
holes m

ust be valuable solely because
they possess this property; and the illusion is greatly strengthened, if
the com

m
on property in question seem

s, considered by itself, to have
m

ore value than the other parts of such w
holes, considered by them

-
selves. But, if w

e consider the property in question, in isolation, and
then com

pare it w
ith the w

hole, of w
hich it form

s a part, it m
ay be-

com
e easily apparent that, existing by itself, the property in question

has not nearly so m
uch value, as has the w

hole to w
hich it belongs.

Thus, if w
e com

pare the value of a certain am
ount of pleasure, exist-

ing absolutely by itself, w
ith the value of certain ‘enjoym

ents,’ con-
taining an equal am

ount of pleasure, it m
ay becom

e apparent that the
‘enjoym

ent’ is m
uch better than the pleasure, and also, in som

e
cases, m

uch w
orse. In such a case it is plain that the ‘enjoym

ent’
does not ow

e its value solely to the pleasure it contains, although it
m

ight easily have appeared to do so, w
hen w

e only considered the
other constituents of the enjoym

ent, and seem
ed to see that, w

ithout
the pleasure, they w

ould have had no value. It is now
 apparent, on

the contrary, that the w
hole ‘enjoym

ent’ ow
es its value quite equally

to the presence of the other constituents, even though it m
ay be true

that the pleasure is the only constituent having any value by itself.
A

nd sim
ilarly, if w

e are told that all things ow
e their value solely to

the fact that they are ‘realisations of the true self,’ w
e m

ay easily re-
fute this statem

ent, by asking w
hether the predicate that is m

eant by
‘realising the true self,’ supposing that it could exist alone, w

ould
have any value w

hatsoever. Either the thing, w
hich does ‘realise the

true self,’ has intrinsic value or it has not; and if it has, then it cer-
tainly does not ow

e its value solely to the fact that it realises the true
self.113. If, now, w

e use this m
ethod of absolute isolation, and guard

against these errors, it appears that the question w
e have to answ

er is
far less difficult than the controversies of Ethics m

ight have led us to
expect. Indeed, once the m

eaning of the question is clearly under-
stood, the answ

er to it, in its m
ain outlines, appears to be so obvious,

that it runs the risk of seem
ing to be a platitude. By far the m

ost valu-
able things, w

hich w
e know

 or can im
agine, are certain states of con-

sciousness, w
hich m

ay be roughly described as the pleasures of hu-
m

an intercourse and the enjoym
ent of beautiful objects. N

o one,
probably, w

ho has asked him
self the question, has ever doubted that

personal affection and the appreciation of w
hat is beautiful in A

rt or
N

ature, are good in them
selves; nor, if w

e consider strictly w
hat

things are w
orth having purely for their own sakes, does it appear

probable that any one w
ill think that anything else has nearly so great

1
3

adjective ‘good’ w
ill apply: it m

ust be the w
hole of that to w

hich the
adjective w

ill apply, and the adjective m
ust always truly apply to it.

But if it is that to w
hich the adjective w

ill apply, it m
ust be som

e-
thing different from

 that adjective itself; and the w
hole of that som

e-
thing different, w

hatever it is, w
ill be our definition of the good. N

ow
it m

ay be that this som
ething w

ill have other adjectives, beside
‘good,’ that w

ill apply to it. It m
ay be full of pleasure, for exam

ple; it
m

ay be intelligent; and if those tw
o adjectives are really part of its

definition, then it w
ill certainly be true, that pleasure and intelligence

are good. A
nd m

any people appear to think that, if w
e say ‘Pleasure

and intelligence are good,’ or if w
e say ‘O

nly pleasure and intelli-
gence are good,’ w

e are defining ‘good.’ W
ell, I cannot deny that

propositions of this nature m
ay som

etim
es be called definitions; I do

not know
 w

ell enough how
 the w

ord is generally used to decide upon
this point. I only w

ish it to be understood that that is not w
hat I m

ean
w

hen I say there is no possible definition of good, and that I shall not
m

ean this if I use the w
ord again. I do m

ost fully believe that som
e

true proposition of the form
 ‘Intelligence is good and intelligence

alone is good’ can be found; if none could be found, our definition of
the good w

ould be im
possible. A

s it is, I believe the good to be defin-
able; and yet I still say that good itself is indefinable.
10. …
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w
ith the action itself. In asserting that the action is the best thing to

do, w
e assert that it together w

ith its consequences presents a greater
sum

 of intrinsic value than any possible alternative. A
nd this condi-

tion m
ay be realised by any of the three cases:—

(a) If the action it-
self has greater intrinsic value than any alternative, w

hereas both its
consequences and those of the alternatives are absolutely devoid ei-
ther of intrinsic m

erit or intrinsic dem
erit; or (b) if, though its conse-

quences are intrinsically bad, the balance of intrinsic value is greater
than w

ould be produced by any alternative; or (c) if, its consequences
being intrinsically good, the degree of value belonging to them

 and it
conjointly is greater than that of any alternative series. In short, to as-
sert that a certain line of conduct is, at a given tim

e, absolutely right
or obligatory, is obviously to assert that m

ore good or less evil w
ill

exist in the w
orld, if it be adopted than if anything else be done in-

stead. But this im
plies a judgm

ent as to the value both of its ow
n

consequences and of those of any possible alternative. A
nd that an

action w
ill have such and such consequences involves a num

ber of
causal judgm

ents.
Sim

ilarly, in answ
ering the question ‘W

hat ought w
e to aim

 at se-
curing?’ causal judgm

ents are again involved, but in a som
ew

hat dif-
ferent w

ay. W
e are liable to forget, because it is so obvious, that this

question can never be answ
ered correctly except by nam

ing som
e-

thing w
hich can be secured. N

ot everything can be secured; and,
even if w

e judge that nothing w
hich cannot be obtained w

ould be of
equal value w

ith that w
hich can, the possibility of the latter, as w

ell
as its value, is essential to its being a proper end of action. A

ccord-
ingly neither our judgm

ents as to w
hat actions w

e ought to perform
,

nor even our judgm
ents as to the ends w

hich they ought to produce,
are pure judgm

ents of intrinsic value. W
ith regard to the form

er, an
action w

hich is absolutely obligatory m
ay have no intrinsic value

w
hatsoever; that it is perfectly virtuous m

ay m
ean m

erely that it
causes the best possible effects. A

nd w
ith regard to the latter, these

best possible results w
hich justify our action can, in any case, have

only so m
uch of intrinsic value as the law

s of nature allow
 us to se-

cure; and they in their turn m
ay have no intrinsic value w

hatsoever,
but m

ay m
erely be a m

eans to the attainm
ent (in a still further future)

