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adjective ‘good’ will apply: it must be the whole of that to which the
adjective will apply, and the adjective must always truly apply to it.
But if it is that to which the adjective will apply, it must be some-
thing different from that adjective itself; and the whole of that some-
thing different, whatever it is, will be our definition of the good. Now
it may be that this something will have other adjectives, beside
‘good,’ that will apply to it. It may be full of pleasure, for example; it
may be intelligent; and if those two adjectives are really part of its
definition, then it will certainly be true, that pleasure and intelligence
are good. And many people appear to think that, if we say ‘Pleasure
and intelligence are good,” or if we say ‘Only pleasure and intelli-
gence are good,” we are defining ‘good.” Well, I cannot deny that
propositions of this nature may sometimes be called definitions; I do
not know well enough how the word is generally used to decide upon
this point. I only wish it to be understood that that is not what I mean
when [ say there is no possible definition of good, and that I shall not
mean this if I use the word again. I do most fully believe that some
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 would be impossible. As it is, I believe the good to be defin-
able; and yet I still say that good itself is indefinable.
10. ...

unities. This error is committed, when it is supposed, that, if one part
of a whole has no intrinsic value, the value of the whole must reside
entirely in the other parts. It has, in this way, been commonly sup-
posed, that, if all valuable wholes could be seen to have one and only
one common property, the wholes must be valuable solely because
they possess this property; and the illusion is greatly strengthened, if
the common property in question seems, considered by itself, to have
more value than the other parts of such wholes, considered by them-
selves. But, if we consider the property in question, in isolation, and
then compare it with the whole, of which it forms a part, it may be-
come easily apparent that, existing by itself, the property in question
has not nearly so much value, as has the whole to which it belongs.
Thus, if we compare the value of a certain amount of pleasure, exisz-
ing absolutely by itself, with the value of certain ‘enjoyments,” con-
taining an equal amount of pleasure, it may become apparent that the
‘enjoyment’ is much better than the pleasure, and also, in some
cases, much worse. In such a case it is plain that the ‘enjoyment’
does not owe its value solely to the pleasure it contains, although it
might easily have appeared to do so, when we only considered the
other constituents of the enjoyment, and seemed to see that, without
the pleasure, they would have had no value. It is now apparent, on
the contrary, that the whole ‘enjoyment’ owes its value quite equally
to the presence of the other constituents, even though it may be true
that the pleasure is the only constituent having any value by itself.
And similarly, if we are told that all things owe their value solely to
the fact that they are ‘realisations of the true self,” we may easily re-
fute this statement, by asking whether the predicate that is meant by
‘realising the true self,” supposing that it could exist alone, would
have any value whatsoever. Either the thing, which does ‘realise the
true self,” has intrinsic value or it has not; and if it has, then it cer-
tainly does not owe its value solely to the fact that it realises the true
self.

113. If, now, we use this method of absolute isolation, and guard
against these errors, it appears that the question we have to answer is
far less difficult than the controversies of Ethics might have led us to
expect. Indeed, once the meaning of the question is clearly under-
stood, the answer to it, in its main outlines, appears to be so obvious,
that it runs the risk of seeming to be a platitude. By far the most valu-
able things, which we know or can imagine, are certain states of con-
sciousness, which may be roughly described as the pleasures of hu-
man intercourse and the enjoyment of beautiful objects. No one,
probably, who has asked himself the question, has ever doubted that
personal affection and the appreciation of what is beautiful in Art or
Nature, are good in themselves; nor, if we consider strictly what
things are worth having purely for their own sakes, does it appear
probable that any one will think that anything else has nearly so great
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lutely and entirely the same with goodness. This view I propose to
call the ‘naturalistic fallacy’ and of it I shall now endeavour to dis-
pose.

