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My interest in Phenowenology goes back to my M.A.days
when I carried out a dissertation work on Husserlian phenomenology
under the present supervisoi. This was perhaps foztuitoué in
some way as I felt impelled to read on more phenomenological
literature which created a disquiet in my mind for not being
able to understand@ many of the basic issues. One such was
connected with values, or moXe specifically, moral values as
I tried to figure out how to grapple with the matter from the
phenomenological point of view. The present project is a
logical sequence to this quests This is, however, not to say
that I have in any way come to & clear solution. The present
work, therefore, 1a§s no claim to finality, though'a modest
attempt has been made to tie up certain reflections and insights
as I gathered them from my readings into the works of Scheler,
Hartmann and indeed, Husserl. My initial inspiration came when
my teacher and the pregent supervisor drew'my attention to the
phenomenological significance of Moore's critique of naturalism,
My conviction about it grew when I had occasion to discuss the
matter with Professor‘R.A.Mall (Germany); It was again a
stroke of luck which enabled my visit to Germany in connection
with my research under the kind auspicious cof German Academic
Exchange Service, Bonn. The vast body of phenomenological

literature to which I desperately needed access could materialise
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only for my visit to two of the most ancient Universities of
Europe - the University of Tuebengen and the University of
Freiburg. To any student of phenomenology, it was nothing
short of a pilgrimage. The phenomenological spirit lay hold
of me as I looked through the o0ld but hallowed manuscripts and
other published writings in the libraries and archives of two
Universities, This is, however, not to be&;ttle the significance
of my meeting with such august authorities of phenomenology as
Professor Kbaus Hartmann, Professor R.A. Mall, Dr. Adelgundis -
the last mentioned being a direct student of Husserl. I would
always cherish - memories of my visit to Tuebingen University
where Professor Klaus Hartmann and his colleagues were only too
keen to see that I-would persue my task in an intellectually
stimulating atmosphere, I am only sad that by that time the
project couid be completed the henign presence of Prof., Hartmann
buk wndovbvnodely,

was - '+ around Hs,he died of @ancer about three years ago.
The present project was taken up with a quest for a phenomenological
understanding of moral values. For this purpose, the writings
énd works that we have referred to mainly are those of Husser]l,
Scheler and Hartmann, though in keeping with the phenomenological
spirit, none of them is treated here ags a "historical" thinker,
The Chapter on Kant has been attempted more as it helps to
understand the viewpoints of Scheler and Hartmann. And the

Chapter on Moore is only exploratory in our search for some
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useful insights which may have some bearing on. our central

theme, Thege Chapters, therefore, are not based on any
exegitical exercise. The basic objective is to lay hands

on whatever insights one could which would contribute to a
‘phenomenological understanding of values, in general and moral
values, in particular. Phenomenoclogy speaks of "pure" exPerience.'
So our central question is, can there be a “"purs® moral

experience ? Connected with this are also issues,. such as, how
are moral values cognised or intuited ? Are they absolute 2 1Is
our perception or intuition of values relative ? In the
phenomenological context, in what sense are values given a priori ?
and, £inally, how does validity of values depend on the inter-
subjective ground 2 These questions and other related ones have

been considered in the context of phenomenclogical thinking..

A preface is perhaps the only place in a thesis where
one may strike a personal note. Sg, at the outset, I would like
here to express my deep and profound gratitude to my teacher
Dr. Ranjan K, Ghosh, Reader, Department of Philosophy,
University of North Bengal under whom I carried out the present
research work.. Besides supervising throughout, inspite of his
heavy preoccupation during the intervening period for which he
was Director, I. Cs Po Re, he found time to go through my £irst
drafts and discuss specific points. His insightful discussions

greatly helped me to delve deep into my chosen £ield of research.
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I feel privileged enough to bemable to work under him without
whose critical but affectionate guidance, this dissertation, I
am sure, would not have been possible, However, for remaining

all the inadequacies I alone am responsible,

I am naturally extremely grateful to Professor Klaus
Hartmann, Philosophilsches Seminar, Tuebingen University,
Germany with whom I have had the opportunity to discuss several
issues that I have dealt with in the present work. I consider
myself to be singularly fortunate that I had the occasion to
read with him several portions from the phenomenological texts

of Husserl.

I gratefully acknowledge the help received from
Professor E;HQCadwallader; Westministex College,
Wilmington, U.S.A; who was kind enough to send me a copy of
her book as also a rwmber of her published articles addressed
to the philosophy of Nicolai Hartmann. I am alsc grateful
to her for the many:valuable suggestions I received through

my correspondence with her.

I am grateful to Professor R.A.Mall, Bergische
University, Cermany with whom I discussed some éoints relating
to my project duriﬁg my visit there. I am also grateful to
Professor S.S.Barlingay, Poona University and Professor Kalyan

Bagechi, Viswabharati for their insightful suggestion in



connection with the present work. I would also like to
record here my gratefulness to Professor Archie J.Bahm,
| University of New Mexico, U.S.As @ho was kind enough to help

me by sending some of his published books and articles on ethics.

I am thankful to the authorities of North Bengal
University for providing me with Junior Research Fellowship and
also to German Academic Exchange Service, Bonn for a scholarship
grant under the scheme of Indo-German Cultural Exchange Agreement
which rhade it possible for me to visit Germany in connection

with my Ph.,D. work for 3 months in 19904

I am indebtéd to the Ifollowing institutions 3
(a) North Bengal Univéréity Library, (b) National Library,
Calcutta, (¢) Indian Council of Philosophical Research Library,
Lucknow, (d) Philoso,phiscﬁes Seminar Library and Central Library,
Tuebingen University, _Gei'many (e) Husserl Archives, Freiburg
University, Germany, (£) Husserl Aréhive, Koln University,

Germany..

II am thankful to the éolleague,s of Sukan.ta Mahav idyalaya,
Dhupguri, Dist, Jalpaiguri for their active and constructive help
and support. My special thanks are due to Prof.N.C.Paul,
Principal, Sukanta Mahavidyalaya. I also owe a debt of gratitude
to the College authorities which helped me by granting study leave

which made my task easier and pleasanter,
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I am also thankful to my friends Albert MollenKopf,
e
Dietmer Kock and Klaus Bort of Tupingen University, Germany
with whom I had weekly meetings to discuss Husserlian texts.

I greatly benefited £rom the academic correspondence with them,

I would algo take this opportunity to express my
grateful thanks to all the teachers in the Department of
Philosephy, North Bengal University who were always a source
of great encouragement and support in éarrying out the present
project, I also take this obportunity to express my thanks to
nmy old teacher Prof, Ranjit Kr. Acharjee, Reader in Philosophy,
Ramkrishna Mahavidyalaya, Kailashahar, Tripura who has been a
source of encouragement and support all along. It was he who

during my student days inspired me to take on philosophy.

I am also thankful to Dr.(Mrs.) Pratima Ganguli, Reader,
hagalpur University, Shri Asraf Noor, Husserl Archive, Freiburg
University and to Shri §.,Bhavanandan, Lecturer in Philosophy,
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her untiring care, moral support and encouragament which made
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Rrrntal PhRan .

N.B.U,Campus, : (Benulal Dhar)
29th Februazy, 1995, ‘



Chapter 1

INTRODUCT ION

When we look back on the bireBd conspectus of the
ethical ideas and theories that have been studied and pursued
by academic philosophers in the English-gpeaking countries
during the present century which now is drawing to & close,
we f£ind an overwhelming preoccupation with the views of
mainly Englishespeaking philosophers and thinkers. This has,
of course, been duly acknowledged by some thinkers and writers
on ethical philosophy sometime even with an apologia, such as

~ for example one finds in the book Twentieth Century Ethics.

Hancock in his introduction to this book is clearly conscious
of this "limitation" as he remarks, "that, unfortunate as it
may e, work in ethical theory in the Englishespeaking countries

in recent times has been done independently of work outside

nl

these areas. He hastens to addg,

No suggestion is being made that the work of Nicolai
Hartmann or Max Scheler, for example, is less important

than the work of, say, G.E.Moore or Charles sStevensone
The suggestion is simply that the recent work of
English~speaking philosophers in some important sense
autonomous and can_ therefore be treated in a book such
as this by itself,?

The above-quoted remarks help us to set the perspective

for the present project. That there is a lamentable lack of

1 Hancock, Re.N., Twentieth Century Ethics, pp.1=2,
Columbia University Press, 1974.

2 Ibid.




due exposure to the traditibn outside of what goes on within
the English-speaking world, insofar as ethical philosophy is
concerned, would be commonly shared by many a present-day
scholars even if Sewihiswss pricked by the prefetorial remarks,
such as, one f£inds in Hancock's booke A serious attempt, in’
our view, is called for in order to remedy the situation by
investigating another dominant philosophical trend that has
been carried out mainly gutside the English-speaking world in
the West, namely, the phendmenological philosophy. The

present work promises to move in this direction.

