Chapter IV

MOORE 'S CRITIQUE OF NATURALISM ; SOME PHENOMENOLOGICAL

REFLECT IONS

An attempt will be made in this chapter to delineate
some of the important ideas which More's ethical non-naturalism
embodies, Our concern here is to bring out clearly as to how
Moore's theory of ethical values contains an important insight
which would seem to bear well on our understanding of values from
a phenomenological standpoint, Our point éf interegt is to
focus on the connectedness of Moore's ideas with the way some
of the phenomenclogical thinker, notably Scheler among them,
develops the matrix of phenomenological thinking with regard
to values, In immediate support of this we may quote the
ﬁollowing relevant lines from Scheler's prefece to the second

edition of his book, Formalism in Ethics and Non~Formal Ethicg

of values 3

In England, G.E.Moore has set forth similar views
(such as those developed by Scheler himself)
on many points concerning the problem of values,

1. Mooze's Non-naturalism

Moore advocates a form of non-naturalism in his theory

of moral value by denying the analysability of goodness in any

1 scheler, M,, Formalism in Ethics and Non-Formal Ethics of
Valuesg, p.XXI , Transiated by Mantred S. Frings and
Roger L. Fund, Northe-western University Press, Evanston,
1973. '
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terms - naturalistié vor mefaéhysical. According to him, "good

is a property of certain natural objects" but "good itself is

not a natural pr0perty" 1 Mcore is reluctant to assimilate

the value~term " good to the realm of naturalistic properties,
such, pleasure, tall, red etc. The nature of natural predicates
is such that they are descriﬁtive in character and they describe
the spatiow~temporal objects, They are not used to judge any
natw.lxr‘al object or action whether they are valuable or not, They
cannot give us direction fo our actions. But, on the 6ther ﬁand_,
moral predicates, such as, good, right etc, are such that they
evaluaté our action or pmséﬁibe I{vhat one ought to do. They
provide us with the guideline -;Eor doing this or that action as
principles of action. In being of distinctive nature, natii_ral
texms and value terms should not be éonfuéed with each othér. If
the two ére not distinguished apart, ‘according to Moore, & factual
science will replace the s-ubject called Ethics. That is, the
analysis of value-terms by means of factual teims would cause the
occurreﬁce of a factual science, because "analysis" is possible
only by another term which would be fachual term in nature, Thus,
Mooré takes the standpeoint that maintains the non-identity of
value and the naturalistic terms which has come to be known as

ethical non-naturalism.

Moore proceeds by clarifying that by "nature", what he

means 1s,

that which is the subject-matter of the natural sciences
and also of psychology. It may be sald to all that has

1 Moore, G.B,, Principia Ethica, p.41 Cambridge University Press,
1965,
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existed, does exist, or will exist in tims, If we

consider whether any object is of such a nature that

‘it may be said to exist now, to have existed, orx %o

be about to exist, then we may know that that object

is 2 natural object and that nothing, of which this

is not true, is a naturalistic object,l

With thig explenation of what natural object is, Moore

goes on to point out that the theory which regards that "good
can be defined by reference to natural object“z is called
ethical naturalism, To Moors, ethical naturalism is “a particular
method of approaching ethics",s which "consigts in substituting
for 'good' some natural property or 'defining’ good in terms of

some natural property, or meaning by *good! some natural -

property", 4

The naturalistic method of approaching ethics reduces the
latter to a positive or factual sciences whose " conclusions
could be all established by means of empirical observation and
induction“5 and thus it is inconsistent with the possibility of
any Ethics whatsoever. Moore's non-naturalism it may be pointed
out, exéludeg the use of empirical observation and induction from
any ethical énquir&. A moral judgement which is fbrmed bf
reférenée to "good" does not need any evidence fo be true or

false, Ethics which is constituted by using naturaliétic

Ebidoo Pe 40,
Ibid YR L 39,
Ibi.d_" Ps 400

Bharadwaja,V.K., Naturalistic Ethical The ry, pe2,
Delhd Univexsity Press, 1978.

5 MOOre, G.E.‘ Princigia Ethigé, OEQ Cit.‘ p.'39.

B W e
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method needs evidence, empirical observation and induction. The
factual sciences use the method of empirical observation and
induction,. ;t follaws thathethics.whigh,uses these empirical
method or principles can no- longer be regarded as etlics. Thus,
the naturalistic method of approaching ethics, byiﬁsing,thé
principles of factual sciences, reduces ethics to merely a
natural or'factual'scienées. Moore's more articulate expression
of what ethical naturalism is as follows s | |

Those theories'of Ethics, then, are 'naturalistic!

which declare the sole good to consist in some one

property of things, which exists in time and which

do so because they suppose that 'good’ itself can

be defined by reference to such a property.