11. Let us consider what it is such philosophers say. And first it is
to be noticed that they do not agree among themselves. They not
only say that they are right as to what good is, but they endeavour to
prove that other people who say that it is something else, are wrong.
One, for instance, will affirm that good is pleasure, another, perhaps,
that good is that which is desired; and each of these will argue ea-
gerly to prove that other people who say that it is something else, are
wrong. One, for instance, will affirm that good is pleasure, another,
perhaps, that good is that which is desired; and each of these will ar-
gue eagerly to prove that the other is wrong. But how is that possi-
ble? One of them says that good is nothing but the object of desire,
and at the same time tries to prove that it is not pleasure. But from
his first assertion, that good just means the object of desire, one of
two things must follow as regards his proof:

(1) He may be trying to prove that the object of desire is not plea-
sure. But, if this be all, where is his Ethics? The position he is main-
taining is merely a psychological one. Desire is something which oc-
curs in our minds, and pleasure is something else which so occurs;
and our would-be ethical philosopher is merely holding that the latter
is not the object of the former. But what has that to do with the ques-
tion in dispute? His opponent held the ethical proposition that plea-
sure was the good, and although he should prove a million times over
the psychological proposition that pleasure is not the object of desire,
he is no nearer proving his opponent to be wrong. The position is like
this. One man says a triangle is a circle: another replies, ‘A triangle
is a straight line, and I will prove to you that I am right: for’ (this is
the only argument) ‘a straight line is not a circle.” “That is quite true,’
the other may reply; ‘but nevertheless a triangle is a circle, and you
have said nothing whatever to prove the contrary. What is proved is
that one of us is wrong, for we agree that a triangle cannot be both a
straight line and a circle: but which is wrong, there can be no earthly
means of proving, since you define triangle as straight line and I de-
fine it as circle.”—Well, that is one alternative which any naturalistic
Ethics has to face; if good is defined as something else, then it is im-
possible either to prove that any other definition is wrong or even to
deny such definition.

(2) The other alternative will scarcely be more welcome. It is that
the discussion is after all a verbal one. When A says ‘Good means
pleasant’ and B says ‘Good means desired,” they may merely wish to
assert that most people have used the word for what is pleasant and
for what is desired respectively. And this is quite an interesting sub-
ject for discussion: only it is not a whit more an ethical discussion
than the last was. Nor do I think that any exponent of naturalistic
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with the action itself. In asserting that the action is the best thing to
do, we assert that it together with its consequences presents a greater
sum of intrinsic value than any possible alternative. And this condi-
tion may be realised by any of the three cases: —(a) If the action it-
self has greater intrinsic value than any alternative, whereas both its
consequences and those of the alternatives are absolutely devoid ei-
ther of intrinsic merit or intrinsic demerit; or () if, though its conse-
quences are intrinsically bad, the balance of intrinsic value is greater
than would 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 time, absolutely right
or obligatory, is obviously to assert that more good or less evil will
exist in the world, if it be adopted than if anything else be done in-
stead. But this implies a judgment as to the value both of its own
consequences and of those of any possible alternative. And that an
action will have such and such consequences involves a number of
causal judgments.