of som
ething that has such value. W

henever, therefore, w
e ask ‘W

hat
ought w

e to do?’ or ‘W
hat ought w

e to try to get?’ w
e are asking

questions w
hich involve a correct answ

er to tw
o others, com

pletely
different in kind from

 one another. W
e m

ust know
 both w

hat degree
of intrinsic value different things have, and how

 these different
things m

ay be obtained. But the vast m
ajority of questions w

hich
have actually been discussed in Ethics—

all practical questions, in-
deed—

involve this double know
ledge; and they have been discussed

w
ithout any clear separation of the tw

o distinct questions involved. A
great part of the vast disagreem

ents prevalent in Ethics is to be attrib-

1
1

1112

lutely and entirely the sam
e w

ith goodness. This view
 I propose to

call the ‘naturalistic fallacy’ and of it I shall now
 endeavour to dis-

pose.
11. Let us consider w

hat it is such philosophers say. A
nd first it is

to be noticed that they do not agree am
ong them

selves. They not
only say that they are right as to w

hat good is, but they endeavour to
prove that other people w

ho say that it is som
ething else, are w

rong.
O

ne, for instance, w
ill affirm

 that good is pleasure, another, perhaps,
that good is that w

hich is desired; and each of these w
ill argue ea-

gerly to prove that other people w
ho say that it is som

ething else, are
w

rong. O
ne, for instance, w

ill affirm
 that good is pleasure, another,

perhaps, that good is that w
hich is desired; and each of these w

ill ar-
gue eagerly to prove that the other is w

rong. But how
 is that possi-

ble? O
ne of them

 says that good is nothing but the object of desire,
and at the sam

e tim
e tries to prove that it is not pleasure. But from

his first assertion, that good just m
eans the object of desire, one of

tw
o things m

ust follow
 as regards his proof:

(1) H
e m

ay be trying to prove that the object of desire is not plea-
sure. But, if this be all, w

here is his Ethics? The position he is m
ain-

taining is m
erely a psychological one. D

esire is som
ething w

hich oc-
curs in our m

inds, and pleasure is som
ething else w

hich so occurs;
and our w

ould-be ethical philosopher is m
erely holding that the latter

is not the object of the form
er. But w

hat has that to do w
ith the ques-

tion in dispute? H
is opponent held the ethical proposition that plea-

sure w
as the good, and although he should prove a m

illion tim
es over

the psychological proposition that pleasure is not the object of desire,
he is no nearer proving his opponent to be w

rong. The position is like
this. O

ne m
an says a triangle is a circle: another replies, ‘A

 triangle
is a straight line, and I w

ill prove to you that I am
 right: for’ (this is

the only argum
ent) ‘a straight line is not a circle.’ ‘That is quite true,’

the other m
ay reply; ‘but nevertheless a triangle is a circle, and you

have said nothing w
hatever to prove the contrary. W

hat is proved is
that one of us is w

rong, for w
e agree that a triangle cannot be both a

straight line and a circle: but w
hich is w

rong, there can be no earthly
m

eans of proving, since you define triangle as straight line and I de-
fine it as circle.’—

W
ell, that is one alternative w

hich any naturalistic
Ethics has to face; if good is defined as som

ething else, then it is im
-

possible either to prove that any other definition is w
rong or even to

deny such definition.
(2) The other alternative w

ill scarcely be m
ore w

elcom
e. It is that

the discussion is after all a verbal one. W
hen A

 says ‘G
ood m

eans
pleasant’ and B says ‘G

ood m
eans desired,’ they m

ay m
erely w

ish to
assert that m

ost people have used the w
ord for w

hat is pleasant and
for w

hat is desired respectively. A
nd this is quite an interesting sub-

ject for discussion: only it is not a w
hit m

ore an ethical discussion
than the last w

as. N
or do I think that any exponent of naturalistic

2
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on

 a
sk

ed
 w

hi
ch

 h
as

 h
ith

er
to

 b
ee

n 
al

m
os

t
en

tir
el

y 
la

ck
in

g 
in

 e
th

ic
al

 s
pe

cu
la

tio
n.

 E
th

ic
s 

ha
s 

al
w

ay
s 

be
en

 p
re

-
do

m
in

an
tly

 c
on

ce
rn

ed
 w

ith
 th

e 
in

ve
sti

ga
tio

n 
of

 a
 li

m
ite

d 
cl

as
s 

of
 a

c-
tio

ns
. W

ith
 re

ga
rd

 to
 th

es
e 

w
e 

m
ay

 a
sk

 b
ot

h 
ho

w
 fa

r t
he

y 
ar

e 
go

od
 in

th
em

se
lv

es
 a

nd
 h

ow
 f

ar
 th

ey
 h

av
e 

a 
ge

ne
ra

l 
te

nd
en

cy
 to

 p
ro

du
ce

go
od

 re
su

lts
. A

nd
 th

e 
ar

gu
m

en
ts

 b
ro

ug
ht

 fo
rw

ar
d 

in
 e

th
ic

al
 d

isc
us

-
sio

n 
ha

ve
 a

lw
ay

s b
ee

n 
of

 b
ot

h 
cl

as
se

s—
bo

th
 su

ch
 a

s w
ou

ld
 p

ro
ve

 th
e

co
nd

uc
t i

n 
qu

es
tio

n 
to

 b
e 

go
od

 in
 it

se
lf 

an
d 

su
ch

 a
s w

ou
ld

 p
ro

ve
 it

 to
be

 g
oo

d 
as

 a
 m

ea
ns

. B
ut

 th
at

 th
es

e 
ar

e 
th

e 
on

ly
 q

ue
sti

on
s 

w
hi

ch
 a

ny
et

hi
ca

l d
isc

us
sio

n 
ca

n 
ha

ve
 to

 se
ttl

e,
 a

nd
 th

at
 to

 se
ttl

e 
th

e 
on

e 
is

 n
ot

th
e 

sa
m

e 
th

in
g 

as
 to

 s
et

tle
 th

e 
ot

he
r—

th
es

e 
tw

o 
fu

nd
am

en
ta

l 
fa

ct
s

ha
ve

 in
 g

en
er

al
 e

sc
ap

ed
 th

e 
no

tic
e 

of
 e

th
ic

al
 p

hi
lo

so
ph

er
s.

 E
th

ic
al

qu
es

tio
ns

 a
re

 c
om

m
on

ly
 a

sk
ed

 in
 a

n 
am

bi
gu

ou
s 

fo
rm

. 
It

 is
 a

sk
ed

‘W
ha

t i
s 

a 
m

an
’s

 d
ut

y 
un

de
r 

th
es

e 
ci

rc
um

sta
nc

es
?’

 o
r 

‘Is
 it

 ri
gh

t t
o

ac
t t

hi
s 

w
ay

?’
 o

r ‘
W

ha
t o

ug
ht

 w
e 

to
 a

im
 a

t s
ec

ur
in

g?
’ B

ut
 a

ll 
th

es
e

qu
es

tio
ns

 a
re

 c
ap

ab
le

 o
f f

ur
th

er
 a

na
ly

sis
; a

 c
or

re
ct

 a
ns

w
er

 to
 a

ny
 o

f
th

em
 in

vo
lv

es
 b

ot
h 

ju
dg

m
en

ts
 o

f 
w

ha
t i

s 
go

od
 in

 it
se

lf
 a

nd
 c

au
sa

l
ju

dg
m

en
ts.