It must be noted here that according to Moore, the game
type of argument would apply to what he calls "metaphysical
ethics" which attempts to define moral predicates in terms of
things‘existing in a gupersensible spherxe and the fallacy that
occurs in this case is given the same name the “"naturalistic fallacy
As, Moore says,

"the‘fallacy; by reference to which I define ﬁMetaphysical
Ethics' is the same in kindé and I give it but one name,.
*the naturalistic fallacy’,

Though Moore gives the same name “"naturalistic fallacy" to the
fallacy which metaphysical ethics commits, he recognisés that the

case is éiffeient since metaphysical properties are non-natural,

2 Ibic., D.3%
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‘ Thg foregoing account is ;n'the way of @ brief outline
of Mbpzefs modgi of ethicalvngﬁuraligm‘which he refutes on the
grognd that it invo;ves c§mﬁiting whét he;:allsl“naturalistic
fallacy"zby viplating Bqt;er'g principle, namely, “Everything

ig what it is, and not another thing” (Bishop Bulter).

Let us now try to bring out what Moore means by the
naturalistic fallacy and what does making such a8 fallacy consist

in, The term "naturalisti¢ f£allacy"™ has been coined by Moore

and it first appears in the follow}hg passage of §r;ncioia
Ethica s
It may be true that all things which are good are also
something 21s€e ee00e ANd it is a fact, that Ethics aims
at discovering what are those other properties belonging

to all things which are good. But fax too many
philosophers have thought that when they named those other

properties they were actually defining good; that these
properties, in fact, were simply not ‘other', but absolutely
“and entirely the game with goodnegs, This view I propose to
call the 'naturslistic fallacy'....l
Moore's point herxe is that all things which are good have certain
prbpeities and many philosophers identify goodness with those
other properties while defining goodness. This mistake which
occurs by defining goodnesgs in.terms of some natural property

is ealled "naturalistic fallacy".

wWe hasten to point out herxe that Moore, in the above

passage, has used the term, "definition" in a different sense

[t

1 Ibid,,p.10.
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from that of his own. Here to "define“ means to “1dent1fy“
and in: hia percribeﬁ sense of defxnitlon. to ”dezinb@ meang |
to "analyae“ that is to break somethlng in simpler terms.
This is the difference between hlu own sense ox definltlon and

that have besn used by some other ethlcal phllosophexs.

However, the sense o? definition suggesieé'by ethiéal
natuialiéts is not acceptable to Moore. On the other hand, . the
naturallsts, aecaptang this sense of dexinition, cammit a
migtake which has been temmed by Moore as "the naturalistic
fallacy®. The advocates of this sense of definition as

é@entificatiag, according to Moore, havys overlooked or denied an

impo rtant @istinc‘ion,hnamﬁiy; betwean goodnesé~and other ﬁotions.
They confuse one no»ion or one class of notion with the other .
notion or other class of n@tions. and thus, they identify
goodnegs with other notionse. Th@réfbre; the naturali ic fallacy
consists primarily in the denlal of the distinction between &
non~natural property called "good“ and any -other notion, En
other words, the naturalistic fallacy congigts in identification
of " goodness® with a Iﬁatural pznperty. Ag Alan Wh*te has rlghtly
commented 3

In essence the fallacy 1s gimply that of identifying ox

equating any two notions which in fact are distinct, or.
of supposing two woids to be synonymous which aze not.

1 White, AJR., G.E.Moore 3 A Critical Excosition, pei24,
Bagsil Blackwell, 0Oxford, 1969,
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Ac_;cepting_;Moore’s distinction between natural and
non-natural, we can have four varieties of the same distinction s
(i) a ﬁatu,ra;i..hot:;on with akabt‘her natural notioh, (ii) a natural
with a8 non-natural notion, - (:,in.) a non-natural with anocha:
nonsnatural notion, and (iv) a non-natural no»mn with natural

notion,

. Of these, Mocre Jidentifies (ii) and (iv) as commiting
naturalistic fallacy., He says that to define "good" by naming
some "other® property which belongs to things and thus saying
that *i:hese “5thex® property is identical with ®good® is to
commit the naturalistic fallacy, In Moore's own words,

" But if - he(somesne) confuses 'good*' which is not in
the same sense a natural object, with any natural
object whatever, then there is & reagson for calling
that a naturalistic fallacy; its being made with regard
to 'good' marks it as something quite specific, and

this specific mistake deserve a name pecause it is so
commotie

For Mooxre, naturalism is & particular method of
approaching Pthics wh;q.ch, in.a strict sense, ls completely
inconsistent w.;th the possibility of any ethicg. This method,
Mooxe points out,

uonsists in substituting for ‘gocd' some one property
of a natural object or.of 2 collection of natural.

objects; and thus’ replacing Ethics by some one of the
natural sciences,?