Pﬁenomenological philosophy as a systematic movement
came into focus with the wrﬁtings of Edmund Husserl. It was
more a "movement® fhan a sei of doct#ines; and as a movement
it occupied itself ﬁainlf with phiiosaphical methodologys for
Husserl, philosophy as a "rigorous science" can succeed if only
if the starting—point.is ceasged tg be freeifzom all presupposi-
tions and is carried out in accozéance with an perfected
methodology which always must remain con§cious of itself, That
Husserl was deeply interested in ethical philosophy as well has
been widely acclaimedlby most phenomenological thinkers, In
the words of Marvin Faber who himself a student of Husserl

In the writings published during his life time Husserl
showed that he alsc had in mind the experience and
nature of values, and what he stated indicates the

direction of his ethical thought., The ethical manuscripts
left at his death give a greater indication of his



conception of the phenomenology of ValuSSe o o o o

Husserl's serious interest in ethics is shown by

the number of times he glécted to give lectures and

seminars on that subjeci;.1
As these manuscripts (both published and unpublished) are st
available in India and wany of these are yet to be t ranslated
into English, we are unable to incorporate Husseri's own views
with regarzd to values in the present project. For that matter,
a more daunting task lies ashead of us;&qu be able to work out
and develop a phenomenological framework within which the more
concrete issues relating to ethical knowledge may be considered
and investigated further. Though the task is difficult, it is
not wholly uﬁattendable. Forx, besides vast store of Husserl's
writings”(take into consideration only English translation alone)
which deal with 9arioué aspects of phenomeﬁological philosophy
and in ﬁhich pregnaht suggestions and hintg with regard to the
moral feélm are not difficult to come by. There are also at
least two important continentalvthinkers in this tradition,
namely, Nicolai Hartmann and'Max Schelerd The latter two
philosophers have paid exclﬁsiVe attention to the theory of
values, in general, andé moral values, in particular, generally
within the broad framework of phenomenological thinking. It
would therefore be necessary for the present work to sharpen the
focus more clearly on the writings of Max Scheler and Nicolai
Hartmann with s view tb dﬁéwing their ihsights into the nature

of moral values and other related issuese

1 Farber, M., _Phenomenology and Existence, pp.185-86
Herper & Row Publishers, New York, 1967,



But for undertaking any systematic investigation, it
is sometimes helpful to éasélthe net wide aﬂdrfér; Such a ﬁove
would be inspired by thé.ﬁopé that importance ﬁaﬁ be gléaned
from the sourcés that are not accredited as phenomenological,
Ag thinkeré, such as; G.E.vﬁoore who is'only too feadily '
‘assimilatea into the English-Spéaking tradition of anal&fic or
linguistic‘mainstream-pfoviaes én importaﬁt élue to our
understanding of the phenomenoloéical idea of the critique Qf

naturalism, As Farber points out,

With no apparent conscicus motlvation, a writer like

G.E. Moore appears to point to an impasse to naturalism
in ethics, and to be trxying tc achieve what idealists in
Germany had wanted to accomplish in more elaborate ways.l

It may be relevant here to mention that Moore himself

found his views as worked out in Principia Ethica “closely

resembling" those of Frant Brenténb and acknowledges this fact
in the preface to his booka2 This is of scme significance
because Husserl®s own debt.to Brentano in developing the notion

of intentionality can hardiy be lost sight of;

‘NombAiﬁ may be worthwhile to rzuminate the idea that
values play a éentral role in practical decision-making in

'ev,'ér'yday life as well as' in a1l areas of human life, ' such as,

1 Ibid., p.166.

2 Moore, G.E., Princi ia EBthica pp,x—xi,-
] _ Qambridge,UniversEEy Press, 1965.



in economic thecry, there are value-decisions of prices or-
wage etC,; in political thédry; concepticnsaof pubiic welfére
cover a vast valuation structure; in aesthetic studies, the
reviews of picture, movies and paintings are nothing but the
value-studies; in jﬁdicial:proceés, the judgemenﬁs that passed
are value-oriented. MNeedless to say that in the case of @
conduct, values are essential by way of norms or standards

of evaluation. Thus 2ll areas of human existence not only

deals with values but also embody them,

in the context of such a vital zole of values in all
areas of human existence, philosophers naturally feel the need
to have én organised framewérk of values or'valuationai
principles. Thus £rom ancient timeslndown te the present erxa
numerous at%eﬁpts have been made in order to describe. the
phenomena of values even though from different perspectives

and directions.

It would appear té an observer of westem intellectual
sgene that the two tradition 6f philoscphizing namely, the
analytic and phenomenolegleal grew almost in waﬁerlight

compartments alongside each otherx, - Moore, at the beginning

1 We are quite aware that the term "value" in the current sense
' has come to be use only in the 18th ca tury. The Greeks
used the term "virtue" (which is not synonyrous with
_"wvalue") corresponding to the modern notion of obligation.
In 18th century, Richard Price and Hutcheson have been
concermned with understanding the nature of values to give
;ethics a concrete foundation. I owe this point to Profesesn
Klaus Hartmann, Tuebingen University, Germany with whom I
had privilege to discuss this project when I visited
Germany in 1990,



of the analytic tradition, makes out a strong case for the need
to study and clarify the nature of values and other related
issue of ethics "in a 'meta-ethical’ rather than a straight-

forwardly ethical perspective.“‘

For him and other thinkers

in this tradition‘the complexities arise in the moral matters o
due to our vague understanding of the moral concepts and
language, Naturaliy; there is an appeal by these philosophers
to dispel such complexities by means of conceptual and logico-

=linguistic analysis of the value-concepts and value-judgements.

Now, the bhinkers in the phenomenclogical tradition, if
this be construed in somewhat flexible temms, attempt to give ow
account of the value-phénomena as such purely in terms of
gontents of conscicusness, The issues raised here related to
the domain of values are different from those thatjﬁhe analytic
philosopher deals with., Though the writings of Meinong and
Brentano may be taken to be the precurser of such approach, a
pure phenomenclogical foundation is seen to begin with fhe

writings of Husserle.

At this stage, we may address the following two quiries i
(a) In what way is it a challenge for a phenomenological thinker
in having to deal with values, in general and moral values,

in particular and, (b) how does the phenomenological thinker

1 Findlay, J.N., aAxiological Ethics, pe3
Maxmillan & Co.Ltd. 197e.



justifies the legitimacy of applying phenomenological methodology
in dealing with matters re.}.ating to values. We may first take

up (3) as that would facilitate also our task of making clear

the issue raised at (b). It may be pointed out that Husserl by
his advocacy of the ®pure phenomena" or "experience" seems to

lay himself open to the charge of following out a méthodology
which is subjectivistic. In orxder to bring-out the tension

that phenomenological thinking suffers we can do noy better

than to quote Liverziani who brings it out in sharp focus.

But is it not a contradiction of terms to speak of an
a_priori experience ? Would it not be better to conclude
qguite frankly that even a wmoral, spiritual, metaphysical,
religious or mystical experience, each in its own peculiar
manner, is something that comes to us a posterioriz We
could do this only once we succeed in ridding ourselves of
the prejudice (an inveterate one, unfortunately) that one
can only have an experience of the physical, natural,
mundane realities. If even values, as Scheler defines
them, are de facto realities and possible objects of
experience, and are so precisely because they are values,
why should it not be possible to qualify the Absolute in
an analogous manner 2 Why should we not speak of an
absolute reality, object of an_experience, object of

an experience of the Absolute? ! '

In other w.o\rds, the cﬂarge of subjectivism against phenomenological
methodology hangs over it like proverbial democles! sword and as
any wrong move would only hasten its fall. &o in dealing with
éhis tangible world and its existence Husserl cautlously carves

out the method of bracketing which, according to him, promises

1 Liverziani, F., "Value Ethics and Experience"
A,T.. Tymieniecka (ed,), Analecta Husserliana,
Vol.XVI, p.275, D.Reidel Publishing Company, 1983,




to result in eidetic essences. Now, the domain of values ig
far different and léss tangible Ehaﬁ.the domain of worldly
objects and éventsr This throws aiéfeatér burden on the
péenomenological-tpiﬁker orvelse itvﬁculd be easj térget of
‘attack for subjeét#viéﬁ, Any phenomeﬁological appréach fo
valueé mﬁst, therefore, énsure éhat in the ultimate analysis
thé valﬁés would emerge as'objectivelg real) and eternal. If
this caution is not heeded, such an attempt would lapse into
| mere'subjectivism and the c¢ritics will be tooc oblige to slap

back this charge on phenoménology.

And now for the iegitimacy of the phenoménological
method in dealing'with,values and'other relaﬁed issues. wa,
what in the foregoing analysis has been shown to be the weakness
of phenomenologiéai méﬁhod nay now'be termed as its strength
alsoe. For, values énd-not'fécts are'more casily amenable to

the kind of éxperiegce that has been advecated by Husserl and

his'followers. In;supﬁoxﬁ of this point, Paolo Valorxi has
this to say 3

sece it is in moral phileosophy that one perceives better
the deficiency in both the positivist thesis already
mentioned ~ the reduction of knowledge to empirical
verification - &nd the logistic position « the reduction
of knowledge to tautological judgments. In short,
neopositivism's famous "principle of verification®

can be clearly recognised as expendable.1

1 vValori, P., "Phenbmenology of Personalistic Morality"
Tymieniecka (ed.), Analecta Husserliana, Vol.VI,

ope.cit., p.84,




Valorxi further explicates in support of his arguments that.

what the phenomenological method does is,

to derive ethics pot from a metaphysical structure
systematised in advance and therefore a priorxi, but

£rom an authentically verified description of the
phenomena of conscience. In a word, it is necessary

to begin building the moral edifice from solid ground
rather than from the roof. 1In this perspective the
phenomenological methoS proves very useful as an
introduction to a morality existentially lived and at
the same time_ removed from a relativistic and historicist
situationism. .