 T
hi

s i
s i

m
pl

ie
d 

ev
en

 b
y 

th
os

e 
w

ho
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

th
at

 w
e 

ha
ve

a 
di

re
ct

 a
nd

 im
m

ed
ia

te
 ju

dg
m

en
t o

f a
bs

ol
ut

e 
rig

ht
s 

an
d 

du
tie

s. 
Su

ch
a 

ju
dg

m
en

t c
an

 o
nl

y 
m

ea
n 

th
at

 th
e 

co
ur

se
 o

f a
ct

io
n 

in
 q

ue
sti

on
 is

 th
e

be
st

 th
in

g 
to

 d
o;

 th
at

, b
y 

ac
tin

g 
so

, e
ve

ry
 g

oo
d 

th
at

 c
an

 b
e 

se
cu

re
d

w
ill

 h
av

e 
be

en
 se

cu
re

d.
 N

ow
 w

e 
ar

e 
no

t c
on

ce
rn

ed
 w

ith
 th

e 
qu

es
tio

n
w

he
th

er
 s

uc
h 

a 
ju

dg
m

en
t 

w
ill

 e
ve

r 
be

 tr
ue

. T
he

 q
ue

sti
on

 is
: 

W
ha

t
do

es
 it

 im
pl

y,
 if

 it
 is

 tr
ue

? 
A

nd
 th

e 
on

ly
 p

os
sib

le
 a

ns
w

er
 is

 th
at

,
w

he
th

er
 tr

ue
 o

r f
al

se
, i

t i
m

pl
ie

s b
ot

h 
a 

pr
op

os
iti

on
 a

s t
o 

th
e 

de
gr

ee
 o

f
go

od
ne

ss
 o

f 
th

e 
ac

tio
n 

in
 q

ue
sti

on
, a

s 
co

m
pa

re
d 

w
ith

 o
th

er
 th

in
gs

,
an

d 
a 

nu
m

be
r o

f c
au

sa
l p

ro
po

sit
io

ns
. F

or
 it

 c
an

no
t b

e 
de

ni
ed

 th
at

 th
e

ac
tio

n 
w

ill
 h

av
e 

co
ns

eq
ue

nc
es

: 
an

d 
to

 d
en

y 
th

at
 th

e 
co

ns
eq

ue
nc

es
m

at
te

r 
is

 to
 m

ak
e 

a 
ju

dg
m

en
t o

f 
th

ei
r 

in
tri

ns
ic

 v
al

ue
, a

s 
co

m
pa

re
d

1
0
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Et
hi

cs
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

w
ill

in
g 

to
 a

llo
w

 th
at

 th
is

 w
as

 a
ll 

he
 m

ea
nt

. T
he

y 
ar

e
al

l s
o 

an
xi

ou
s t

o 
pe

rs
ua

de
 u

s t
ha

t w
ha

t t
he

y 
ca

ll 
th

e 
go

od
 is

 w
ha

t w
e

re
al

ly
 o

ug
ht

 to
 d

o.
 ‘D

o,
 p

ra
y,

 a
ct

 so
, b

ec
au

se
 th

e 
w

or
d 

‘g
oo

d’
 is

 g
en

-
er

al
ly

 u
se

d 
to

 d
en

ot
e 

ac
tio

ns
 o

f 
th

is
 n

at
ur

e’
: 

su
ch

, 
on

 th
is

 v
ie

w,
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

th
e 

su
bs

ta
nc

e 
of

 th
ei

r t
ea

ch
in

g.
 A

nd
 in

 so
 fa

r a
s t

he
y 

te
ll 

us
ho

w
 w

e 
ou

gh
t t

o 
ac

t, 
th

ei
r t

ea
ch

in
g 

is 
tru

ly
 e

th
ic

al
, a

s t
he

y 
m

ea
n 

it 
to

be
. B

ut
 h

ow
 p

er
fe

ct
ly

 a
bs

ur
d 

is
 th

e 
re

as
on

 th
ey

 w
ou

ld
 g

iv
e 

fo
r 

it!
‘Y

ou
 a

re
 to

 d
o 

th
is,

 b
ec

au
se

 m
os

t p
eo

pl
e 

us
e 

a 
ce

rta
in

 w
or

d 
to

 d
en

ot
e

co
nd

uc
t s

uc
h 

as
 th

is.
’ ‘

Yo
u 

ar
e 

to
 sa

y 
th

e 
th

in
g 

w
hi

ch
 is

 n
ot

, b
ec

au
se

m
os

t p
eo

pl
e 

ca
ll 

it 
ly

in
g.

’ 
Th

at
 is

 a
n 

ar
gu

m
en

t 
ju

st
 a

s 
go

od
!—

M
y

de
ar

 si
rs

, w
ha

t w
e 

w
an

t t
o 

kn
ow

 fr
om

 y
ou

 a
s 

et
hi

ca
l t

ea
ch

er
s, 

is
 n

ot
ho

w
 p

eo
pl

e 
us

e 
a 

w
or

d;
 it

 is
 n

ot
 e

ve
n,

 w
ha

t k
in

d 
of

 a
ct

io
ns

 th
ey

 a
p-

pr
ov

e,
 w

hi
ch

 th
e 

us
e 

of
 th

is
 w

or
d 

‘g
oo

d’
 m

ay
 c

er
ta

in
ly

 im
pl

y:
 w

ha
t

w
e 

w
an

t t
o 

kn
ow

 is
 si

m
pl

y 
w

ha
t i

s 
go

od
. W

e 
m

ay
 in

de
ed

 a
gr

ee
 th

at
w

ha
t m

os
t p

eo
pl

e 
do

 th
in

k 
go

od
, i

s a
ct

ua
lly

 so
; w

e 
sh

al
l a

t a
ll 

ev
en

ts
be

 g
la

d 
to

 k
no

w
 th

ei
r o

pi
ni

on
s:

 b
ut

 w
he

n 
w

e 
sa

y 
th

at
 th

ei
r o

pi
ni

on
s

ab
ou

t 
w

ha
t 

is
 g

oo
d,

 w
e 

do
 m

ea
n 

w
ha

t 
w

e 
sa

y;
 w

e 
do

 n
ot

 c
ar

e
w

he
th

er
 th

ey
 c

al
l 

th
at

 th
in

g 
‘h

or
se

’ 
or

 ‘
ta

bl
e’

 o
r 

‘c
ha

ir,
’ 

‘g
ut

’ 
or

‘b
on

’ o
r ‘

ἀγ
αθ

ός
’; 

w
e 

w
an

t t
o 

kn
ow

 w
ha

t i
t i

s t
ha

t t
he

y 
so

 c
al

l. 
W

he
n

th
ey

 sa
y 

‘P
le

as
ur

e 
is 

go
od

,’ 
w

e 
ca

nn
ot

 b
el

ie
ve

 th
at

 th
ey

 m
er

el
y 

m
ea

n
‘P

le
as

ur
e 

is 
pl

ea
su

re
’ a

nd
 n

ot
hi

ng
 m

or
e 

th
an

 th
at

.
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. S

up
po

se
 a

 m
an

 sa
ys

 ‘I
 a

m
 p

le
as

ed
’; 

an
d 

su
pp

os
e 

it 
is

 n
ot

 a
 li

e
or

 a
 m

ist
ak

e 
bu

t t
he

 tr
ut

h.
 W

el
l, 

if 
it 

is
 tr

ue
, w

ha
t d

oe
s 

th
at

 m
ea

n?
 It

m
ea

ns
 th

at
 h

is
 m

in
d,

 a
 c

er
ta

in
 d

efi
ni

te
 m

in
d,

 d
ist

in
gu

ish
ed

 b
y 

ce
rta

in
de

fin
ite

 m
ar

ks
 fr

om
 a

ll 
ot

he
rs

 h
as

 a
t t

hi
s 

m
om

en
t a

 c
er

ta
in

 d
efi

ni
te

fe
el

in
g 

ca
lle

d 
pl

ea
su

re
. ‘

Pl
ea

se
d’