Similarly, in answering the question ‘What ought we to aim at se-
curing?’ causal judgments are again involved, but in a somewhat dif-
ferent way. We are liable to forget, because it is so obvious, that this
question can never be answered correctly except by naming some-
thing which can be secured. Not everything can be secured; and,
even if we judge that nothing which cannot be obtained would be of
equal value with that which can, the possibility of the latter, as well
as its value, is essential to its being a proper end of action. Accord-
ingly neither our judgments as to what actions we ought to perform,
nor even our judgments as to the ends which they ought to produce,
are pure judgments of intrinsic value. With regard to the former, an
action which is absolutely obligatory may have no intrinsic value
whatsoever; that it is perfectly virtuous may mean merely that it
causes the best possible effects. And with regard to the latter, these
best possible results which justify our action can, in any case, have
only so much of intrinsic value as the laws of nature allow us to se-
cure; and they in their turn may have no intrinsic value whatsoever,
but may merely be a means to the attainment (in a still further future)
of something that has such value. Whenever, therefore, we ask ‘What
ought we to do?’ or ‘What ought we to try to get?’ we are asking
questions which involve a correct answer to two others, completely
different in kind from one another. We must know both what degree
of intrinsic value different things have, and how these different
things may be obtained. But the vast majority of questions which
have actually been discussed in Ethics—all practical questions, in-
deed—involve this double knowledge; and they have been discussed
without any clear separation of the two distinct questions involved. A
great part of the vast disagreements prevalent in Ethics is to be attrib-
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nothing else whatever, yet we feel no difficulty in saying that we are
pleased. The reason is, of course, that when I say ‘I am pleased,” I do
not mean that ‘I’ am the same thing as ‘having pleasure.” And simi-
larly no difficulty need be found in my saying that ‘pleasure is good’
and yet not meaning that ‘pleasure’ is the same thing as ‘good,’ that
pleasure means good, and that good means pleasure. If 1 were to
imagine that when I said ‘I am pleased,” I meant that I was exactly
the same thing as ‘pleased,” I should not indeed call that a naturalis-
tic fallacy, although it would be the same fallacy as I have called nat-
uralistic with reference to Ethics. The reason of this is obvious
enough. When a man confuses two natural objects with one another,
defining the one by the other, if for instance, he confuses himself,
who is one natural object, with ‘pleased’ or with ‘pleasure’ which are
others, then there is no reason to call the fallacy naturalistic. But if he
confuses ‘good,” which is not in the same sense a natural object, with
any natural object whatever, then there is a reason for calling that a
naturalistic fallacy; its being made with regard to ‘good’ marks it as
something quite specific, and this specific mistake deserves a name
because it is so common. As for the reasons why good is not to be
considered a natural object, they may be reserved for discussion in
another place. But, for the present, it is sufficient to notice this: Even
if it were a natural object, that would not alter the nature of the fal-
lacy 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 appropriate as I think it is. And I do not care about
the name: what I do care about is the fallacy. It does not matter what
we call it, provided we recognise it when we meet with it. It is to be
met with in almost every book on Ethics; and yet it is not recognised:
and that is why it is necessary to multiply illustrations of it, and con-
venient to give it a name. It is a very simple fallacy indeed. When we
say that an orange is yellow, we do not think our statement binds us
to hold that ‘orange’ means nothing else than ‘yellow,” or that noth-
ing can be yellow but an orange. Supposing the orange is also sweet!
Does that bind us to say that ‘sweet’ is exactly the same thing as
‘yellow,” that ‘sweet’ must be defined as ‘yellow’? And supposing it
be recognised that ‘yellow’ just means ‘yellow’ and nothing else
whatever, does that make it any more difficult to hold that oranges
are yellow? Most certainly it does not: on the contrary, it would be
absolutely meaningless to say that oranges were yellow unless yel-
low did in the end mean just ‘yellow’ and nothing else whatever
—unless it was absolutely indefinable. We should not get any very
clear notion about things, which are yellow —we should not get very
far with our science, if we were bound to hold that everything which
was yellow, meant exactly the same thing as yellow. We should find
we had to hold that an orange was exactly the same thing as a stool, a
piece of paper, a lemon, anything you like. We could prove any num-
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Ethics is knowledge and not practice; and any one who uses the natu-
ralistic fallacy has certainly not fulfilled this first object, however
correct his practical principles may be.

My objections to Naturalism are then, in the first place, that it of-
fers no reason at all, far less any valid reason, for any ethical princi-
ple whatever; and in this it already fails to satisfy the requirements 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 mind into accepting
ethical principles, which are false; and in this it is contrary to every
aim of Ethics. It is easy to see that if we start with a definition of
right conduct as conduct conducive to general happiness; then,
knowing that right conduct is universally conduct conducive to the
good, we very easily arrive at the result that the good is general hap-
piness. If, on the other hand, we once recognise that we must start
our Ethics without a definition, we shall be much more apt to look
about us, before we adopt any ethical principle whatever, and the
more we look about us, the less likely we are to adopt a false one. It
may be replied to this: Yes, but we shall look about us just as much,
before we settle on our definition, and are therefore just as likely to
be right. But I will try to shew that this is not the case. If we start
with the conviction that a definition of good can be found, we start
with the conviction that the good can mean nothing else than some
one property of things, and our only business will then be to discover
what that property is. But if we recognise that, so far as the meaning
of good goes, anything whatever may be good, we start with a much
more open mind. Moreover, apart from the fact that, when we think
we have a definition, we cannot logically defend our ethical princi-
ples in any way whatever, we shall also be much less apt to defend
them well, even if illogically. For we shall start with the conviction
that good must mean so and so, and shall therefore be inclined either
to misunderstand our opponent’s arguments or to cut them short with
the reply, ‘This is not an open question: the very meaning of the
word decides it; no one can think otherwise except through confu-
sion.’