That Husserl woﬁld have wholly supported such a move,
Valori maintains, is evidenced from what he has %o say in Ideas I

and Logical Investigationg where Husserl states that “the object

(Gegenstand) of phenomenologilcal research can bs cies @ thing
an event, a mathematic statement, a being, an ‘ought to be!

(Sein wie ein Sein Sollen).“z

-Thus instead of déiiving ethics ﬁiom a systematised
metaphysically é pﬁiofi stﬁﬁcture, phenomenological founding of
morality proviées us with a ethics derived from an authentically
verifié&’éescription of the:phenoména of values. Indeed Valori

goes so far as to maintain that

if there is an area in the phénomenological method finds
greater realisation of its potential, I might even say,
finds its yocation, it is the precisely in the field

of moralitye. : - g

1 Ibid,

2 Quoted in P.Valoxi, “Phenomenolcgy of Personalistic Morality"
ORe C’:i’t¢, p(B.l.
3 Ibid.,p.382.
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So our objective in the present dissertation is to
consider the ethical views of some phenomenological thinkers
who have cleaxly shown the 1egitimacy of applylng phenomeno-
logical method in ethics. Thus, for example, " xtensive and
splendid works of Max Sbheler have demonstrated beyond any
possibilztyzof doubt the fruitfulness of the phenomenological

method when appliéd in a creative ménner to moral-research.“1

' 8o, it may well be justifiably maintained that
phenomenologiqal method has a greater relevance in vélue research.
One who has developed the phgnomenological insight may be able
to understand how this insight is very useful to have the grasp
of values: The phenomenological method, if creatively applied,
can be a better way to get access to the world of values. For
one thing, this method is not concerned with facts but with pure
esgences. On the othe:;'ethics ls not concerned with facts
i,e. not with describing the actual conduct of human beings.
Rather it is concerned with evaluating the conduct of persons and
therefore it is corcerned with values themselves, &nd these
values may be pure essencés of phenomenological type. Further,
the phénomenological'methoéfseeks to set aside all metaphysical
and naturalistic considerations while déscribing the experientially
pure phenomend. ‘Simiiarlf; the essencé'of ethics is values which

are not the'furnitures of the physical world., They are

1 Ibid. ele 8i.
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non-empirical, pure phenomena. Thus it seems clear that the
values can be the pure obj 9&":‘3 of phenomenological research
rather than the objects of empirical knowledge. The moral
philosophers belonging to phengmenological tradit ;i.on use the
phenomenological }:i_nsights to unéerstand the problem of values
without always adhering to the original meaning given to them by
Husserl, But they share some phenomenological ideas which

apply to valuese

First, we may begin by pointing out the general
phenomenological view with regard to values. Aall phenomenological
ethicists axe antienaturalistic, in the sense that they reject
ethics baged on inductive experience, Accgoxding to them, values
cannot be explained or understood in terms of natural objects (ox,
that which are valuable). Even Husserl is said to have maintained
the same é‘i‘:anﬂpein"c as he does in his theoretical philosophy. In
the words of Shmueld,

Agalnst naturalistic theories Husserl stresses the
difference of values from physical or §sychologic:al
qualities. They have their own generxal essence, and
their validity does not depend on their actualisation

in reality which is the domain of the time and space
dimensiong. 1

Similarly, Hartmann and Scheley, as we shall se®, in opposition

to naturalism develop their views about values. Further, the.

i Shmueli, E,, "The Universal Message of Husserl's Bthics s
An Explication of some Ethical Premises in Transcendental
Phenomenclogy”, Tymieniecka (ed.), Analecta Husserliana,
Vol.XXIL, p.554 D.Reidel Publishing Company, Do rdrecht,
1s87, :
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phenomenologists in general, and Scheler, in particular
mainta.jin gnti-metaphysical attitude towards ethics. But
Hartmann, though he incorporates a handful of phenomenological
ideas in his value-ethics, avowedly compares values with

Platonic Ideas.

. second, all phenomenological ethicists share the view
that values are essences in the phenomenological sense, though
they differ with regard to the ontological status of them,
While scheler takes values in the sense of Husserlian ®essgence",
Hartmann, who also calls them “essence”, takes them on Ratonic

lines,

Third, values are a _priori as they are not available
in the natural world of' space-time, They axre gpriorically
given to our feeling; no intervention of senses is required,
This has been recognised by both Hartmann and Scheler. Even
Husserl is said to have shared this view: In Shmueli's words,
*.esovalues themselves are based on an a priori structure.”
Shmueli further says that "Husserl's problem was finding the
a priori concepts and rulings of ethical foundations and

2
evidence for their origin and essentially a priori gidos."”

1 Ibid., p.554.
2 Ibid LY pq 553 ®
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Fourth, values are ideal objects for all the
phenomenological ethicists, though they are not gquite
unanimous with regard to the meaning of the term “ideal®, As
Farbar says,

The phenomenblogical view of values, which is 'eidetic*
in its Husserlian form, is developed to operate
abstractively with values as ideal objects. It is
important to trace those idealities back to their own
sources, K to the realities of history and natural
experience, if they are not to lose their instrumental
function, and if they are to conform to the rules of

good behaviom of ideal objects. They must touch the
earth in order to reach the sky, and do so repeatedlg

if they are to remain in the sky, uhere they belong.
Both Husserl and Scheler seem to share this view. Husserl's
viey on the matter is brought out by Shmueli as follows 3

A value is an jdeal construct produced by @ théoretical

activity which has as its material foundations will

and emotionse - : :
Scheler, as we shall see, borrows the Husserlian scngse of
“ideal" to describe the value-phecnomena as ideal entities like

the species "red“,

Fifth, for the phenomenologists in cgeneral, waluss

are indefinable. As values are phenomens, they cannot be defined.

1 Farbar, DM,

Phenomenology and Existence

O e Cit.' Do 193.

2 Shmueli, E., "The Universal Message of Husserl's Ethics,
An Explication of some Ethical Premises in T ranscendental
Phenomenology", Tymeineika (ed.), Analecta Husserliana,
| VOleXXII, Opecite, pe554.
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E.,g. "definition of the phenomena, according to Scheler
essentially/\an?rsxobvl:: eeo” 1 Thus phenomenologists rejects
logico-linguistic analysis of values as they are not aoncepts.
It may, _howover, be noted that Hartmann also aaduces other

reasons for the indefinabillpy of values,

Sixth, *the pure phenomenological treatment of values®,

Farber points oirt, . | ‘

proceeds from feelings, desires, and ingights as such,

manifested in experience by perséns as such, all viewed

abgtractively and ‘essentially’. But the structural

study of the modes of experience should not lose sight of

the ways in which feelings ind desires are conditioned

in a given cultural system. .
Husserl is said to have subscribe to the same’view as Shmueli
remarks on his behalf that “no ethics can be conceived without
a theox.fy of emotions (Gemiitsreich) and desires."3 Hartmann
and Scheler also have put emotion rather than intellectual
grasp at the centre of value experience. Thus they are opposed

to' adopt rationalism in aoprehending valuess - For them, values

are given a Eriori'jto emotional intuition.

1 Spikgelberg, H., Phenomenological Movement, Vol.I. 243,
' Mandiwms  NjjRall)  The Hogua, 1971,
2 Farber, M., Phenomenology and Existence, op.cit., p.194.

3 - Shmueli, E., "The Universal Message of Husserl's Ethics 3
An Explication of some Ethical Premises in ‘
Transcendental Phenomenology”, 9OpsCit.. P«554.



15

Finally, the phencmenological way of thinkihg regards
values as something *material® or as contentful, Theﬁ are not
“formal” as Kant concéives. Schelér and Hartmaﬁn cxiticise
Kant's"® formatisn® and sﬁow hbw férmglism brings disastrous
results in the domain of ethics, The values are eternal,

immutable and absolute and Y"material® in nature.