1 Moore, GeB., Principid Bthica, op.cite pelle

2 1bid" DPe 40,
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Moore, nowever. elaborates that in a sense even (iii)
also J.nvolvec commi‘c.mg naturali stic fallacy. Wheﬁ a
mecaphysn.cal defmnitian is given, then * good® is J.d@ntizied
with some other non—natur:al noaﬁion e.g. wa.th God etc. Andé
“the fallacy“‘ he says,
by refmrence to which I define Metaphysical ethics

is the same in kind; and I gilve it but one name,
the naturalistic fallacy,l

It is to be noted that though he has given the same name ®the
paturalistic fallacy® to the fallaey which metaphysical ethics
commits, he-recogaisés that the caseg is different, s*izmce here

the metaphysical propertieg are difierent fmm naturalistie

properties,

Now, to our mnéeréténaing. it seems that Mooxre doeg
nok think (i) as commiting naturalistic £allacy. He takes
the g.xample about self and pleasure. If someone imagines that
when he says, "I am pleas@d“, he means by this that he is
exactly ident‘ical with G*plcsa;\s:u.:l..aa*“ then he caﬁnot be saild
to asmz."c the natural:4.°"ic fallacy. Here the person, who
identifies himself, is a natux:al object and his‘identificatmn
of himself with another natural object called pleasure is not,
according to Moore, o be treated as commlting naturalistic

ﬁallacy.az “And¥, he says, °

i Mg' Pe 39, ‘
2 Ibiago 9.3,31
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1f anybody tried to define pleasure for us as being
any other natural objecty if any body were to say, for
instance, that pleasure mcang 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 gtatements about pleasure, Well, that would be ths
same fallacy which I have called the naturalistic £allacy.
In other words, if pleasure which is a natural property is
defined in terms of another natural property say, red, then
it is to commit “naturalistic fallacy". This point is the

evidence to regard (i) as a case of naturalistic fallacy.

Now, it seems that ultimately Moore comes to think

that the naturalistic fallacy consists in defining ‘good’ as
gomething else, That is, to identify or define the simple
notion denoted by "good" with or in terms of any other notion
is to commit the naturalistic fallacy. As pointed out earlier,
viclation of Butler's statement which Moore has mentioned at the
beginning of his book, Principia Ethica, viz. "everything is what
it is, and not anothev . thing® leads to this kind of situation.
"It follows®, Frankena says, '

that views which try to identify it with something

else are making a mistake of an elementary sort.

For it is a mistake to confuse or identify two properties.

If the properties geally are two, then they simply
are not identical,

1 Ioid.

2 Frankena, W.K., “"The Naturalistic Fallacy"
See Phillippa Foot edited Theories of Ethics, p.58
Oxford University Press, 1967,
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It may be wg@hwhile to mention here in the -pase;ing
what Moore hag to say as t‘:@. what. woﬁid ﬁollow £rom -coumii:iﬁ"g
naturaliétic faliacy in ‘ethij_;:"s. - In 6ther words, the naturalistic
fallacily.'.“ reduces whét is uééd as a .fuﬂdamental ézinciplé of
Ethids either to a tautology or to a statement about the
meaning of a word",1 |

‘What we have tried to bring cut in the preseﬁt section
is the Moore's view that ®*Good® which is fundamental to cthics
must remain what it is and not to be confused with ox to be
defined in any other termg = naturalistic or metaphysical, For,
any attempt to cén,fuse it or identify it with obher terms or
define it in any other tge‘rms would ultimately lead us tolnoj ‘
possibil ity of ethies, Thus Moore's attempt to keep the moral
value "good” out of the naturalistic or metaphysical context
has a close resemblance with phenomenological perspective which

algo disregards the appeal of naturalism or metaphysics.

i Moo'ie, G.E., Prxincipia Ethica, gp.cit. pexiv.
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2, Moore's Intuitionism -

In the preface to his book, . Brincipla Ethica, Moore

makes a point of fundamsntal  importance, namely, that good stands
for something gimple, indefinable pon-natural and pon-metaphysical
"object or idea®, Having raised the question, "what is good?"
he clarifieg that he neither means, what particular things are
good ? nox what sorts of things are good ? The question he raisex
is one of the definition of good, He writes,

My businegss is solely with that object or ides,

‘which I hold, rightly or wrongly, that the woxrd

(" good"™) is generally used to stand for, What I 1
want to discover is the nature of that object or idea,

The discovery which he claims to have made in the akove passage
about the ®object or idead” good is that it 1s indefinablSe

In Moore's words,

If I am asked 'what is good?' my answer is that good is
good, and that is the end of the matter. 0Or 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.?