17. There are, then, judgments which state that certain kinds of
things have good effects; and such judgments, for the reasons just
given, have the important 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

21

23



91

SI

S

S[, Ojul pasATeur A[}091100 9q JoUUERd UoNsINb puodds sryy Jo Juruesw
oyl ey Juatedde os[e st 31 Ing “J[OS) Y 01 pIe3al im payse Apow
-IOJ 9M UOIUM JOJ ¢y QISP 0} ISP Y} JNOQe UOTIBWIOJUI JwWes Y}
AJ30BX9 10J SuSe MOU ‘}oB} UI ‘a9l 9M JByl— /PO03 V SI, ‘uonsonb
[eurSio oy se ‘o[qI3I[[a3ur se Jjasit st uonsanb siyy ey ‘uonoagar ap
=311 ® uo ‘quaredde s131 W QIISOP 0} AIISOP 0} POOS I S], SIA[ISINO Sk
pue ‘1oylin} uone3nsoAul o) A11ed am JI ‘ing -oqrsne[d )b woss
Aewr uonrsodoid 1o oIsop 03 AIISIP I YOIYM STUIY) 9y} JO AUO SI
V 18} SUD{UIY) I 9M ‘PO0S SI 18U} JUIY) 9M UIYAN, ABS pUE 9oUe)S
-ur re[nonted e 03 uonmuyep sy} A[dde om J1 snyJ, ~oIsop 03 aIsop
M UOIYM IRl 2q 0} uBaW AeW POO3 3q 01 18} ‘IY3IS Is1y e ‘Jysnoy)
9q Aqises Aew 31 ‘suonmugep posodoid yons jo pojedoridwod aiow
JU} JO QU0 Isneddq ‘9[qrsnerd AI0W AU} JO JUO ‘9UBISUI JOJ ‘dye) O,
“POOS J[SII SI 31 JAYIYM ‘pauyap 0s xo[dwod ay) JO ‘Q0uBdYIUIIS YIm
‘payIse 9q ‘sAemle Aew I ‘paIdjjo 2q Aewl UONIUYAP JAJRUYM ‘Jey)
10B] 9Y) JO UOTRIIPISUOD AQ JO1I00UT 9q 0} Udds Afurefd jsowr 9q Aew
‘o[oyMm UQAIZ B JO SISATRUR 1001100 9Y) 0) pPIe3al [IIM JUSWIAITeLSIp
SI pOO3 JO SuIUBdW A} INOQE JUIWIAISLSIP e sisaypodAy oy, (1)
‘sy1oeJ 01 [eadde
ordwis v Aq passtwsip 9q Aew y1oq pue ‘pooT auyap 03 swnsaid oym
asoy} Aq ‘yons se ‘paurejurelll A[SNOLIS PUB PIAIIUOD A[IBI[O USq
‘roAamoy ‘sey sanrIqissod 9say) Jo IOIAN ‘[[B & Surueaw ou dAry
Y31 1 1O S0P 9510y, sk ‘x9[dwod e Jjoudp A[qrssod y3rw 3 "uon
-ou 9[qeuyopur pue d[dwirs € 9Joudp S0P ,poO3T, JBY} UOISN[OUOD I}
USI[qelso 0} JOPIO UI ‘PAIIPISUOD 2 O} SIANBUIDI[E SNOLIdS 0Mm] A[UO
‘J0BJ UI ‘QIe QIOYJ, "UonIUyep Jo dInjeu [qissod Oy} 0} SB SSOUIBI[O
JO juem 03 anp Ago1yo st poo3 auyap 03 Jdwaye oy Jeyl Surpn[ouod ur
poynsnl ‘a10Jo19y) ‘18 9pA ] § UI PAIOPISUOD SANIPINSQE A} JO Y10q
10 QUO QA[OAUI YOIy sjuawngie asn A[[enjoe AyJ, ‘ugow jsnw 1dwa)
-Je ue yons jeym SuIstuSooaI Jnoym ‘poos duydp o) payduwane oaey
sioydosoqiyd [eoryio ‘IoAamoy ‘rerouad uy somylg se 109[qns yons
OU SI 9I9Y) pue ‘[[e Je SUIYIoUu SUBAW JI 3S[3 JO {JUIWIAITLSIP 9q P[NOD
I} UYOIYM JO SISA[RUR 1091100 9U) JNOqe ‘O[oym UQAIS © ‘xd[dwoo
B SI )1 JoUII0 :9[qIssod aIe soAneuId)[e 0M] AJUO ‘d[qeuyepul pue 9d
-w1s SUIy)oWos SAIOUIP ,pO0S, JBY) ISed AU} JoU ST T JI “308] U] *€]
-1oded ur dn
paddeim sKempe st 11 jey) Surmays Aq MO[[A SI d3uelo ue jey) aroxd
0) A1) [[om se isnl yStw of -oinsed[d 10 9JI] IOYIISO WOIJ JUIJIP
Suryowos suvaus pood SSOTUN ‘OFI[ JO OSBAIOUI YIIM SIPIOUTOD INS
-e9[d jo asearour jey) ‘op 03 saLn 1ouAdS IJA St ‘oro1d 0] ‘pourddu0d
SI SOIYJ) Se JIej OS ‘Sso[osn A[oInjosqe st I ‘ainsed[d WoIJ JUAIIP
Suryowos st pood ssoqun ‘poog st arnses[d jey) Juikes ur Juruesw ou
SI 9I9Y) ‘AIe1UOd 9y} UQ) (,90U0 J& NI} 9q 0} Y30q JuIpjoy ur A)noyjip
Aue 2191 ST (poo3 st arnsed[d jey) Auap 03 p[ay 29 [ P[NOYS ‘S[qrUyIp
-UI pue poo3 SI poo3 JI ‘AYAA (,.POOS, YIIM JUISPIP 2q I P[NOYS ‘U]
‘AUM {JIND 9U) O} JoIeoU dY) 9q oM P[NOYS INQ ‘SANIpINSqe Jo I19q