As we haﬁe already mentioned, Husserl is said to have
dealt with ethical proklems though in a margigal WaYe It was
Max Scheler (1874-1928) who develops a full-fledged value—ethics
which is based on Husserlién'phenoménology. His basic
phenomenological ideas follow an unorthodox interpretation of
Husserl. By setting forth his critique of Kant, he goes on
to found am ethics that will not be a formal one (that which
prescribes duty for duty's sake), but rxather will be material.
(that is to say, having a content, namely, value with respect
to which a duty is finalised), e a system of ethics that will
be both material and 3 priori. Scheler accepts Husserl's
f'jundamental methodological principle to “approach the 'things!
themselves" without assumptions and to describe phenomena as they
are "given to consclousness. He attempts to elaborats a
phenomenology of feeling in and through which values are
apprehended, fhough this kind of feeling is quite Adifferent from
the mere feeliﬁgustatés which are in the nature of "bling"
drives;, Thus Scheler's value-theory is essentially based on

the phenomenological ground.
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On the other hand, Nicolai Hartmenn (1882-1950) founded
his value-ethics on platonic structuﬁre of thinking but not
without borrow.ing some important phenomenclogical insights,

His book Ethics is as much a work in the general theory of
values as it is in ethics, Like Scheler he too builds up a
non-formal ethics. He also shares some of the views of scheler.
For example, Hartmann accepts Scheler’s contention that values
are given g priori to intuition by means of emotion., He
subscribes to Scheler's view that values are eternal, immuiable
and that only the perceptibility of them differs from society

to soclety, Howevery, Hartmann partls company with Scheler in
maintaining the opposite theory that higher values (moral values)

are dependent on lower values (goods-values) .1

It is of some sig.;n:i..ficance that both Scheler and
Hartmann, more Scheler perhaps than Hartmann, have delued deep
into Kant's ethical views as they developed specific and pointed
arguments against Kant's formalism. This, .m a way, helps them
systematize their views in the manner that they do by making
out a strong case for an ethics rather, which as opposed to

being formalism, seeks to come to grip with the contentful
nature of values. For the present project, it is therefore

necessai‘y to look at the charges that the two philosophers make

1 Another little known phenomenological ethicist who igs said
to have made significant contribution to value~ethics
and whose works had drawn the attention of Nicolai
Hartmann is Hans Reiner (1896- ). Please see, R,
Gortzen, "Duty and Inclination : The Phenomenological
value-ethics of Hens Reiner". The Journal of Value
Inquiry, Vol.25, 1991, p.119.‘
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against Kant's ethical views. In Chapter IIIL, an attempt

will be made to consider some of these charges. .As has often
been pointed out bijarious thiﬁkers; Kant's formalism in
ethics marks a watershed in the history §f Qestern ethical
thinking. The views of Scheler aﬁd Hartmann will be of great
value insofar as they will‘hglp us to under#tand the phenomeno-
logical approach in cert@iq perspective with which m@st of us

are familiar,

0f no less impoxtanée is the critique of naturalism
that Moore develops in his own writings. It scems to ring a
bell when he considers his views in the close proximity with
some of the key ideas of phenomenological thinking. &s has
been earlier pointed out, Moore's own acknowlédgement of the
‘similarity of his v;éws with thoée of Brentano provides
sufficient justification for cépsideriﬁg his non-naturalism,
even though his main objeéﬁive may have been to give a

meta~linguistic tumn to the central guestions of ethics.

In Chapter 1V, an attempt is made to look at some aspects of

Moore's ethical views,

Hartmann's own substantive views on values in general,
and moral values, in particular have two-fold significance. He
conceives values as eternal, immutable and ideal along the lines

‘of Platonic tradition., Forx this, he comes to be dubbed as a
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vall.ue-platzmisi:.1 Is he really a Platonist ? and if so, how

does he comes to the phenomenological way of understanding ?

On the other hand, Hartmann also advocates a kind of value-
-relativism and so the question arises, how does he reconcile
value-relativism with value-absolutism ? This two questions will
engage us in Chapter V in which some light will be throun on

how and in what sense does Hagrtmann contribute, to the understanding

of phenomenological ethics of values.

Max Scheler will naturally be the centre-stage of our
study as a thorough-going phenomenological thinker who sets his
face formally against any metaphysical turn in keeping with
spirit of Husserlian methodology. Scheler, like Hartmann, stands
for value-absolutism without, however, looking to Plato for any
inspiration in this regard. Scheler too speaks of relativity
in "perceiving" values, though meticulously safe-guarding his
standpoint of value-absolutism. In Chapter VI some of these
issues will be considered at some length. Scheler and Hartmann
provide two different ways of approaching values, though the

conclusions they reach are marked by striking similarities.

In the concluding Chapter VII, some general insights
wllli be drawn from the maze of details that will by then be

available to us from the various sourcese.

1 Pleage see Cadwallader, E.H,, Searchlight on Valuesg
The University Press of Americs, Lanham, 1984,
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Now, in ordexr to bring out all these points as we
proceed with the project on i‘xand, it may be useful to deal
with at some length the various aspecté of phenomenological
method on the basis of the writings of Husserl which are

easily accessible to us. We shall undertake, this in a

systematlc way in the following Chapter, that is, in Chapter II.

[ 1]
1)
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Chapter II
PHENOMENOLOGICAL METHOD AND PERSPECTIVE

The word "Phenomenolégy“ is used”by Hussefl to denbte
a method as well as a discipliné_of a system.of thoﬁght.1 It
is true that no method can wholly be d;vorced'from‘certain
preéuppositions in the content of thought. But in the cage of’
phenomenology, the intertwining of method and content is so
close that it often appears doubtful whether purely methodological
idéas can be distinguished at all from their actual content.
The reason pefhaps is this that the phenomenological method is
not devised by keeping itself free from the actual content at
any particular stage of Husserl'S'philoSOphicél career. Rather,
iﬁ is a product of gradual development of his philosophical
thought., It remains always in the making thiough a number of
intellectual periods of Husserl's thought. .InSpite of having
this dynamic character of Husserl®'s philosophical investigation,
it has developed a definite philosophical perspective which

persists through all the changes. This philosophical perspective

1 Hussgerl says :“Phenomenology s this denotes a science,
a system cf Scientific disciplines, But it also
and above all denotes a method and an attitude of
mind, the specifically philogophical attitude of
mind, the specifically Philosophical method.”

Husserl, E., The Idea of'bhénomenolng,' Pp.18=19,
T ranslated by W.P. Alston and G.Nakhnikian,
Martinus Nishoff, The Hague, 1964,
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consists of the following basic ideas 3 I, The Ideal of
Presuppositionless Philosophy, 1II. The Technique of
Phenomenological Reductions, III. Transcendental Consciousness;
1ts Intentional Character, IV. The Concept of the Ego,

Ve Trap_scendental Subj ectiv.ity.'b VI. Phenomenological Constitution.
Let us now give a conceptual elaboration of these key issues in

the following 3

I. The Ideal of Pi:esugp_ositiohless Philosophy

The first and foremost methodological principle of
philosophy, according to Husserl, is that it must be free £rom
presuppositions. In paragraph 63 of Ideas I, Husserl says 3
“it (Phenomenology) demands the completest freedom from all

assumptions,” 1.

.Lhe term "presupposition“ harbours some ambiguity. Its
iiteral meaning is that wh:i.ch is "posited as holding or existing
.in advance" ..2 Broadly speaking. it refers to any kind of _
suppositioii or assumption. It may be in the sphere of ideal or
material, a process of expérience, a realm of existence or a

formal principle,

1 Husserl, E., Ideas, p.187,

Translated by W.R, Boyce Gibson, George Allen and
Unwin Ltd,, London, 5th Impression, 1969,

2 Farber, M., The aAims of Phenomenology, Pe20.
Harper Torch books, Harper and Row Publishers,
New York, 1966,
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It is to be noted here that phenomenological method is
entirely oriented toward oné‘goal.-that of founding philosophy
as a "rigorous" and first science., By "rigorous" Husserl means
that which‘doeé-nqt take anything for gtanted wi%hout-giving
sufficient reasons for it. The de facto sciences which we have
today are not "rigorous" in this sense since they are full of
unjustified presuppositions'which they cannot validate in theirx
own framework, E.G., Newtonian physics cannot justify its laws
of ‘motion which are its vital présuppositions. Philosophy, in
order to be rigorous science. must satisfy the requirxement of
freedom from presupp031tlons - all assumptions which cannot be

justlfied in terms of phenomenological 1ntuition.

Accoxding to this 'ideal, one cannot assume énything br
take anything for granted unless there is proper reason for
accepting it, Our acts of thought refer to external or. even
non-existené and ficticiouS'objeéts, But the assertions conceming
thege obﬂects cannot be assﬁmeﬁ to be true when one is engaged
in philosophizing. The “Physical" and “psychical® realities that
transcend cansciousness, " cannot be taken for granted. A true
philOSOphical discipline is not at all concerned with the
questions relating‘to the existence or non~existence of “physical®
ana-"psychiéal“ realities,» Rathe;; it should remain indifferent
to.thém. For Hﬁsserl, the metaphysical questions i.e. the questions
about the nature and existence of the external world or reality are

quite irrelevant o philosophy which woul&-claim itgelf to be a
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rigorous and first science, MNo assertation can be made of real
existence and hence the premises which are drawn from metaphysics,
natural science and psychology are totally irrelevant to erect a
philoscphical edifice which would be a gtrict and ideal science,
Such a8 geientific philosophy would give strict foundation to all
empirical sciencés, According to Marvin Farber s "It is this
metaphysical, naturale-scientific and psychical freedom from

presuppositions and no _other kind, that Husserl proposed to
ﬂl

realise at this time.