1 (a) Moore, G.E., Principias Ethics, Op.Cite,p.6.

(b) Moore's concern herxe is with the oxdinary use of the
word * good® and what he wants to do is only to
characterise it and not to change the meaning of it
or to redefine it., But L.M,Loring has pointed out that
"the use of 'good' to stand for an gkject is most unusual,
seeing that this word - as Moore himself observes shortly

afterwards - is an adjective. Thus it generally stands
for an idea, however, may be admitted®,
Please see, LoXing, L.M.,, Two k;_ngs of Valueg, p,130.

Routedge ‘& Kegan Paul, London, 1966.

2 Moore, G*‘.E‘:.,'_Phrincigia Ethica, oOp.Citesp+6e
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We may bxiefly explicate the sense in which Moozxe is denying
that good is definable. He differentiates three kinds of .
definition, mamely, (i) Stipulative Gefinition or what he
calls "the arbitrary verbal definition"; (ii). Lexical
definition or what he calls "the werbal definition proper®;
and. (iii) Definition by anaslysis "in which a definition

states what are the parts which invariably compose a a certain
whole®, 1 This kind of definition gives the anlysisA of the
concept defined, and may be called aznalytical definition,

We are told that in this sense, to define meéns to analyse2
or to break up a complex whole into its simplest éonstituent
parts which cannot further be analysed or bioken as they have
no partse This is the kind of definition which, according to .
Moore "describq£§7 the real nature of the object or notion

denoted by a word".3

| This kind of definition is possible only when a woxd
or notion in Question is complex. For exaﬂ'éale, the concept .
"horse® is not compiex but what it denotes is complei for
‘having many different properties and qualities all of which
Icaﬁ be enut;zeréte:d until one arriveé at .“M“a reduced to its

simplest terms which car no longer be defined. These simple

1 Q}Q..D.Q.

1

2 In A.C.Bwing's words "he(Moore) uses 'definable' as equivalent
‘to analysable®™, Please see his book, Ethics, p.87.
The English Universities Press Ltd., London, 1969.

3 Ibid., pe7e
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terms cannot have definition at all in the above explained
senseé, and it is in this sense of "definition® that Moore

denies definability of © gobd“.l

Now, it appears that Mpore has arrived at the decisipn
that good 'is indefinable via the concept of simplicity which is
possessed by the object " goodness", That is to say, goodness is
indefinablez because it is a simple notioz;, A simple notion
cannot be defined in the sense of the definition explained

akovee

However, ' in arguing that good is a simple notion, Moorze
presupposes that an object must be either simple or complex but
cannot be both from vwhatever point of view it is looked at,
Goodness refers to a p¥operty or an entity having no Spa‘cio;-
~-temporal existence and therefore has no parts. Xt is simple,
Its simplicity lies in its very nature of its subétantj.al
character., The simplicity here consists in jndivisibility
of what it denotes by conceptual means".' In the word of Moore

"?*good' is a simple notion, just as ‘yellow' is a simple notion;

1 Moore says, ®the most important sense of 'definition' is
that in which a definition states what are the parts
which invariably compose a certain wvholey and in this
sense 'good' has definition because it is simple and
has no_ parts®". Moore, G.E., Principia Ethica, op.cit.,p.%.

2 PpProf. R.Prasad maintains 3 "I interpret Moore to be making
not a verbal claim, but a substantizl eclaim- in assertlng
the indefinability of goodness®. Prasad, Re,’

Karma, Causation and Retributive Morality, p.160,
ICPR, New Delhi, 1989, - -
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that, just as you cannot, by any manner of means, explain to
any one who does not already know it, what yellow is, so you

cannot explain what good 1s“.

Thus Moore finds analogy between good and yellow.
Coodness, according to him is like colour "yellow", not in the
senge that they have some objective characteristics in common,
but in the sense that both are gimple indefinable and
inmediately apprehensible. As A.C.Ewing puts it.