0C

61

8

J0 103[q0 10011p QYT "Wy} JOJ SUOSEAI PI[EA Puy O} OS[B INg ‘S)NSA
onI) urejqo o) AJUO J0U ‘ISISUI ISNUL T ‘SOIYI JO SSOUISNQ Y} ST I 0]
-1oydosoqiyd [eorye ue se wiy 0} Uonda(qo SNOLIdS © 9q p[nom Aoe|
-[eJ 9y} JO Isn SIY ‘9Sed IONe] SIY} UI USAQD ‘Ing "POOIS dARY [[I)S P[NOM
‘S1[NSaI Urew S Ul ‘W)SAS [BOIYIQ SIY ISBD Jey) Ul pue ‘Juardyjns 9q
0] SUOSBAI IOYJO JYInoy} dArY p[nom Y ey aqissod osfe A[paiqnop
-un st 3] *edouanbasuoo jueproduwll 1ISOW B—WAISAS [0y SIY PIZueyd
JARY P[NOM Y 3SED Jey) U] “JUIIOYINS g 0} JYINOy) oY YOIym duou
punoj 9AeYy yS1u Y ‘SUOSLAI IdYJO I0J JYSNOS 9Y pey ‘Jey} pue ‘wst
-ueleIn) Sy jo 1oddns ur suosear I9YJo I0J YOS 0] PI[ U dARY
PInoMm Y ‘0s QUOp pey Y JI ‘Jey) ‘Snorde[[e} 9q 0} WAy} 9A10019d j0U
PIP 9y 18y} SI 1s933ns [ 1BYAA "IYSLI JO UONIULAP B UI ISISUOD AU} SB
Iey os souo snoroe[e] are uonrsodoid [eoryle siy 10§ SOAIS A[[enioe oy
UOIyM Suospa. ) Jey) ST Jururejurews we [ JBYAp “wiy o) Jno pajurod
uoaq pey Ade[[e} AU} JI USAD ‘S0P YOIMIPIS JOI Se ‘I paurejurews
oAey YSIw weyuag "s1o1deyd Surpaooons dy) ul 0S SI I IYIOyYM
IOPISUOD [[eYS oM ‘owes ay) [[e an1 9q Aew o(dounid jeyJ, 11 papua)
-ur A[paiqnopun 3y se ‘uonisodoid [eo1YI0 UL SB poOISIopUN 9q Jey) JI
‘uonoe uewny jo pud Jodoid oy st ssourddey 15918013 JRY) UOHIUAIUOD
S, WRYIUE INJal [[B I8 JOU S0P I JO AISAOISIP 9], "PO0ISIopunsIu
9q 03 Koe[rej st} 03 uJisse [ ooueyrodwr Ay} Ysim JoU OpP [ ‘MON
*$soupo03 SII 10 ssamySLI s3I Jnoqe jou ‘ssaurddey [erouad
Jo aumpu Ay Inoqe uonisodoid e IS[ IO ‘SPIOM JO SUTURIW Y} JnOqe
uonisodoid © ‘uaas oary om se ‘1oUlIo Inq ‘[e 18 o[dound [eoryie ue
jou SI ,uonode uewny Jo pud Jy3ur oy st ssourddey [erouad, jey) juowr
-QJB)S AU} 9SBO SIY} Ul ddUIS ‘Qinpadoid pijeAur A[309319d €—pud Y3
ay) 9q 03 ssaurddey [e1ouagd soroid ssourddey [eroua3 03 9AIONPUOD S
JY31I JO uonmuyap Ay} Arenuod yj uo nq ‘ampadoid prea Aposjrad
e—ssourddey [e1oua3 01 9AIONPUOD SB pauyadp SI JYIII 910Joq ‘pud