Husserl claims thafvthe'method of philosophy is to be
® yadical® in the sense that it does not take for granted anf
assumptions, beliefs régarding the existénce 6f physical and
psychical things. Even the'fhysical existence and psychical
faculties of one who is philosophising cannot be presupposed.
For, if once anything is presupposed dogmatically while one has
to build up a system of scientific philosophy, then there is a
possibility of the philosophy to turn ocut to be a dogmatic one which
cannot have a sclentific knowledge., The hidden presuppositions
may vitiate the whole of philosophy and as a result, the
conclusions reached by such philosophy may collgpsé into nothing.
The natural sciences and psycholegy take things for granted in
their pre-~given cénditions; Inspite of having a critical

attitude of their own, natural sciences as well as psychology
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assume the physical and psychical facts beforehand They never
duestion the natural attltude which harbours the so~called
scientif;c and pre-scientlfic statements. The Spirit of a

gstrict or ricorous‘ science would be to count nothing as really
scientific which cannot be fully Justified by the evidence, Hence,
philosophy must realise this spirit ofla strict science in order

to be a source of all apodicticity.

In short, Husserl's methodological principle of presupposi-
tionlessnesé requires tﬁat all scientific and prescientific state-
ments of the assertations cbhcafning the existence in space and
time, cagsa;_connegtion ete., must never be presupposed, Rather,
they must be eliminated in order to satisfy the methodological
requirement of a sciegtifiq.ph;IOSOphy which is expected to provide
3 strict foundation for the de facto sciences by makiné possible
a methodological reform cf all of them, No unexamined assumptions
or hypotheses or prejudgements relating fo natural world can be
accepted unless there is any reason for clearly positing them,
and this would be the basic.spirit ofla “rigorous® science - the

Husserlian designaticn for “Philosophy*,

It must be noted here that by setting down the ideal of
presuppositionléssness in his procedure, Husserl does not try to
eradicate from his method ail‘kinds of assumptions and thereby
to begin philosophising from nothing. In his "Introduction® to the

English edition of Ideas I} Husserl has made a distinction between

1 Husserl, E., Ideas, p.28, ope.cit,
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“presuppositions of a positive kind® and "the totality of
presuppositions that can be taken for granted." The latter

kind of presuppositions must always be there from where
philosophy begins its journey. It is an absolute basis, a ground
of unquestioned being, in which all means of solution must be

contained_.»“1

This is referred to as the subjectivity of
consciousness - "a gelf-evident basic requirement of any rational
method.“2 Thus phenomenological method assumes at least one
self«evident principle as its point of departure, thbuéﬁ it is

not explicitly acknowledged to be a presupposition.

w The ideal of ﬁresupbositionleséﬁess is a basic but
important principle of phenomenclogical method. Husserl wants
to ésiabliéh philosbphy-on a basis of unimpeachable rationality
which claims to be figorous from its earliest beginnings. And
this ambition can be fulfilled, Husserl realises only by the
rigid application of phenomenological method having the scientific
rigor of being presuppositionless. For Husserl, "to be
presuppositionless® and "to be certain® are synonemous expressions,
The main é@irit of:the ideai is that one must proceed towards
establishing a sourcé of apodiétic'knowledge by thoroughly and

systematically exaﬁining all'the naive beliefs and prejudices and

P

1 Husserl, E., "“Phenomenclogy". : : : '
Translated by Richard E. Palmer and published for the
first time in Ecyclopeadia Britannica (1927) and
included in Husserl s Shorter Works P.McCormik and
F.Elliston University of Notre Dame Press, 1981,

2 Ibid,
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thus nothing is left which is open to doubt, The unjustified
assumptions may contain something which may vitiate one's

whole philosophlcal endeavour or may reduce it into a dogmatism.
It is only the procedure of presuppositionlessness which

guarantees philosophical thinking as having scientific rigor.

II. The Technique of Phenomenological Reductions

As a matter of historical record, philosophy is said to
have originated when man begins to question the world which is
"spread out in space endlessly and in time becoming and become
without end“l and seeks to have a rational foundation for it.
To demand a rational foundation for the world is to take a
radical attitude to it. Instead of accepting the natural world
which the natural attitude demands, one has to take a changed
or radical attitude to provide a rational foundation for it.
This departure f£rom the naturalist attitude to a truly philoso-
phical attitude is called by Husserl "the phenomenological

reduction,."”

Husserl develops his sheory of reduction on the basis of
his radical criticism of the “natural attitude®, The
phenomenological reduction eliminates the “general thesis" of

the natural standpoint as such. - Husserl proceeds by levelling

1 Husserl, E., Ideas I, p.
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radical criticism against the natural standpoint before he

goeés on to elaborate his theory of reduction. Husserl's motive
behind the criticisms of naturalistic standpoint is to show that
the method of reduction involves the questioning of all one's
presuppositions about the world. He who philosophizes must have
to take a radical attitude which consists in disregarding the
presuppositions of a world existing independently of us. He has
to suspend the judgements which are consisting of certain commonly
held bellefs and prejudices regarding the transcendent world to
lay the foundation of a “scientific" philosophy. The
phenomenological reduction is an important device by the radical
pexformance of which one can adopt a neutral position with

regard to the transcendent reality. To describe this neutral
attitude to the natural world, Husserl uses the Greek term
'epoche’, which is used by Greek sceptics to refer to a suspensicn
of judgements. Being a mathematician, Husserl also identifies
the basic meaning of reduction with the mathematical operation

of bracketing.1 The underlying idea of this metéphor is that a
philosopher should detach or disconnect himself f£rom the context
of his nalve or naturxal living, A mathematician paranthesizes a
-mathematical cquation, not in order to eliminate it, but to put
it out of question for the time being in order to concentrate

on the larger context of the equations Likewise, a philosopher
must have to "put out of action" of one's all the presuppositions

by placing them in bracket while engaged in philosophical activity,.

1 Husserl seems to have used the three terms - "phenomenological
reduction", "“epoche", “bracketing" interchangeably and
therefore, they may. be regarded as synonymous.
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The first and most fundamental aspect of the: technique
of reduction is neggtive. It seeks to eliminate the " factuality"
which is the root of all contingency and hence of doubt.fnom the
object of investigation., But this does not in any mean the
elimination of existence itself. Reduction simply means the
elimination of natural attitude which we generally cherish with
regard to transcendent world. The existencq/transcéhdence is
simply bracketed in the sense that no position is taken either
for or against., By putting the transcendence into bracket, it
1s pointed out that existence/transcendence éoes not have any
significance for phenomenology. So, it is simply left out of
consideration by executing the radical technique of reduction.
Husserl says s "I may freely ggégggg from entertaining any belief
about experience - which i‘did., This simply means that I refuse
to assert the reality of the world ,... I must similarly abstain
£rxrom any other of my opinions, judéements, and valuations about
the world, since these likewise assume the reality of the wox:'ld.“1
Further, to put the transcendent reality into bracket does not
mean to deny it, It simply means to refrain from making any
comment with regard to its existence. Moreover, to suspend
"the natural thesis" does not mean to transfom it into
anti-thesis, or indecision or doubt, Rather it is.something
unique, It is unique in the sense.that by puéting it into
operation, a phiIOSOpher keeps his way of philosophizing free

from the influence of "natural thesis « The entire natural world

1 Husserl, E,, The Paris Lectures, pp.7-8, Tr. by Peter
Koesteribaum, Martinus Nijhoff The Hague, 2nd edition, 1975,
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which is ocut there continually for me and of which I am
continually conscious, will remain so for‘evez; even though

I decide to put it into bracket. Reduction affects neither the
existence of the natural world nor the existence of philosopher
himself as a natural being, That is to say, it changes nothing
in-the world., With the execution of reduction "he loses nothing
of their being and their objective truths and likewise nothing

at all of the spiritual acquisitions of his world-life or those

of the whole historical communal lifey he simply forbids himself -
as a philosopher, in the uniqueness of his direction of interest -
to continue the whole natural performance of his world-life;

that is, he forbids himself to ask questions which rest upon

the ground of the world at hand, quegtions of being, questions

of value, practical questidhs,‘questions about being or

not,béing, about being valuable, being useful, being beautiful,
being good, etc., All natural interests are put out of play.

But the world, exactly as it was for me earlier and still is,

as my world, our world, humanity's world, having validity in

its various subjective ways, has not disappeared."l

Now a qpestipn may arise s wﬁich things'are needed to be
brééketed ? From his writings 1t appears that Hﬁ;serl proposes
to brécket out thg following at one time or another
| (i)iThe Phenoménological epoche requires that we would
abstain from making any judgement at all regarding the

1 Husserl, E., The crisis of European Sc;ences and Transcendental
Phenomenolody, pe 152 Trang, by David Carx; Northwestern
University Press, Evanston, 1970.
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theoretical content of all previous philosophical theories
which may be held in abeyance. We must detach ourselves f£rom
such philosophical theéries as are constructed on the

presupposition that a world exists independently.