Goodness is of course a very different kind of

‘characteristics from a colour, but micght still

well resemble each other in being immediately

apprehended and in being indefinable?
We shall later have occasion to appreciate this reflection of
Moore when we deal 'w:i.th a s:imilar point made by Schéler,-‘
"Suffice it to say here that Scheler too £inds values quite
comparable to colours in point of both being directly and
immediately intuitable, Needless to say that aﬂy phenomenoloe=
gical understanding of values =« moral oz any other « regquires

stressing that they are object of direct intuition.”

1 Moore, G.E., Principia Ethica, ©p.Cit.,pe7e

2 Ewing, A.C,, Ethicgs, p.88,
The English Universities Press Ltd,, London, Impression, 1969

3 The point made here is quite independent of the natural/
' nonenatural dichotomy to which Moore readily resorts.
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It seems that when Moore says that goodness, like
yellowness, is simple, he means by tyis that it is conceptually
unanalysable, that both goodness and yellowness cannot be
broken or analysed in conception or 1:1*1:;»u<;;1*rl:.1 Gn the contrary,
when he says that "hoi:'se“-‘i's 'analys'ablé. this does not mean
merely that “horsé"l is ghi sically divisible, ‘It is true that
a horse existing in space aﬁd time can be physically divided
but this is not the point of Moore, He is not at all concerned
with physical divisibility of any object. His interest is in
conceptual analysis. Fox Moore, horse is a complex because it

can conceptually be analysed. 7The point is that simplicity and

unanalysabilitly are syncnemous terms foX Moore.

Further, in our éaily life oné sees different yellow
coloured things that have the colour yellow, but cannot explain
the nature of the colour if it is not already known. This
failure to describe orx expiain is not due to anyomne's lack of
verbal ability, but is due to the object's gimplicity. Moore
argues that this failure to explain or to describe what the
yellow is, is the proof that yellow is a simple notion.

Similarly, one cannot describe or explain what goodness is.

1 We may mention here Modre’s general standpoint with
-regard to ethical properties, such as, good,
in Frankena'’s words, "Ethical properties, however,
are not for him (Moore), mere indefinable natural
properties of a different kind - non-descriptive
or non-natural®, '

'Pranken, W.K., “The Naturalistic Fallacy" in
Philippa Foot (ed.) Theories of Ethicg, op.cit.
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one can ha}ve the knowledge of édodne'ss’by :!ntuit‘i’dg', but cannot
explain”conceptually what is intuited, This failure to concep=
'tualise the natu::e of goodness implies that goodness is s:i.tnple.
in other words, goodness has the property of simplicity uhich

is known when one trieg to communicate its nature,

It follows £rom the above discussioﬁ that the nature

cof goodness can only be immediately apprehended, but it canpot

be made known to others in conceptual terms. Fok no concept
can gragp its real nature. Each one can have the knowledge of
goodness by her personal inspection or experiences In J.N,.
Frindlay's woxds,

'in itself' good remains a character that must be

simply apprcechended, that it cannot be further

analysed, and only when it has been thus apprchended,

and clearly put before the mind in thought, can we

come to understand and know various further propositions,

necessary and emperical, concerning it.1

We must hasten to add@ here that this is a point that comes

very close to any phenomenological way of understanding,.

It is worth nothing that good, for Moors, meaﬁs

% intrinsically gaod“z ox ¥good as an end¥ as distinguished

- s - -

1 PFindlay, J.Ns, Axiclogical Ethics, pe38.
Macmillan and Co.Ltd., London. 1970

2 Alan White points out, #In his earliest ethical wozk,
Principia Ethica, Moore did not explicitly confine
his analysis of the meaning of ‘good’ to 'intrins:.cally
good?' ever he had intended, as he later said, to do so*,
Please see his, G.E.Moore s A Critical Exposition, 2
op.cit., pe122,
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from‘“eiirinsic goodt or “good~as an end*, As Moore himself says,

‘ whenever he (any perscn) tbznks of tintrinsic value',
‘*intrinsic worth', or says that a thing ‘ought to exist‘
‘hé has before his mind the unique object — the unique -
property of things - which I mean by 'good’.