3 oy st ssourddey [eroud3 jey) 119sse J0 2401d 03 ISIY MOU ATessd
-09u J0U SI 1] "pue Y311 oy} st ssourddey [e10UaS JBY) SNOIAQO ST 1 UdY)
‘ssourddey [eroua3 03 oAIONpUOD sueaw ‘uonmuyap Aq ‘3 J1 -ordio
-urid Jey) WoIJ PIALIOP J[9SI SUIdq JO PeISul ‘pud JYSLI ) st ssourd
-dey e1ouad yey) ordrounid ejuowepuny oy jo 1oddns ur wry £q pasn
9q ued ssourddey [e1ouU8 03 JATONPUOD Sk JYSFII JO UOHIUYIP A} Jey)
SNOIAQO SI 11 MOU IO, "uonsanb ur Aoe[[e] oY) SUIAJOAUI JNOYIIM SSAU
-1ddey [e10ua3 oy} 03 SAIONPUOD, Sk pauyep 9q I9FUO[ ou ued JYSLI ‘oS
Suroq Jey) pue 1 0} SAIONPUOD AIB YOIYMm SUBIW Y} 0} ATUO JOU ‘Yons
Se ‘puo oy} 03 ‘a10ja1y} 311, piom oy sordde oy -uonoe uewiny
Jo pua 1adoid pue jy814 ) ST poUIdOUOD [[e JO ssaurddey 1sa1eaIs oyl
jey} ‘09s om ‘st ordrounid [eluowepuny SIy JIoq “J[OSWIY weyueyg Aq
PIsO[o U23q Sey Ade[[e} onsi[eInieu U} pPINIWWOD SulAey JO d5ILYD
oy} woij adeoss jo poyow suyp ng ,ssourddey [e1ousd 01 darOnp
-u0d, upaus K[[enioe pnom I poos 2y; 0] SAINPUOD, SB pauyap
9q 0} sem JYSLI QOUIS ‘pue ‘(A[qeUYIPUI ST pOOS, JBY) UOHUIUOD )
UM ‘UQ3S QAR M QulsIsuod Aoejiad uonisod ) ssourddey [eioual



the desire to desire A one of the things which we desire to desire?’:
we have not before our minds anything so complicated as the ques-
tion ‘Do we desire to desire to desire to desire A?” Moreover any one
can easily convince himself by inspection that the predicate of this
proposition— ‘good’ —is positively different from notion of ‘desiring
to desire’ which enters into its subject: ‘That we should desire to de-
sire A is good’ is not merely equivalent to ‘“That A should be good is
good.” It may indeed be true that what we desire to desire is always
good; perhaps, even the converse may be true: but it is very doubtful
whether this is the case, and the mere fact that we understand very
well what is meant by doubting it, shews clearly that we have to dif-
ferent notions before our mind.