(1i) Husserl proposes ﬁo suspend all common sense prejudices
which are the characteristics of the natural attitude. Our
perception of a table, for instance, on vwhich I am writing
involves the belief that a physical table is present gut there.
This belief of having the existence of the table is not
necessarily true and also not necessarily false either., It is
contingsnt or accidental and therefore, has to be kept under
suspension, Similarly, all our physical phenomena are also
subjected to the same fate, In: the words of Husserxl, "“with the
suspending of the natural world, physical and psychological, all
individual objectivities which are ccnstituteé through the
functional activities of consciousness in valuation and in -
practice are suspended all varieties of cultural expression,.
works of the technical and of the fine arts, of the sciences also
(so far as we accept them as cultural facts and not as validitye-
systems), aesthetic and practical values of every shape and form.
Natural 4in the same sense are also .realities of such kinds as

state, moral custom, lléw, religiori;”-l

(ii-i) The so-called scientific outlook as it is understood

in our quotodian experience as well as in scientific perceptions

1 Husserl,E,, Ideas, op.cik..p.171.
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iz needed to be bracketed. "Therewith all the sciences natural

and mental, with the entire knowledge they have accumulated,

undergo disconnection as sciences which require for their

development the natural .3*&‘.andpoa:i.n'i:-“.:l

(iv) Even ths world of mathcecmatical objects as they contain
transcendent claims are required to be universally bracketed.
The formal logic and all the disciplines of formal Mathesils,
cede the algebry, theory of numbers, theory of- manifolds and so
forth, "“The theoretical framework of the mathematical disciplines
and all the theorems which develop within it cannoct be of any
service"'.z Further, the ¢idetic sciences i.e., the sciences
which belongs essentially to the physical objectivity of Nature
ags such have to be‘disconﬁéctéd. For examples Geometry,

Kinematics, the "pure" physlcs of mattex,

(v) 'I'.og_ether with éll these, the process of feduction is
needed to be extgﬁéed to another peculiar transcendence "thch
comes to knowledge in a highly mediated féz:m“. namely, God'.
Thougch this “ intu‘iil:able'actuality" is called Absolute, yet 'it i's
quite differvent £from the absoluteness of pure cénsciousneas.
Hence, i‘t is transcendent in a differeﬁt sense, Husserl |
pronounces 3 "we extend the phenomenological reduction to this

“Absdlute“ and to t}xis" tﬁranscendent” .3

3 Ibid.,p.174.
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(vi) (a) The phenomenological reduction is required to be
carried odt with regard to the historico-empirical ego which
is a part of transcendent reality. This reduction is called by
Husserl "the reduction to the sphere of ownness®, (b) With the
self-suspending of the phenomenologist himself, he also carefully
suspend all the Judgements -A_wnich are based on or which involves
the other.
: The reductive method is transferred £rom self-experience
. to the experience of others insofar as there can be
. applied to the envisaged mental life of the other the
corregponding bracketing and deseription according to.
the subjective “How“ of its appearance and what is
3 an*ears_ng“ ‘ L
The operation of reduction involves several steps. As
Husserl himself acknowledgés, "On grounds of method this operation
will split up into different steps of 'disconnexion' or bracketing,
and thus our method will assume the character of a graded
1:«.=zduc1::l.on"..3 Husserl seems to have distinguished at least three
stages of reduction; Some interpreters? of Husserl have been

able to determine some additional steps of the same. For our

purposes, we discuss the broadly-distinguished three stages of

1 Husserl, E,, Cartesian Meditations, pe
Trans.by D.Caims, Martinus Nihoff, The Hague, 1960,

N

Husserl, E., Engyclo aedia Britannica article on
"Phenomenology"” (1927), op.cite., pel5.

3 Husserl, E., Ideag op.cit.,p.lid.

4 Quentin, Laner, Phenomenology, pp.50 onwards.
Harpex Torch books, Harper & Row Publishers,

HWew York, 1965,
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reduction, namely, phenomenological reduction, eidetic reduction
and transcendental reduction. The first stage, namely,
phenomenological reduction seems to be the most important step
for Husserlian methodology. The other two stages are the
refinements and variations of the first. But it must be noted
here that all the three stages of reduction taken together

composes "the phenomenological reduction".

(a) Phenomenclogical reduction s For this reduction, we
require to suspend "’the general thesis" of belief in an
independent realit‘yy together with all other transcendences,

even our scientific thinking,

Qur perception of a table, for example, involves the
belief that a table as a physical thing 1s present in front of
me. Such beliefs have to be kept in discomnection. Even a
mathematical number e.g: " the number 2 should not be thought as
having an objective, extramental existence. The number 2 can
be thought indep'endéritly' of the things to which it is applied

in our practical life.

. (b) Eidetic reduection : It is a stage of reduction in

which all references to individuals and particulars are dropped

and thrreby oae reaches out to ge';xei:éa_:!; &essences. In this stage,

the individual 'thig_nesg.'or thatness is sradicated. In other

words, 1t is a reduction from mere particular facts to general

essencesg :takipg the word “egsence‘f roughly. in the sense of

-
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platonib “‘eidos":, In hqssgf;'g own languagé s "It ié gnix the
individual element which phenomenology ignores, whilst it raises
the whole eésential content in its concrete fullness into
eidetic*c'onscioushess“ .;1¢ In the case of perception of a chair,
€+.ge., 1 gragp the perééption itself aé given essentially to my

pure intuition.

(c) Having put into bracket literally gverything what we
rea.ch is the pure ego. This operétion is called by Huéserl
"the transcendental r:educ:‘c::!.on".2 Husserl describes the technique
of reduction chiefly in' negative terms but he also indicates its
positive aspect of the opeéa:tion. Husserl gays, "“we cannot
disconnect transcendents indefinitely, transcendental purification

cannot mean the disconnecting of all transcendents.

Since othez.'wise' a pﬁ;‘e consciousness mig}';t indeed remain
ol\rer, but no possibility ‘of 'a science of pure c0nsciousness.“3
Hence, the technique of reduction has fa:.:-reaching and profound
mission. It points to a ori’ginal field of experience. As
Marvin Farber rightlj( comments 3 "Reduction is not 'merely a
moving away £rom the natu;:al world but a moving toward something,
The goal of this movement is none other than transcendental

subjectivity’. ¢

1 Husserl,E., Ideas, op.cit., p.209.

2 ' In fact, 1t seems that transcendental reduction cannot be
sharply distinguished from eidetic reduction. For
both. the stages of reduction points to the same
absolute region of essence or consciousness.

3 Husserl,E., Idesas, 9op.cit., p.175.

4 Spiegelberg, H.,, The phenomenological Movement,Vol.I, p.136,
Second edition, Martings Nijioft, The Hague, 1971.
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A systematic application of phenomenological method of
reduction, as Husserl himself recognised, has great importance
for phenomenological method as a whole, It is the technique
which frees us f£rom our usual preoccupation with natural reality
and thereby it points to a most authentic region vwhich he calls
transcendental subjectivity where the naive world of things and
beings finds its meaning, The process of reduction helps the
philosopher to keep himself at distance from the natural reality
and thus judge the authenticity of what is essentially given to

consciousnesse

I1I, Transcendental Consciousness : Its Intentional Character

The operation of the phenomenological reduction opens
up “the region of pure consciousness®. The adjective "pure*
indicates that the field of consciousness which is discovered
by reduction is the consciousness which remains as "“a
phenomenological residuun” after the operation of phenomenological
reduction, The realm of "aAbsolute" Being in which all other
regions of Being have their root and to which they are
essentially related.1 "Consciousness, considered in its

“purity”" must be reckoned as a gelf-contained system of Being,

as 8 gystem of Absolute Being, into which nothing can penetrate

and from which nothing can'escape“'.2 This region of pure

i Husgezi;ﬁ.; Ideas, op.cit.,p.212.:
2 Ibid.,pe.153..
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consciousness is taken by Husserl to be the £field of inquiry.

It is impoi:‘i:ant to'ﬁndqfsténd the x;xat'ure'o‘f §ure coﬁsciousness

with specif:ic reféfencé tg Iphénomenélogicai méthod. For, "it is

in cﬁnsciousness -~ thanks t.blitls intéﬁfiohalify - that the relations

between objectivity .and sﬁb'j'ect.ivity occur, and it is onlj

through these relations that we can expect to gain insight into

the true sense of knowledge" ."1

Accoxding to Husserl, consciousness can be understood
#n terms of acts and these acts of consciousness are intentional
or directional in nature. In his earlier writings, intentionality
is held by Husserl to be the characteristic reature of
consciousness, but in his later writings, he understands
intenticnality as the very essence of consciousness. In his
Parls Lectureg, Husserl says s “The essence of consciousness,
in which I live as my own self, is the so=-called :Ln’centionality“.z

It may be worthwhile to mention how the term
“intentionality® is introduced into modern philosophy and what

is Husserl's reaction to this traditional conception.

It has been pointed out that Brentano for the first

time introduces the term " intentionality" into modern plilosophy.

1 8trdkex, E,, "Phenomenology ag First Philosophy s Reflections

on Husserl" in Edmund Husserl and the Phenomenological
-tradition, edited by Robert Sokolowski, De 250, i
The Catholic University of america Press, 1988,

2 Husserxl,E., The Paris Lectures, op.cit., p.12.
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His chief éoncem is”to demarcate the boundéry of zﬁsycholégical
phenomesna by distihguishing 1t“from iphysical oneé._.l Aiming at
.this attempt, he develops the notion of inténtionélity as'
consﬁi’cue;zt part'of psychological ph‘moména. According'to
Brenténo, the distinction betﬁ«aeen mental phenomena and physical
phenomena lies in the fact that the former unlike the latter
are characterised by “inte.nti.onal relation” or by what he calls

"intentional inexistence" of the intended object.

In oxder to characterise the psychological phenomena,»
Brentano makes use of two phrases (i) “"intentional inexistence
of an object" (ii) “refersece to a Content'. These may be

explained as followss

In the first, "object" means factual object., The .