&r, in Blanshard®s words,

'Good' was for him (Moore) the name of a simpie

'non-natural® quality present in everything that

is good intrinsically. ©Of course what he ds

considering is not instrumental goodness, the value

of something as a means, but the intrinsic goodness

of that which is good in itself or good for its own

sake, : .
The expression, “intrinsic good" means that the goodness of a
thing is intrinsic when its worth depends solely on the
intrinsic nature of that thing., If the goodness is intrinsiec to
a thing, then the goodness of that thing remains static ‘and
constant in sll respects and under all circuﬁstances. If the
judgement of intrinsic goodness, whichasserts that a thing is
good in itself, true of one instance of the thing in question, is
necessarily true of all. Thus the worth of goodness lies in
itself and not in anything else. This point is of particular

interest to us as it seems to strike & basic chord of similarity

with a phenomenological understanding of ® goodness® as a value,

1 Moore, G«Be Principia Ethica, OpsCits, De1Te

2 Blansharxd, B., Reason and Goodness, oOp.Cits,
George Allen & Unwin Ltd.,
London, 1961,
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Further, having taken "good" as intrinsic éoodness,

Moore racogaises that

the goodness of a thing is wholly independent of the
thing's relation of anything elseg; and in particular
it is vholly independent of the thing's relation to
feeling or desire ox willed

Thus Paton takes Principisa Bthica's one of the main objects as
"to refute relativism and subjéctivism in ethics“.z This point
also is 'appreciatable to ﬁhenomepolog‘ical value-i:heoﬁiests.

For them also, values themselves are pot relative, but absolute

and they'are abso pot subjective,

Moreover, the judgement of intrinsic goodness is incapable
of proof oxr disproof and therefore, self-evident. On the other
hand, the judgement of extrinsic goodness is pot self-evident
and therefore, probable, So, for lvbore,j the judgement of goodness

is only Jintyitable as we shall see later on,

-C@odness, according to Moore, is known by direct
‘eXperience'jor intuition. We would stress thet this single point
is of utmost value to .schel.-er who quite openly ackncwledges it,
The starting point for aay phenomenclogical uﬂderstanding, must

be rooted in experience and the mode in which phenomenological

essences are supportedly given tc intuition. Now what kind of

intuition is it ? Ave there different kinds of intuiti on ? To

1 Paton, H.J., "The aAlleged Independence of goodnesg®.,

Schilpp, P.A.(ed.),The Philosophy 0f G.E.MoOXE, pell3.
Cambridge University Press, Third edition, 1968,

2 Ibid,
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To be sure, Moore differentiateg his intuitionigm. He says,

that I am unot =n 'intuitionist’, in the ordinary

gense of the term ...o The Intuitionist proper is

digtinguished by maintaining that propositions of

gsecond class - propositions which asserts that a

certain action is ridght or a duty - incapable of proof

or disProof by any enquiry into the results of such

actions. I, on the contrary, am no less anxious to

maintain that propositions of this kind are not ‘Intuitions’,

than to maing.ain that propcsit.wns my £irse ciless axe

Intuitions, 1
Intuitionism f£or Moore, consists in holding that the propositions
of flrst clags i.e, the propositions which asserts what things
are intrinsically good are incapable oif proof or disproof.
This means that these propositions cannot be proved or disproved
since no relevant evidence can be adduced for them. They are
true by themselves alone i.e., self-evident, On the other hand,
propositions of what gpught to exist and propositions of what
oucght to be done are not iatuitively known, for, the ethical

ideas, such ag, xight, gduty ete, are derivable from it (goodness).

In the context of establishing the indefinability of
goodness, Moore wanis to dispel another possible confusion. He
mskez 3 distinction between “good" and ®“the good®. The latter
standing for Pthat which is good® while the former refers to
an "object or idea®, an adjective which is attached to a
subgtantive which has the guality of goodness. For example,

in the statement *This pen is good®, the adjective "good® ig

i Moore, G.E,, Principia Ethica, ope.Cite,pPeX.
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preciiq‘ted_of a substantive,viz., the pen. On the other handg,

the good stands for that which is good. It 1is the substantive

to which the adjective "good" will api_bh, Moore says,

if it (i.e, the good) is that to which the adjective(good)
will apply, it must be something different from that
adjective itself, and the whole of that something
different, whatever it is, will be our definition

of the good.l

“The good" is a complex notion, because it is

constituted of two parts, viz. "good" and "thing". And

therefore, it is analysable or definable but "good" is a

simple notion, hence it cannot so be defined. Moore concludes

that "the good is (to be) definable; and yet I still say that

good itself is indefinable®,

To recapitulate, Moore says that "good denotes a

simple and indefinable quality".3 Elgsewhere he says,

if it is not the case that 'good' denotes something
simple and indefinable, only two alternatives are
possible : either it is a complex, a given whole,
about the correct analysis of which there may be 4,4
disagreement; or else it means nothing at all...."