(2) And the same consideration is sufficient to dismiss the hypoth-
esis that ‘good’ has no meaning whatsoever. It is very natural to
make the mistake of supposing that what is universally true is of such
a nature that its negation would be self-contradictory: the importance
which has been assigned to analytic propositions in the history of
philosophy shews how easy such a mistake is. And thus it is very
easy to conclude that what seems to be a universal ethical principle is
in fact an identical proposition; that, if, for example, whatever is
called ‘good’ seems to be pleasant, the proposition ‘Pleasure is the
good’ does not assert a connection between two different notions, but
involves only one, that of pleasure, which is easily recognised as a
distinct entity. But whoever will attentively consider with himself
what is actually before his mind when he asks the question ‘Is plea-
sure (or whatever it may be) after all good?’ can easily satisfy him-
self that he is not merely wondering whether pleasure is pleasant.
And if he will try this experiment with each suggested definition in
succession, he may become expert enough to recognise that in every
case he has before his mind a unique object, with regard to the con-
nection of which with any other object, a distinct question may be
asked. Every one does in fact understand the question ‘Is this good?’
When he thinks of it, his state of mind is different from what it
would be, were he asked ‘Is this pleasant, or desired, or approved?’ It
has a distinct meaning for him, even though he may not recognise in
what respect it is distinct. Whenever he thinks of ‘intrinsic value,” or
‘intrinsic worth,” or says that a thing ‘ought to exist,” he has before
his mind the unique object—the unique property of things—that I
mean by ‘good.” Everybody is constantly aware of this notion, al-
though he may never become aware at all that it is different from
other notions of which he is also aware. But, for correct ethical rea-
soning, it is extremely important that he should become aware 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. ‘Good,’ then, is indefinable; and yet, so far as I know, there is
only one ethical writer, Prof. Henry Sidgwick, who has clearly recog-
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nised and stated this fact. We shall see, indeed, how far many of the
most reputed ethical systems fall short of drawing the conclusions
which follow from such a recognition. At present I will only quote
from one instance, which will serve to illustrate the meaning and im-
portance of this principle that ‘good’ is indefinable, or, as Prof. Sidg-
wick says, an ‘unanalysable notion.” It is an instance to which Prof.
Sidgwick himself refers in a note on the passage, in which he argues
that ‘ought’ is unanalysable'.

! Methods of Ethics, Bk. I, Chap. iii, § 1 (6th edition).

‘Bentham,’ says Sidgwick, ‘explains that his fundamental princi-
ple ‘states the greatest happiness of all those whose interest is in
question as being the right and proper end of human action”; and yet
‘his language in other passages of the same chapter would seem to
imply’ that he means by the word ‘right’ ‘conducive to the general
happiness.’ Prof. Sidgwick sees that, if you take these two statements
together, you get the absurd result that ‘greatest happiness is the end
of human action, which is conducive to the general happiness’; and
so absurd does it seem to him to call this result, as Bentham calls it,
‘the fundamental principle of a moral system,’ that he suggests that
Bentham cannot have meant it. Yet Prof. Sidgwick himself states
elsewhere! that Psychological Hedonism is ‘not seldom confounded
with Egoistic Hedonism’; and that confusion, as we shall see, rests
chiefly on that same fallacy, the naturalistic fallacy, which is implied
in Bentham’s statements. Prof. Sidgwick admits therefore that this
fallacy is sometimes committed, absurd as it is; and I am inclined to
think that Bentham may really have been one of those who commit-
ted it. Mill, as we shall see, certainly did commit it. In any case,
whether Bentham committed it or not, his doctrine, as above quoted,
will serve as a very good illustration of this fallacy, and of the impor-
tance of the contrary proposition that good is indefinable.

! Methods of Ethics,Bk. 1, Chap. iv, § 1.

Let us consider this doctrine. Bentham seems to imply, so Prof.
Sidgwick says, that the word ‘right’ means ‘conducive to general
happiness.” Now this, by itself, need not necessarily involve the natu-
ralistic fallacy. For the word ‘right’ is very commonly appropriated
to actions which lead to the attainment of what is good; which are re-
garded as means to the ideal and not as ends-in-themselves. This use
of ‘right’, as denoting what is good as a means, whether or not it also
be good as an end, is indeed the use to which I shall confine the
word. Had Bentham been using ‘right’ in this sense, it might 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 down as an axiom, that general happiness was the
good, or (what is equivalent to this) that general happiness alone was
good. For in that case he would have already defined the good as
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