 m
ea

ns
 n

ot
hi

ng
 b

ut
 h

av
in

g 
pl

ea
su

re
,

an
d 

th
ou

gh
 w

e 
m

ay
 b

e 
m

or
e 

pl
ea

se
d 

or
 le

ss
 p

le
as

ed
, a

nd
 e

ve
n,

 w
e

m
ay

 a
dm

it 
fo

r t
he

 p
re

se
nt

, h
av

e 
on

e 
or

 a
no

th
er

 k
in

d 
of

 p
le

as
ur

e;
 y

et
in

 so
 fa

r a
s i

t i
s p

le
as

ur
e 

w
e 

ha
ve

, w
he

th
er

 th
er

e 
be

 m
or

e 
or

 le
ss

 o
f i

t,
an

d 
w

he
th

er
 it

 b
e 

of
 o

ne
 k

in
d 

or
 a

no
th

er
, w

ha
t w

e 
ha

ve
 is

 o
ne

 d
efi

-
ni

te
 th

in
g,

 a
bs

ol
ut

el
y 

in
de

fin
ab

le
, s

om
e 

on
e 

th
in

g 
th

at
 is

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
in

al
l t

he
 v

ar
io

us
 d

eg
re

es
 a

nd
 in

 a
ll 

th
e 

va
rio

us
 k

in
ds

 o
f 

it 
th

at
 th

er
e

m
ay

 b
e.

 W
e 

m
ay

 b
e 

ab
le

 to
 sa

y 
ho

w
 it

 is
 re

la
te

d 
to

 o
th

er
 th

in
gs

: t
ha

t,
fo

r e
xa

m
pl

e,
 it

 is
 in

 th
e 

m
in

d,
 th

at
 it

 c
au

se
s 

de
sir

e,
 th

at
 w

e 
ar

e 
co

n-
sc

io
us

 o
f 

it,
 e

tc
., 

et
c.

 W
e 

ca
n,

 I
 s

ay
, d

es
cr

ib
e 

its
 re

la
tio

ns
 to

 o
th

er
th

in
gs

, b
ut

 d
efi

ne
 it

 w
e 

ca
n 

no
t. 

A
nd

 if
 a

ny
bo

dy
 tr

ie
d 

to
 d

efi
ne

 p
le

a-
su

re
 fo

r u
s 

as
 b

ei
ng

 a
ny

 o
th

er
 n

at
ur

al
 o

bj
ec

t; 
if 

an
yb

od
y 

w
er

e 
to

 sa
y,

fo
r 

in
sta

nc
e,

 th
at

 p
le

as
ur

e 
m

ea
ns

 th
e 

se
ns

at
io

n 
of

 re
d,

 a
nd

 w
er

e 
to

pr
oc

ee
d 

to
 d

ed
uc

e 
fro

m
 th

at
 th

at
 p

le
as

ur
e 

is
 a

 c
ol

ou
r, 

w
e 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e
en

tit
le

d 
to

 la
ug

h 
at

 h
im

 a
nd

 to
 d

ist
ru

st
 h

is
 fu

tu
re

 s
ta

te
m

en
ts

 a
bo

ut
pl

ea
su

re
. W

el
l, 

th
at

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
th

e 
sa

m
e 

fa
lla

cy
 w

hi
ch

 I
 h

av
e 

ca
lle

d
th

e 
na

tu
ra

lis
tic

 fa
lla

cy
. T

ha
t ‘

pl
ea

se
d’

 d
oe

s n
ot

 m
ea

n 
‘h

av
in

g 
th

e 
se

n-
sa

tio
n 

of
 re

d,
’ 

or
 a

ny
th

in
g 

el
se

 w
ha

te
ve

r, 
do

es
 n

ot
 p

re
ve

nt
 u

s 
fro

m
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

w
ha

t i
t d

oe
s 

m
ea

n.
 It

 is
 e

no
ug

h 
fo

r 
us

 to
 k

no
w

 th
at

‘p
le

as
ed

’ 
do

es
 m

ea
n 

‘h
av

in
g 

th
e 

se
ns

at
io

n 
of

 p
le

as
ur

e,
’ 

an
d 

th
ou

gh
pl

ea
su

re
 is

 a
bs

ol
ut

el
y 

in
de

fin
ab

le
, 

th
ou

gh
 p

le
as

ur
e 

is
 p

le
as

ur
e 

an
d

3
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Ethics is know
ledge and not practice; and any one w

ho uses the natu-
ralistic fallacy has certainly not fulfilled this first object, how

ever
correct his practical principles m

ay be.
M

y objections to N
aturalism

 are then, in the first place, that it of-
fers no reason at all, far less any valid reason, for any ethical princi-
ple w

hatever; and in this it already fails to satisfy the requirem
ents of

Ethics, as a scientific study. But in the second place I contend that,
though it gives a reason for no ethical principle, it is the cause of the
acceptance of false principles—

it deludes the m
ind into accepting

ethical principles, w
hich are false; and in this it is contrary to every

aim
 of Ethics. It is easy to see that if w

e start w
ith a definition of

right conduct as conduct conducive to general happiness; then,
know

ing that right conduct is universally conduct conducive to the
good, w

e very easily arrive at the result that the good is general hap-
piness. If, on the other hand, w

e once recognise that w
e m

ust start
our Ethics w

ithout a definition, w
e shall be m

uch m
ore apt to look

about us, before w
e adopt any ethical principle w

hatever, and the
m

ore w
e look about us, the less likely w

e are to adopt a false one. It
m

ay be replied to this: Yes, but w
e shall look about us just as m

uch,
before w

e settle on our definition, and are therefore just as likely to
be right. But I w

ill try to shew
 that this is not the case. If w

e start
w

ith the conviction that a definition of good can be found, w
e start

w
ith the conviction that the good can m

ean nothing else than som
e

one property of things, and our only business w
ill then be to discover

w
hat that property is. But if w

e recognise that, so far as the m
eaning

of good goes, anything w
hatever m

ay be good, w
e start w

ith a m
uch

m
ore open m

ind. M
oreover, apart from

 the fact that, w
hen w

e think
w

e have a definition, w
e cannot logically defend our ethical princi-

ples in any w
ay w

hatever, w
e shall also be m

uch less apt to defend
them

 w
ell, even if illogically. For w

e shall start w
ith the conviction

that good m
ust m

ean so and so, and shall therefore be inclined either
to m

isunderstand our opponent’s argum
ents or to cut them

 short w
ith

the reply, ‘This is not an open question: the very m
eaning of the

w
ord decides it; no one can think otherw

ise except through confu-
sion.’