W NN e

Ibig.' Poe 9.
Ibid., p.9. (our emphasis)
I1bid op Peo 10,

Ibid., Pe 15.
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Moore has rejected the first alternative by what is an Opén
question "argument". The second alternative too 1is rejected
by him, According to Mooié, good cahnﬁt be "nothiné“ at all.
Now, as te how Moore proves that goodness is meaningful, we
may'tm‘:n to Moore's following argﬁment._ It seéms that if
goodnexs_s ‘r;ef’ers 'tc'> éimple property énd does not refér to a
complex property, then its meaning seems to consist in its
reference to something, that ig,- a gimple prOperfy; If it
does not rgfer, then it is nothing at all, The.meaningfulness
of goodriess consists in its -x;é;f_e_gg_gx_g_g to simple "object®., It
is also cleér frorn this that Moore suppon':ts‘th'e refexfential theory

of meaning, at lea;st, in the case of ethical knowledge. .

As for the type of property which the word " good"
refers to, Moore éays that good refers to the same qﬁality in
all of its uses, i.e. there is a common Quality, the quality of
goodness present in all the things about which it is true to
say that they are good. It is a quality which is referred to

by all good thingse

Beslides, goodness being a *non-natural" property, Moore
holds that it is in the world as irreducible constituent of it.
"I do not _de_r;iy“, Moore elaborates,

that -good is a property of a certain natural objects 3
certain of them, I think, are good; and yet I have said

that *good!' itself is not a natural property. Well, my
tegt for these too concerns their existence in time,
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Can we imagine *good’ as existing by itself in time, -

and not merely as a property of some natural object 2

For myself, I cannot so imagine it o+ o « o1
50, in this view, goodness is a property; it is non-natural
property; and, it is a non-natural property of natural objects

which is not in time,

It is interesting to note here some points of
convergence between the views of Moore and Hartmann with
regard to values., These points have well been.brought out

2
by Professor Cadwallader 4in the following way.

First, bbth Moore ané Hartfna_nn may be said to have
advocated g_;_a__t_:gg_ig_@ in theilr theory of value,' though in
different senses. Hartmann is avowedly a value-platonist; and
so, according to him, values are real entities which exis’;s
in a realm of their own which is different £from that of the
natural world such that the values are not perceived or
perceivable by the senges. Now, Moore also advocates a form

of-value—platonism3~ though quite in a different sense according

1 Ibidg' p.él.

2 Ple=asé see, Cad{-:allader, E.H,, Searchlight on Values,
.Che II, University Press of America, New York, 1984,

Also, see her paper with Eisenberqg, D. Paul.
“plabionism-proper Vs, Property - Platonism®,
Idealigtic Studies, Vol,5, No.:l, January, 1975¢

3 Professor R. Prasad thinks Moore as a platonist. Please
see his article, "Moore¥argument for the Indefinability
of Goodness", Karma, Causation and Retributive Morality,

op.cit., pe157.
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to which the value gooénesg is @ "non-natural® property
existing ip this world as an irreduciable constituent of it,
Cadwallander degeribes Moore's value-platonism as “proper&iy-

~platonism® and that of Hartmenn's as "Platonism-prope .1

Second, values have besn conceived of by both Mooré
and Hartmann as ontolégicallx vunidue in their mode of existence.
Values share in some aspects of its existence with some other
objects. For Moore, goodness isl a simple quality like yellow,
oﬁ the oné hand. .zl;nd, fof Hartmann, values are 1like mathematical
objects, on the other: Further, for both of them, values are

different f£rom their ana@logues,

Third, according to both Moore and Hartmann, values are
non-natural. Though for the former, value (gooénes's)' e;éists in
this world, but for the latter, values exist in a differenﬁ
realm of its own which is 6ther than the spatlo-temporal world.
Further, although for Mooxe, good is really _i_:_l the woxrld being
a non-natural property, it is "outside of time"'iz And for
Hartmann, @ value being an existent of a non-sensuous realm,

is also not in timel

Fourtf). value is an iridependently real entity for both

Moore and Hartmann, in the sense that accoxrding to the former,

1 Cadwallader, E;H"; & Eisenberg, D.Paul., “Platonismeproper Vsi
property-platonism”, op.cit.

2 Moore, G.Bs, Principia Ethics, OpsCit., b
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value-properties like all other properties are Yobjective';