- "intentional inexistence® implies the existence of the intended
object ingide the intending subject, and pot outside. To¢ mean
the insideness of the intended obj ecﬁ. Brentano uses the term

" immanent-object-quality®. The intended object may or may not
have the existence independent of the intending mind, When, for
example, one thinks of a "pen", the object of this thought is
the pen vhich exists outside and independently of the intending
mind, but it need not be existent. Or, consider the example
of an “unicorn" which has no extra-mental existence, The two
objects, namely, "pen® and "unicom” make no diffexence to
Brentano's conception'of 1n€entionaiity. Thus the object of

love, hate and desire may ox méy not have the independent
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exlstence of their own, Hence Brentano calls these objects

like “pen® or "unicom” immanent object.

‘I‘he’ sec_ond characterisation of the psycﬁic phenomena,
namely, “reference to an object® or the intentional ralation,
is not .a‘pmperhy of verbs to Brentanoj | it is a pgychological
.relation,- Obvicusly, a mental act or relation presupposes an
intending subject who loves, hates etec. Hence, it is clear
that intentional relation holdsg between subj ecf:', 'on the one

hand and the object which has "mental inexilstence®, on the other.,

Brentano, while gpeaking .of ®intentional relatednessg"
finds it difficult to call it a gelation, because generally a
genuine relation holds between two existent objects. But the
mental relatedness, of which Brentano talks, does not require
this condition. It may zefer to something which may or may not
have real existence, e.d., uniforn, God etc,. Henqe. _Brentapo’s
conception of intentional directedness is pgychological one,
Furthey, Brentano peints out that the mental phenomena are
perceived in "inner consciousness". For example, Seeing a
colour, or hearing a tone are mental phenomena. Brentano
speaks of mental phencmena which are directed towards their
object, v Let us now tuxn to Husserl's reaction to the Brentonian
conception intentionality and £inally see how he establishes

his own theory of intentionality,

Being a strong critic of both psychologism and naturalism,

Husserl wants to kee all naturalistic and psychologistic



39

considerations into brackets. It is possible that Brentano

works within the framework of psycho-physical attitude vhich

is not agceptabae'tq Husserl, Having,clearly stated his
positipnﬁagainst paturalistic standpoint and that of psychologism,
he seems under an obligationvto refute any attempt at establishing
the dlchotonw between the mental and psychical phenomena. If
this distinctlon is accepted by him, it would be quite incon81stent
with his basic standpoint Viewed in this perspectiva. it is
quite understandable that he is not prepared to indentify
intentionality with all mental phenomena, if it be shown that

at least some meptal phenomena is characterised by intentionality
then it would constitute the refutation of Brentano's criterion
with regard to mental phenomena. Similarly, if it be shown that
besides mental phenomens, some physical actions are also
characterised by intentionality, then it will also take away

the weight of Brentano's argument. As has been pointed out

by Mohanty, Husserl shifts between these two positions at
different times, ' sometimes taking one, at other occasions

the other in oxder to meet the requirement of his oun methodology
by proving Brentano to be wrong, This is the fomm of argument
which Husserl seems ‘to azdopt in general in oxder to salvage the
concept of intentionality £rom the cesspool of psychologism and
thus he remains consistent with the method of phenomenclogical

reduction.

Though he rejects the Brantonian theory of intentionality,

Husserl gives full credit to his teacher for reviving the
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scholastic texm and for hav;ng called attention to this
excellent phenomena. Having borrowed the term “intentionality
£rom Brentano, Husserl acknowledges "the existence of a hlghly
important c¢lass of mental fact - for which Husgserl reserves the
titlc‘of acts - which have the peculiarity of presenting the
subject with an object", 1 Husserl has also marked the point
that there are different ways of being intentionally related

to an object - in mere presentation, judgement, perception etc.

Having rejected the psychclogical interpretation of
intentionality; Hugserl gives a transcendental explanation of
intentional character of consciousness which bears s much
wider significance inm his methodology and in his philosophy -
in general, Let us now turn to draw out the basic and salient

features of Husserl's own intentionality thesis.

In the Volume II of Logical Investigatlon. Husserl gives
what are called static ‘and dynamic analyses of intentionality.
But in Ideas 1, he_g;ves a morxe developed and mature interpreta-
tion of intentionality, We shall focus on the latter. The
State analysis is meant for uncovering the structure of
intentional acts of consciousness. However, in the static
analysis, a distinction is made between "reelle component“ and
“intentional correlate" of intentional sxperlence. In the
dynamic ahalysis, there is a dialectics of intention and

fulfilment., The dialectics implies that the intentional act

1 Gurwitsch,A., "On the Intentionality of Consciousness"
in Philosophical Essays in memory of Edmund Husserl, p.65.
Marvin Farber (ed.), Greenwood Press, PUDLiShers, N.Y¥.1968,
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possesses the character of "aiming at® which demands to be

actualised or fulfilled.

This bagie distinction which is made in the statie
analysis is found in Ideag I where a developed and more
deeper analysis of intentionality has been given. Hers the
“reelle components" are of two-fold 3 hyle and pogsis. and the
intentional correlate is called the poema., The peculiar nature.
of intentionality has been indilcated in the expression 3
¥Consciousnegg is the consciousness of somethind®, In Husserl's
own words 3 "we understand under Intentionality the unique

peculiarity of experience “to be the consciousness of something"."l

The.pure consciousness, which has been stripped of all
contingent and accidental: characteristics, can be undsrstood
only in terms of acts which are referential or intentional or
directional in characte¥s The act of consciousnesé is finally
termed in Idess I as "noetic act" or "noesis’s The woxrd "act",
in this context, is not to be understood as it is used in

ordinary language whera it is meant as activity oxr process,

Por "act" in a general sense involveg the concept of
space and times Again, it should not be confused with the
psychological act which occurs in time, nor is it to be
understood in axi éntological sense. ©On the contrary, “act®

for Husserl, is a conscious act which cannot be transcendent to

1 Husserl, E,, Ideas I, op.cit.,p.242,
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consciousnSss and thus -dnvolves no spat;o-temporal consideration,
Hence “act" in HuSaeslian '8ense, means fact-neutral act, that is
to say; such act unlike act in general sense, makes no reference

to physical or mental object.

- Heowever, noesis or noetic act is not bare consciousness
but having directedness of its own to somcthing - be it a nercepc
or conecept or a value and so on. ihe functional character of

consclousness lles in its belng referred to an objecta

aAnother " reelle component® of the intentional experience
is "hyle". Husserl is reluctant to confuse it with "noetic act®
itself, :Because,.the latter is characterised as possessed of
'directgdness. whereas the fofmer is not. As Husserl puts it 3
“it 1s easily seen that not every real phase of the concrete
unity of an intenticnal experience has itself the basic
character of intentionélitx,the property of being a “consgiousness
of something". This is the case, fér instaﬁce, with 811 sensory
data, which ﬁlay so great @ part in the perceptive intentions of
things“.1 Husserl gives the following example - in gerceiving a
piece of white paper, the glance of consciousness is directed
towaxds the paper's quality of ®whiteness® where lies the sensory
datum “whiteness®™, As the Yuhiteness" is the essential component

of perception, and hence it is the bearer of an intentionality,

but it is itself not a conscicusness of something. Husserl

1 mbld.‘ Pel20,
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very cautilously distinguishes his concept of sensory element,
namely, hyle from that of empiricists' by saying that his
concept of sensation unlike that of the latter's is not formed
out of the sensory data, that is to say, consciousness is not
the consciousness of the hyletic data. Hyletic data is material
component of intentional experience. In the words of A. lingis :
"the sensations, the hyletic data are mental material". 1 The
intentional flash of consciousness comes into -contact with the
transcendent things only by virtue of it or rather only throuch
it, But it is to be noted here that consciousness does not

- actively produce it or receive it passively £rom outside. Rather,
it, remains permanently in consciousness as the. component having

'no referential character,

Let us now turn to "intentional correlate" i.e. the
efement "of scmeﬁhing”. It is said to be a nuelious conCEpt
'Wthh makes it possible for us to understand the intricate
nature of intentionality. Husserl's technical term for it is
;“ncema“ ox "noematic content®. There ic a controversy among
the internr@ters of Husserl abaut the nature of noema. We shall

mention somP of the aeneral charac*erlstica of noema.

Noema is -said to be the gense of conscious acts. It
belongs to the sphere of transcendental subjectivity as a ginn.
It is "irreal" or ideal entity for having its atemporal character.

Noema is independent of any concrete act by virtue of which it

1 ILingls, A., "Intentionality and Corporeity",Tymieniecka (ed,)
Analefta Husserlisng, Vol.I, D.Reidel Publishlng COur
Dordrecht, 197 1e .
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is actualised. A noema is the immediate object of perceiving,
judginq ete, The object of perception is object itself and the
noema is the appearance of this object from one side or in one
aspect. The noema is not itself the object toward which the

act of consclousness is directed. Rather noema is "the object
as it is intended" as distinct from the object which is intended,
It is the noema by virtue of which the intentionality of
consciousness is Girected towards its object, Noema is said to
have two components s (1) One that which is common to all acts
having the same object and (2) another that is different in acts
with different thetic characters, such as, perceiving, remembering

etec, According to Husserl, a simple perception has its noems;

that is, "perceived as such". ©Similarly, in an act of judging,

the noema "judged as such". In contrast to noesis, the noema is
“irreal", because it remains over and above the noticn of

temporality and particularity.