… …
17. There are, then, judgm

ents w
hich state that certain kinds of

things have good effects; and such judgm
ents, for the reasons just

given, have the im
portant characteristics (1) that they are unlikely to

be true, if they state that the kind of thing in question always has
good effects, and (2) that, even if they only state that it generally has

9
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nothing else w
hatever, yet w

e feel no difficulty in saying that w
e are

pleased. The reason is, of course, that w
hen I say ‘I am

 pleased,’ I do
not m

ean that ‘I’ am
 the sam

e thing as ‘having pleasure.’ A
nd sim

i-
larly no difficulty need be found in m

y saying that ‘pleasure is good’
and yet not m

eaning that ‘pleasure’ is the sam
e thing as ‘good,’ that

pleasure m
eans good, and that good m

eans pleasure. If I w
ere to

im
agine that w

hen I said ‘I am
 pleased,’ I m

eant that I w
as exactly

the sam
e thing as ‘pleased,’ I should not indeed call that a naturalis-

tic fallacy, although it w
ould be the sam

e fallacy as I have called nat-
uralistic w

ith reference to Ethics. The reason of this is obvious
enough. W

hen a m
an confuses tw

o natural objects w
ith one another,

defining the one by the other, if for instance, he confuses him
self,

w
ho is one natural object, w

ith ‘pleased’ or w
ith ‘pleasure’ w

hich are
others, then there is no reason to call the fallacy naturalistic. But if he
confuses ‘good,’ w

hich is not in the sam
e sense a natural object, w

ith
any natural object w

hatever, then there is a reason for calling that a
naturalistic fallacy; its being m

ade w
ith regard to ‘good’ m

arks it as
som

ething quite specific, and this specific m
istake deserves a nam

e
because it is so com

m
on. A

s for the reasons w
hy good is not to be

considered a natural object, they m
ay be reserved for discussion in

another place. But, for the present, it is sufficient to notice this: Even
if it w

ere a natural object, that w
ould not alter the nature of the fal-

lacy nor dim
inish its im

portance one w
hit. A

ll that I have said about
it w

ould rem
ain quite equally true: only the nam

e w
hich I have called

it w
ould not be so appropriate as I think it is. A

nd I do not care about
the nam

e: w
hat I do care about is the fallacy. It does not m

atter w
hat

w
e call it, provided w

e recognise it w
hen w

e m
eet w

ith it. It is to be
m

et w
ith in alm

ost every book on Ethics; and yet it is not recognised:
and that is w

hy it is necessary to m
ultiply illustrations of it, and con-

venient to give it a nam
e. It is a very sim

ple fallacy indeed. W
hen w

e
say that an orange is yellow, w

e do not think our statem
ent binds us

to hold that ‘orange’ m
eans nothing else than ‘yellow,’ or that noth-

ing can be yellow
 but an orange. Supposing the orange is also sw

eet!
D

oes that bind us to say that ‘sw
eet’ is exactly the sam

e thing as
‘yellow,’ that ‘sw

eet’ m
ust be defined as ‘yellow

’? A
nd supposing it

be recognised that ‘yellow
’ just m

eans ‘yellow
’ and nothing else

w
hatever, does that m

ake it any m
ore difficult to hold that oranges

are yellow
? M

ost certainly it does not: on the contrary, it w
ould be

absolutely m
eaningless to say that oranges w

ere yellow
 unless yel-

low
 did in the end m

ean just ‘yellow
’ and nothing else w

hatever
—

unless it w
as absolutely indefinable. W

e should not get any very
clear notion about things, w

hich are yellow
—

w
e should not get very

far w
ith our science, if w

e w
ere bound to hold that everything w

hich
w

as yellow, m
eant exactly the sam

e thing as yellow. W
e should find

w
e had to hold that an orange w

as exactly the sam
e thing as a stool, a

piece of paper, a lem
on, anything you like. W

e could prove any num
-

4
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ge
ne

ra
l h

ap
pi

ne
ss

 (a
 p

os
iti

on
 p

er
fe

ct
ly

 c
on

sis
te

nt
, w

e 
ha

ve
 se

en
, w

ith
th

e 
co

nt
en

tio
n 

th
at

 ‘g
oo

d’
 is

 in
de

fin
ab

le
), 

an
d,

 s
in

ce
 ri

gh
t w

as
 to

 b
e

de
fin

ed
 a

s 
‘c

on
du

ci
ve

 to
 th

e 
go

od
,’

 it
 w

ou
ld

 a
ct

ua
lly

 m
ea

n 
‘c

on
-

du
ci

ve
 to

 g
en

er
al

 h
ap

pi
ne

ss
.’

 B
ut

 th
is

 m
et

ho
d 

of
 e

sc
ap

e 
fro

m
 th

e
ch

ar
ge

 o
f 

ha
vi

ng
 c

om
m

itt
ed

 th
e 

na
tu

ra
lis

tic
 fa

lla
cy

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
cl

os
ed

by
 B

en
th

am
 h

im
se

lf.
 F

or
 h

is
 fu

nd
am

en
ta

l p
rin

ci
pl

e 
is,

 w
e 

se
e,

 th
at

th
e 

gr
ea

te
st

 h
ap

pi
ne

ss
 o

f a
ll 

co
nc

er
ne

d 
is

 th
e 

rig
ht

 a
nd

 p
ro

pe
r e

nd
 o

f
hu

m
an

 a
ct

io
n.

 H
e 

ap
pl

ie
s 

th
e 

w
or

d 
‘ri

gh
t,’

 th
er

ef
or

e,
 to

 th
e 

en
d,

 a
s

su
ch

, n
ot

 o
nl

y 
to

 th
e 

m
ea

ns
 w

hi
ch

 a
re

 c
on

du
ci

ve
 to

 it
; a

nd
 th

at
 b

ei
ng

so
, r

ig
ht

 c
an

 n
o 

lo
ng

er
 b

e 
de

fin
ed

 a
s ‘

co
nd

uc
iv

e 
to

 th
e 

ge
ne

ra
l h

ap
pi

-
ne

ss
,’ 