" and according to the latter, & value is a real existent apart
'from b‘eiﬁg’ known or appreciated. Both Q'f them ‘seem to’ share
value-objectivism. “Each in his own way insists that *goodness’
refers to _somefl:hingldbj ective, that this 'real thing' is not
‘merely subjective' despite the fact that actual cases (instances)
of goqdness alwaxg (o, a;:c_:ording to Moore, .u._sually involve an

experiencing subject”, 1

Fifth, a focal point of similarity between the
axiological theories of Moore and Hartmann is that according to
both these ?:heo‘rie‘s, _ goodness _‘j._s; “_indef.inable“ .2 However, both
Moore and Hartmann adduce o‘ppo'sitfé reasons '.Eoi:”this same
standpaint; Foxr Moore, "‘...;gbo‘d has no definition because
it is simple and has no i:arts”.B On the other hand, Hartmann
writes, “good is not definable - neither dirsctly, per genus et

differentiam nor iz:(éirectly"q’ and the reason is that ".... Values

are many, their realm is a manifoldness; and (2) we know neither

1 cCadwallader, E.H., Searchlight on values, p.427.
University Press of America,
New ¥ork, 1984.

2 For Moore’s view of it, see Principia Ethica, og.ciﬁ:;.p._?
and for Hartmann's view, see Ethics I, p.172,
Translated by Stanton Coit, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., -

_ London, Fourth impression, 19§7.

3 Moore, G.E., Principia EthiCs, DeSe.

4 Hartmann, N., Bthicsg Ii, p«1724-
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the entire mandfoldness nor its unity“.l Hartmann argues
for the indefinability of goodness not because it is too
simple but, because it is too complex, Cadwallader further
podints out, '

Hartmann's own rXeasons for *good's indefinability' as

lying (in part) in the Nietzschean insight that

'eeeowd do not yet know what good and @vil 8rfeces’=

meaning that we do not yet know what are all the

things that are good ~ can be understood only in the

light of his highly complex axiological theory as a

whole® .2

Finally, it is important to note that, for Moore,

goodness is, £irst and foremost, a property. FoIL, Moore himself
insists that he does “not deny that good is a property of cextain
natural objects“a and all properties are in the actual world,
Moore's goodness, being @ property of natural objects, is in
the naturasl world, But Hartmann's ideal values, by contrast, are
not the resident of the natural world and so belong to a
different world. Moore's “goodnegs® caunot, therefore, be

regaxded as an ideal value in the sense in which Hartmann

useg the terme

By way of conclusion, it m;’;iy be said that our conviction
that Moore's notion of 'good' can be understood in phenomeno«

logical terms is mainly based on anti-metaphysical end

1 Ibid.,, Vol.I, p.83.

I

2 Cadwallader, M., Secarchlight on Vaiues, 9p.Cite.,pe.45.

3 MOOIe; GQE.' Erinci'pia Ethi_?_a, OECCiEOO p.41.
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anti-naturalistic attitude of both Moore and Husserl. Moore's
reference to “the naturalistic fallacy® seems to have resemblance
to Husserl's criticism of naturalistic and métaphysical
standpoints., Moore makes an appeal to his reader to move out

of the context of the physical wo;:ld oI metaphysical reality
which bears a cloée resemblance to Husserl's view, Ethough they

have their tyo different context of eggreséing thié,ﬁiew&

Husser’l's criticism of naturalistic or metaphysical standpoint

is in the context of how knowledge is possible where he faces

a longe-standing and unresclved problem of transcendence, On

the other hand, MooXe expresses his anti-natiuralistic and
anti-metaphysical attitude in the context of moral value. When
he f£inds that “good® is defined by many philosopherxs by violating
the principle, "Everything is what it is and not another thing"
(Butler), that is, “eonfusing the valus, "good® with factual or
metaphysical terms, However, the context and arguments of expressin
expressing the anti-naturalistic and anti-metaphysical attitude
may be different, but it seems to us that within broad Eramework
of phenomenclogical approach to 2 possible theory of values
relevance of some of the aspects of Moore's theory nesds to be

duly acknowledged,

In saying that good can be defined independently of
naturalistic or metaphysical temms, Mocre seems to point to the
idea thst conceptual or linguistic explanation of "good" is not

possible, To him, definition means definition by ,i:'ahalyéia.
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Good is a simple notlon and so, camnot be defined in this
sense of the term "definition®. We £ind ourseives quite in
' sympethY’with‘szooié who points to th'é impossibility of
¢onceptual'cr linguistic means td'expcse the natu:e:of thém;
For fhaf matter, we do not £ind it out of place to contend
hexe that one had to grasp ité meaning-esséncé only through

non-sensuous intuition. & tentative sudgestion would be- to

say that in order te& grasp its essential meaning -good has

to be given to pure consciousness as meaning ok essence,