w
ith

ou
t i

nv
ol

vi
ng

 th
e 

fa
lla

cy
 in

 q
ue

sti
on

. F
or

 n
ow

 it
 is

 o
bv

io
us

th
at

 th
e 

de
fin

iti
on

 o
f r

ig
ht

 a
s 

co
nd

uc
iv

e 
to

 g
en

er
al

 h
ap

pi
ne

ss
 c

an
 b

e
us

ed
 b

y 
hi

m
 in

 su
pp

or
t o

f t
he

 fu
nd

am
en

ta
l p

rin
ci

pl
e 

th
at

 g
en

er
al

 h
ap

-
pi

ne
ss

 is
 th

e 
rig

ht
 e

nd
; i

ns
te

ad
 o

f b
ei

ng
 it

se
lf 

de
riv

ed
 fr

om
 th

at
 p

rin
-

ci
pl

e.
 If

 ri
gh

t, 
by

 d
efi

ni
tio

n,
 m

ea
ns

 c
on

du
ci

ve
 to

 g
en

er
al

 h
ap

pi
ne

ss
,

th
en

 it
 is

 o
bv

io
us

 th
at

 g
en

er
al

 h
ap

pi
ne

ss
 is

 th
e 

rig
ht

 e
nd

. I
t i

s n
ot

 n
ec

-
es

sa
ry

 n
ow

 fi
rs

t t
o 

pr
ov

e 
or

 a
ss

er
t t

ha
t g

en
er

al
 h

ap
pi

ne
ss

 is
 th

e 
rig

ht
en

d,
 b

ef
or

e 
rig

ht
 is

 d
efi

ne
d 

as
 c

on
du

ci
ve

 to
 g

en
er

al
 h

ap
pi

ne
ss

—
a

pe
rfe

ct
ly

 v
al

id
 p

ro
ce

du
re

; b
ut

 o
n 

th
e 

co
nt

ra
ry

 th
e 

de
fin

iti
on

 o
f r

ig
ht

as
 c

on
du

ci
ve

 to
 g

en
er

al
 h

ap
pi

ne
ss

 p
ro

ve
s g

en
er

al
 h

ap
pi

ne
ss

 to
 b

e 
th

e
rig

ht
 e

nd
—

a 
pe

rfe
ct

ly
 in

va
lid

 p
ro

ce
du

re
, s

in
ce

 in
 th

is
 c

as
e 

th
e 

sta
te

-
m

en
t t

ha
t ‘

ge
ne

ra
l h

ap
pi

ne
ss

 is
 th

e 
rig

ht
 e

nd
 o

f h
um

an
 a

ct
io

n’
 is

 n
ot

an
 e

th
ic

al
 p

rin
ci

pl
e 

at
 a

ll,
 b

ut
 e

ith
er

, a
s 

w
e 

ha
ve

 s
ee

n,
 a

 p
ro

po
sit

io
n

ab
ou

t t
he

 m
ea

ni
ng

 o
f w

or
ds

, o
r e

lse
 a

 p
ro

po
sit

io
n 

ab
ou

t t
he

 n
at

ur
e 

of
ge

ne
ra

l h
ap

pi
ne

ss
, n

ot
 a

bo
ut

 it
s r

ig
ht

ne
ss

 o
r i

ts 
go

od
ne

ss
.

N
ow

, I
 d

o 
no

t w
ish

 th
e 

im
po

rta
nc

e 
I 

as
sig

n 
to

 th
is

 fa
lla

cy
 to

 b
e

m
isu

nd
er

sto
od

. T
he

 d
isc

ov
er

y 
of

 it
 d

oe
s 

no
t a

t a
ll 

re
fu

te
 B

en
th

am
’s

co
nt

en
tio

n 
th

at
 g

re
at

es
t h

ap
pi

ne
ss

 is
 th

e 
pr

op
er

 e
nd

 o
f h

um
an

 a
ct

io
n,

if 
th

at
 b

e 
un

de
rs

to
od

 a
s 

an
 e

th
ic

al
 p

ro
po

sit
io

n,
 a

s 
he

 u
nd

ou
bt

ed
ly

 in
-

te
nd

ed
 it

. T
ha

t p
rin

ci
pl

e 
m

ay
 b

e 
tru

e 
al

l t
he

 sa
m

e;
 w

e 
sh

al
l c

on
sid

er
w

he
th

er
 it

 is
 s

o 
in

 th
e 

su
cc

ee
di

ng
 c

ha
pt

er
s.

 B
en

th
am

 m
ig

ht
 h

av
e

m
ai

nt
ai

ne
d 

it,
 a

s 
Pr

of
. S

id
gw

ic
k 

do
es

, e
ve

n 
if 

th
e 

fa
lla

cy
 h

ad
 b

ee
n

po
in

te
d 

ou
t t

o 
hi

m
. W

ha
t I

 a
m

 m
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

 is
 th

at
 th

e 
re

as
on

s 
w

hi
ch

he
 a

ct
ua

lly
 g

iv
es

 fo
r h

is
 e

th
ic

al
 p

ro
po

sit
io

n 
ar

e 
fa

lla
ci

ou
s o

ne
s s

o 
fa

r
as

 th
ey

 c
on

sis
t i

n 
a 

de
fin

iti
on

 o
f r

ig
ht

. W
ha

t I
 s

ug
ge

st
 is

 th
at

 h
e 

di
d

no
t p

er
ce

iv
e 

th
em

 to
 b

e 
fa

lla
ci

ou
s;

 th
at

, i
f h

e 
ha

d 
do

ne
 so

, h
e 

w
ou

ld
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

le
d 

to
 se

ek
 fo

r o
th

er
 re

as
on

s 
in

 su
pp

or
t o

f h
is

 U
til

ita
ria

n-
ism

; a
nd

 th
at

, h
ad

 h
e 

so
ug

ht
 fo

r o
th

er
 re

as
on

s,
 h

e 
m

ig
ht

 h
av

e 
fo

un
d

no
ne

 w
hi

ch
 h

e 
th

ou
gh

t t
o 

be
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

. I
n 

th
at

 c
as

e 
he

 w
ou

ld
 h

av
e

ch
an

ge
d 

hi
s 

w
ho

le
 sy

ste
m

—
a 

m
os

t i
m

po
rta

nt
 c

on
se

qu
en

ce
. I

t i
s 

un
-

do
ub

te
dl

y 
al

so
 p

os
sib

le
 th

at
 h

e 
w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
th

ou
gh

t o
th

er
 re

as
on

s 
to

be
 s

uf
fic

ie
nt

, a
nd

 in
 th

at
 c

as
e 

hi
s 

et
hi

ca
l s

ys
te

m
, i

n 
its

 m
ai

n 
re

su
lts

,
w

ou
ld

 st
ill

 h
av

e 
sto

od
. B

ut
, e

ve
n 

in
 th

is 
la

tte
r c

as
e,

 h
is 

us
e 

of
 th

e 
fa

l-
la

cy
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

a 
se

rio
us

 o
bj

ec
tio

n 
to

 h
im

 a
s 

an
 e

th
ic

al
 p

hi
lo

so
ph

er
.

Fo
r i

t i
s 

th
e 

bu
sin

es
s 

of
 E

th
ic

s, 
I m

us
t i

ns
ist

, n
ot

 o
nl

y 
to

 o
bt

ai
n 

tru
e

re
su

lts
, b

ut
 a

lso
 to

 fi
nd

 v
al

id
 re

as
on

s 
fo

r 
th

em
. T

he
 d

ire
ct

 o
bj

ec
t o

f

8
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be
r 

of
 a

bs
ur

di
tie

s;
 b

ut
 s

ho
ul

d 
w

e 
be

 th
e 

ne
ar

er
 to

 th
e 

tru
th

? 
W

hy
,

th
en

, s
ho

ul
d 

it 
be

 d
iff

er
en

t w
ith

 ‘g
oo

d’
? 

W
hy

, i
f g

oo
d 

is 
go

od
 a

nd
 in

-
de

fin
ab

le
, s

ho
ul

d 
I b

e 
he

ld
 to

 d
en

y 
th

at
 p

le
as

ur
e 

is 
go

od
? 

Is
 th

er
e 

an
y

di
ffi

cu
lty

 in
 h

ol
di

ng
 b

ot
h 

to
 b

e 
tru

e 
at

 o
nc

e?
 O

n 
th

e 
co

nt
ra

ry
, t

he
re

 is
no

 m
ea

ni
ng

 in
 sa

yi
ng

 th
at

 p
le

as
ur

e 
is 

go
od

, u
nl

es
s g

oo
d 

is 
so

m
et

hi
ng

di
ffe

re
nt

 fr
om

 p
le

as
ur

e.
 It

 is
 a

bs
ol

ut
el

y 
us

el
es

s,
 s

o 
fa

r 
as

 E
th

ic
s 

is
co

nc
er

ne
d,

 to
 p

ro
ve

, a
s 

M
r S

pe
nc

er
 tr

ie
s 

to
 d

o,
 th

at
 in

cr
ea

se
 o

f p
le

a-
su

re
 c

oi
nc

id
es

 w
ith

 in
cr

ea
se

 o
f 

lif
e,

 u
nl

es
s 

go
od

 m
ea

ns
 s

om
et

hi
ng

di
ffe

re
nt

 fr
om

 e
ith

er
 li

fe
 o

r 
pl

ea
su

re
. H

e 
m

ig
ht

 ju
st

 a
s 

w
el

l 
try

 to
pr

ov
e 

th
at

 a
n 

or
an

ge
 is

 y
el

lo
w

 b
y 

sh
ew

in
g 

th
at

 it
 is

 a
lw

ay
s 

w
ra

pp
ed

up
 in

 p
ap

er
.

13
. I

n 
fa

ct
, i

f i
t i

s 
no

t t
he

 c
as

e 
th

at
 ‘g

oo
d’

 d
en

ot
es

 so
m

et
hi

ng
 si

m
-

pl
e 

an
d 

in
de

fin
ab

le
, o

nl
y 

tw
o 

al
te

rn
at

iv
es

 a
re

 p
os

sib
le

: e
ith

er
 it

 is
 a

co
m

pl
ex

, a
 g

iv
en

 w
ho

le
, a

bo
ut

 th
e 

co
rre

ct
 a

na
ly

sis
 o

f 
w

hi
ch

 th
er

e
co

ul
d 

be
 d

isa
gr

ee
m

en
t; 

or
 e

lse
 it

 m
ea

ns
 n

ot
hi

ng
 a

t a
ll,

 a
nd

 th
er

e 
is 

no
su

ch
 s

ub
je

ct
 a

s 
Et

hi
cs

. 
In

 g
en

er
al

, 
ho

w
ev

er
, 

et
hi

ca
l 

ph
ilo

so
ph

er
s

ha
ve

 a
tte

m
pt

ed
 to

 d
efi

ne
 g

oo
d,

 w
ith

ou
t r

ec
og

ni
sin

g 
w

ha
t s

uc
h 

an
 a

t-
te

m
pt

 m
us

t m
ea

n.
 T

he
y 

ac
tu

al
ly

 u
se

 a
rg

um
en

ts
 w

hi
ch

 in
vo

lv
e 

on
e 

or
bo

th
 o

f t
he

 a
bs

ur
di

tie
s c

on
sid

er
ed

 in
 §

 1
1.

 W
e 

ar
e,

 th
er

ef
or

e,
 ju

sti
fie

d
in

 c
on

cl
ud

in
g 

th
at

 th
e 

at
te

m
pt

 to
 d

efi
ne

 g
oo

d 
is 

ch
ie

fly
 d

ue
 to

 w
an

t o
f

cl
ea

rn
es

s 
as

 to
 th

e 
po

ss
ib

le
 n

at
ur

e 
of

 d
efi

ni
tio

n.
 T

he
re

 a
re

, i
n 

fa
ct

,
on

ly
 tw

o 
se

rio
us

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
es

 to
 b

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

, i
n 

or
de

r 
to

 e
sta

bl
ish

th
e 

co
nc

lu
sio

n 
th

at
 ‘g

oo
d’

 d
oe

s 
de

no
te

 a
 s

im
pl

e 
an

d 
in

de
fin

ab
le

 n
o-

tio
n.

 It
 m

ig
ht

 p
os

sib
ly

 d
en

ot
e 

a 
co

m
pl

ex
, a

s 
‘h

or
se

’ d
oe

s;
 o

r i
t m

ig
ht

ha
ve

 n
o 

m
ea

ni
ng

 a
t a

ll.
 N

ei
th

er
 o

f 
th

es
e 

po
ss

ib
ili

tie
s 

ha
s,

 h
ow

ev
er

,
be

en
 c

le
ar

ly
 c

on
ce

iv
ed

 a
nd

 s
er

io
us

ly
 m

ai
nt

ai
ne

d,
 a

s 
su

ch
, b

y 
th

os
e

w
ho

 p
re

su
m

e 
to

 d
efi

ne
 g

oo
d;

 a
nd

 b
ot

h 
m

ay
 b

e 
di

sm
iss

ed
 b

y 
a 

sim
pl

e
ap

pe
al

 to
 fa

ct
s.

(1
) T

he
 h

yp
ot

he
sis

 th
at

 d
isa

gr
ee

m
en

t a
bo

ut
 th

e 
m

ea
ni

ng
 o

f g
oo

d 
is

di
sa

gr
ee

m
en

t w
ith

 re
ga

rd
 to

 th
e 

co
rre

ct
 a

na
ly

sis
 o

f 
a 

gi
ve

n 
w

ho
le

,
m

ay
 b

e 
m

os
t p

la
in

ly
 se

en
 to

 b
e 

in
co

rre
ct

 b
y 

co
ns

id
er

at
io

n 
of

 th
e 

fa
ct

th
at

, w
ha

te
ve

r 
de

fin
iti

on
 m

ay
 b

e 
of

fe
re

d,
 it

 m
ay

 a
lw

ay
s,

 b
e 

as
ke

d,
w

ith
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nc

e,
 o

f t
he

 c
om

pl
ex

 so
 d

efi
ne

d,
 w

he
th

er
 it

 is
 it

se
lf 

go
od

.
To

 ta
ke

, f
or

 in
sta

nc
e,

 o
ne

 o
f t

he
 m

or
e 

pl
au

sib
le

, b
ec

au
se

 o
ne

 o
f 

th
e

m
or

e 
co

m
pl

ic
at

ed
 o

f 
su

ch
 p

ro
po

se
d 

de
fin

iti
on

s,
 it

 m
ay

 e
as

ily
 b

e
th

ou
gh

t, 
at

 fi
rs

t s
ig

ht
, t

ha
t t

o 
be

 g
oo

d 
m

ay
 m

ea
n 

to
 b

e 
th

at
 w

hi
ch

 w
e

de
sir

e 
to

 d
es

ire
. T

hu
s 

if
 w

e 
ap

pl
y 

th
is

 d
efi

ni
tio

n 
to

 a
 p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 in
-

sta
nc

e 
an

d 
sa

y 
‘W

he
n 

w
e 

th
in

k 
th

at
 A

 is
 g

oo
d,

 w
e 

ar
e 

th
in

ki
ng

 th
at

 A
is

 o
ne

 o
f t

he
 th

in
gs

 w
hi

ch
 w

e 
de

sir
e 

to
 d

es
ire

,’ 
ou

r p
ro

po
sit

io
n 

m
ay

se
em

 q
ui

te
 p

la
us

ib
le

. B
ut

, i
f 

w
e 

ca
rry

 th
e 

in
ve

sti
ga

tio
n 

fu
rth

er
, a

nd
as

k 
ou

rs
el

ve
s ‘

Is
 it

 g
oo

d 
to

 d
es

ire
 to

 d
es

ire
 A

?’
 it

 is
 a

pp
ar

en
t, 

on
 a

 li
t-

tle
 re

fle
ct

io
n,

 th
at

 th
is

 q
ue

sti
on

 is
 it

se
lf 

as
 in

te
lli

gi
bl

e,
 a

s 
th

e 
or

ig
in

al
qu

es
tio

n,
 ‘I

s 
A

 g
oo

d?
’—

th
at

 w
e 

ar
e,

 in
 fa

ct
, n

ow
 a

sk
in

g 
fo

r e
xa

ct
ly

th
e 

sa
m

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t t

he
 d

es
ire

 to
 d

es
ire

 A
, f

or
 w

hi
ch

 w
e 

fo
r-

m
er

ly
 a

sk
ed

 w
ith

 re
ga

rd
 to

 A
 it

se
lf.

 B
ut

 it
 is

 a
lso

 a
pp

ar
en

t t
ha

t t
he

m
ea

ni
ng

 o
f t

hi
s s

ec
on

d 
qu

es
tio

n 
ca

nn
ot

 b
e 

co
rre

ct
ly

 a
na

ly
se

d 
in

to
 ‘I

s

5
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nised and stated this fact. W
e shall see, indeed, how

 far m
any of the

m
ost reputed ethical system

s fall short of draw
ing the conclusions

w
hich follow

 from
 such a recognition. A

t present I w
ill only quote

from
 one instance, w

hich w
ill serve to illustrate the m

eaning and im
-

portance of this principle that ‘good’ is indefinable, or, as Prof. Sidg-
w

ick says, an ‘unanalysable notion.’ It is an instance to w
hich Prof.

Sidgw
ick him

self refers in a note on the passage, in w
hich he argues

that ‘ought’ is unanalysable
.

M
ethods of Ethics, Bk. I, Chap. iii, § 1 (6th edition).

‘Bentham
,’ says Sidgw

ick, ‘explains that his fundam
ental princi-

ple ‘states the greatest happiness of all those w
hose interest is in

question as being the right and proper end of hum
an action’’; and yet

‘his language in other passages of the sam
e chapter w

ould seem
 to

im
ply’ that he m

eans by the w
ord ‘right’ ‘conducive to the general

happiness.’ Prof. Sidgw
ick sees that, if you take these tw

o statem
ents

together, you get the absurd result that ‘greatest happiness is the end
of hum

an action, w
hich is conducive to the general happiness’; and

so absurd does it seem
 to him

 to call this result, as Bentham
 calls it,

‘the fundam
ental principle of a m

oral system
,’ that he suggests that

Bentham
 cannot have m

eant it. Yet Prof. Sidgw
ick him

self states
elsew

here
 that Psychological H

edonism
 is ‘not seldom

 confounded
w

ith Egoistic H
edonism

’; and that confusion, as w
e shall see, rests

chiefly on that sam
e fallacy, the naturalistic fallacy, w

hich is im
plied

in Bentham
’s statem

ents. Prof. Sidgw
ick adm

its therefore that this
fallacy is som

etim
es com

m
itted, absurd as it is; and I am

 inclined to
think that Bentham

 m
ay really have been one of those w

ho com
m

it-
ted it. M

ill, as w
e shall see, certainly did com

m
it it. In any case,

w
hether Bentham

 com
m

itted it or not, his doctrine, as above quoted,
w

ill serve as a very good illustration of this fallacy, and of the im
por-

tance of the contrary proposition that good is indefinable.
M

ethods of Ethics, Bk. I, Chap. iv, § 1.

Let us consider this doctrine. Bentham
 seem

s to im
ply, so Prof.

Sidgw
ick says, that the w

ord ‘right’ m
eans ‘conducive to general

happiness.’ N
ow

 this, by itself, need not necessarily involve the natu-
ralistic fallacy. For the w

ord ‘right’ is very com
m

only appropriated
to actions w

hich lead to the attainm
ent of w

hat is good; w
hich are re-

garded as m
eans to the ideal and not as ends-in-them

selves. This use
of ‘right’, as denoting w

hat is good as a m
eans, w

hether or not it also
be good as an end, is indeed the use to w

hich I shall confine the
w

ord. H
ad Bentham

 been using ‘right’ in this sense, it m
ight be per-

fectly consistent for him
 to define right as ‘conducive to the general

happiness’ provided only (and note this proviso) he had already
proved, or laid dow

n as an axiom
, that general happiness w

as the
good, or (w

hat is equivalent to this) that general happiness alone w
as

good. For in that case he w
ould have already defined the good as
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the desire to desire A
 one of the things w

hich w
e desire to desire?’:

w
e have not before our m

inds anything so com
plicated as the ques-

tion ‘D
o w

e desire to desire to desire to desire A
?’ M

oreover any one
can easily convince him

self by inspection that the predicate of this
proposition—

‘good’—
is positively different from

 notion of ‘desiring
to desire’ w

hich enters into its subject: ‘That w
e should desire to de-

sire A
 is good’ is not m

erely equivalent to ‘That A
 should be good is

good.’ It m
ay indeed be true that w

hat w
e desire to desire is alw

ays
good; perhaps, even the converse m

ay be true: but it is very doubtful
w

hether this is the case, and the m
ere fact that w

e understand very
w

ell w
hat is m

eant by doubting it, shew
s clearly that w

e have to dif-
ferent notions before our m

ind.
(2) A

nd the sam
e consideration is sufficient to dism

iss the hypoth-
esis that ‘good’ has no m

eaning w
hatsoever. It is very natural to

m
ake the m

istake of supposing that w
hat is universally true is of such

a nature that its negation w
ould be self-contradictory: the im

portance
w

hich has been assigned to analytic propositions in the history of
philosophy shew

s how
 easy such a m

istake is. A
nd thus it is very

easy to conclude that w
hat seem

s to be a universal ethical principle is
in fact an identical proposition; that, if, for exam

ple, w
hatever is

called ‘good’ seem
s to be pleasant, the proposition ‘Pleasure is the

good’ does not assert a connection betw
een tw

o different notions, but
involves only one, that of pleasure, w

hich is easily recognised as a
distinct entity. But w

hoever w
ill attentively consider w

ith him
self

w
hat is actually before his m

ind w
hen he asks the question ‘Is plea-

sure (or w
hatever it m

ay be) after all good?’ can easily satisfy him
-

self that he is not m
erely w

ondering w
hether pleasure is pleasant.

A
nd if he w

ill try this experim
ent w

ith each suggested definition in
succession, he m

ay becom
e expert enough to recognise that in every

case he has before his m
ind a unique object, w

ith regard to the con-
nection of w

hich w
ith any other object, a distinct question m

ay be
asked. Every one does in fact understand the question ‘Is this good?’
W

hen he thinks of it, his state of m
ind is different from

 w
hat it

w
ould be, w

ere he asked ‘Is this pleasant, or desired, or approved?’ It
has a distinct m

eaning for him
, even though he m

ay not recognise in
w

hat respect it is distinct. W
henever he thinks of ‘intrinsic value,’ or

‘intrinsic w
orth,’ or says that a thing ‘ought to exist,’ he has before

his m
ind the unique object—

the unique property of things—
that I

m
ean by ‘good.’ Everybody is constantly aw

are of this notion, al-
though he m

ay never becom
e aw

are at all that it is different from
other notions of w

hich he is also aw
are. But, for correct ethical rea-

soning, it is extrem
ely im

portant that he should becom
e aw

are of this
fact; and as soon as the nature of the problem

 is closely understood,
there should be little difficulty in advancing so far in analysis.
14. ‘G

ood,’ then, is indefinable; and yet, so far as I know, there is
only one ethical w

riter, Prof. H
enry Sidgw

ick, w
ho has clearly recog-
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