Let us now focus our attention on an important aspect of
intentionality thesis, namely, "the noetic-noematic correlation®,
Husserl very precisely presents this correlation in a single
sentence in his book Ideas 5 “No noetic phase without a noematic
phase that belongs specifically to it“.l We shall now explain
this significant correlation theory with the help of an

illustration,

Suppose that Mr, X is perceiving a book on his table;

1 Husserl, E., Ideas, op.citi:,p:271,
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For the first time he perceives the book from one standpoints
there he performs one perceptual act. This particular
perceptual act has its noema i.e,, the perceived as such.‘
Again,  Mr, X performs another perceptual act to perceive the
same book £rom amother perspective, His second perception also

has its perceptual noema.

In this wa¥, he maywperceiQe the intended object from
different perspectiﬁes and obviously, there must be different
noemata correSponding to each perceptual act, In each
perspectival perception, Mr. X may perceive the colour, shapc
or length etc, Thus it is clear that cor;eSpondiqg to multiple
perceptual acts, fhere méy’be multiple noemata. But the intended

transcendent object remains the same,

Again, vhen Mr, x'pErceiVes the same book from the
same perspective, over and again, then he performs different
actss  This performance of perceptuasl act £rom one level, unlike
the formmer case, has the same noema. Thus different acts
performed ai different points of time from the same perspective

have the same noema,

In short, (1) the acts performed from different
pexspectives have their corresponding different poema.
(2) Different acts'performed from cne perspective may have the
same noema, (3) Multiple noemata have the same intending referent
object, that is to say, noemata has ifs directedness towards the
same transcendent object. it is noematic intentionality,

(4) “Each act-phase has its noematic phase".
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Now we shall understand these four-fold relationships
moré vividly : For Firstly, this correlation between noesis and
noema should not be identified: with the unity of inténdeg:
object i.e., noema and the “constituting formation of
consciousness®. ' In the woxds of\Hussefl + "that the parallelism
between the unity of the noematically *intended® object, of the
object we have in mind should not be confused with the paralletism

between noema and poema“.l

Secondly, the noetic-noematic correlation at one level
is one-fd—bne but in anothen~level many one,: ?hirdly;_eacb\
noemé.méy be séid to have multiple perceptual acts which
involves temporality and particularity, because the acts, as
we have pointed out earlier, are pe;formed inAdifferent poin#s
of time, and they are countable, but the noema remains over and
Labove'the.tempoxality; Fourthly, when different acts are
pexrformed from one single perséective,'then noema may be'éaid
to be an iden;ity of different acts, and agéin different noeémata
have their identity in their same"infending'fransceﬁdent objeét.

. Thus, noema may be said to function as a mediator between the
‘noetic act, on the one hand and the intentional transcendent

object, on the other.

V. The Concept 90f Ego.

The pure consciousness survives the phenomenological |

- reduction and finally remains as "“the phenomenological resiuunm’,

N

1  Ibid., pe290.
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Pure consclousness, actording to Husserl, consists of the ego,
conscious acts and intentional objects. Husserl characterises
‘the structure of consciousness, in other words, by tripartite

foxmula -8 Ego = Cog ité-COgitétumJ

I—iis concéption of the Ego undergoes a long development,
Husserl's concepta.on of the Ego takes its departure from ego:
of mundane level :L.e. the psycho=physical ego which is a
l"thing-like obj e_ct“, 'I‘hen he reachés a second Ego by means
of a reduction which is not yet a transcendental reduction, He
reaches it by cutting out the *ego-body" £rom the eﬁxp'iric'ai €goe
It is nothing but an empirical ego's stream of experience and
thus it is a product of naturalistic attitude,’ In the second

edition of Logical InVe§éi§ationg; Husserl first alludes to the

concspt of pure Ego. And he develops this notion in his Ideas I
and Ideas II, In Ideds I, he introduces it not as the complex

of real conscious acts, but as what “hé calls "ego-subject",

We may note here that Husserl seems to have distinguished
pure Ego from what he calls transcendental Ego.’ He introduces
the concept of transcendental Ego in his later writings. However
the distinction lies i.n the. fact that trangcendental Ego, unlike

the pure Ego, doeg have content and "intemnal features" of its own.1

-In Cartesian Meditations, Husserl goes forward and characterises
transcendental Ego as concrete Ego which he calls in Leibnizian

term a “"monad®,

.1 Husserl,B,, Cartesian Meditations, gp.cite., pp.73, 101.




Husserl introduces the concept of pure Ego as
"Ego-éubj ect" in his Ideas I. Pure Egof‘ is "pure subjectivity®
héﬁiné no Spatio,-tempor;al f’e‘xi'.séancé.‘ "It can be grasped,
unlike that of psyichblogivcal ego, ‘only under the attitude of
reduction, It is the subject of all acts and not itgelf an
experience or process,: It is "the active and affectivé
subject of consciousness, _l;ves in ali processes of cénsciousness

and is related, through them to all obj ect-poles",i

The pure Ego is the originating point of all acts or
cogito, which is understood in non-natural sense, since the
0pe£atien of reduction lea¥es the pure Ego as “pure®, These
acts with their proper essences remain permanently snd
necessary related to the pure Ego as thelr pure subj ct and
as theilr source., Each act of the Ego goes out from it and
actually lives in it. It has the traits of dizectedness.® It
directs itself at something. "The "being directed towardsh
“the being busied with®, * adopting en attitude", "undergoing or
suffering frow®, has this of necegsity wrappeq in its very |
egsence that it is just something "£from the Ego"; .and this

~ - 2
Ego is the pure Ego, and no reduction can get any grip on it",

The pure consc¢iousness is said to be composed of a

‘series of actual and potentisl actg. Actual acts are those

1 .:_I‘gé_d...' p‘éég

2 Hussexl,E,, JIdeas I, op.cit., p.233.
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which réCeives directedness from the Ego towaids the‘cbject.
The Ego lives in them actua;ly, 'But ﬁhe potential ‘acts are’
also acts of the pure Ego, though they are deprived of Egb's
attention, - The Ego liVes‘inéfhem potentially oﬁ ideally.
These petential acts in which the Ego participates Adeally

. constitute the field of Ego's freedom.l Hence the pure Ego
is absolutely necessary for actsg-actual or potentials But

the Ego does not require the acts for its own beind,

Now it seems that the pure Ego belongs to évery expérience.
The intention ray passes through évery actual act and towards-
the object., The glancing ray chéngeé'with the each act of the
Egos it arises and fades away wiﬁh.each act: The ray of
directedness is part and parcel of the pure Ego. But the Ego
remains the same and identical. Every gagitatio can change
and may be subject to doubt, but the pure Ego is netessarily
there in_principie. It remains self-identical over and against
' the stream of multiplzs acts. It cannot, thetefore, be counted
as the inherent part or phase of the experiences,themselves.2 |
In this context, Husserl ascribes & kind of transcendence -
in his language - "a. non-constitutive transcendence -
transcendence in iﬁmanenqe by considering the Ego‘'s position

in relation to the actse.

All experiences belong to the pure Ego and the pure Ego

lives 'in each experiential process or act, But how the identity

1 .I_Q_i-g."p. 233.
2 Ibig., Pe 172'
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of the pure Ego can be experienced ? Husserl' reply is this
that it can be experienced “thrOugh the acts of _§Q_riencdng
as reflecteu on9 apd similarly; we know the necessary relation-
ship of the stream of experience to the pure Ego. Husserl also
points out that all conscious acts belong to one single stream

of experience, namely, to my stream of experience. Husserl

expresses this point in‘kantian term s "The 'I th;nki‘mgéﬁ be

able to accompany all my gresentations.“1

aAccording to Husserl, the pure Ego cénpot be object of.
inquiry or studyo Because, apart fréﬁ its "ways of being relafed“,
there is nothing to describe. Apart £rom its “wéys of behééing“,
it 13 empty of essential content that can be unravelled or
described, This seems to imply that the Ego, when living in the

experxiential acts, -can only be Open to description.

During the Ego's living actually in a cogitation act,
it distinctly and ﬁanifestly exhibité.a peculiar characteristic
of consciousness, namely, iﬁtentionaliti.- This. means that the
consciousness is always conscicusness of somethinge .Gonsciéusness
is always intentional in chafactér, This is Ego's wanner of
being-dlrected=to thi;ggg »Here Husserl distinguishes the pure
EQ@ living in experiencing process, the proper act and the
content of.experien;é. Husserl technically called latter two

aspects “noesis® and "noema". The directedness towards scmething

1 _I_?;_i-éu,pa 173.
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is in harmony with the act involved, perceptive in perception,
fanciful in fancy and so forth. Thus, the directedness is not
the proper act and the "object" towards which the intentionality
is directed is not necessarily an apprehended object. It is the

object lntended by the pure Ego. 1

Pure Ego is positional or thetic in character. When the

Ego lives in the act actually or potentially, it intends

" gsomething®, To be "busied with" something on the part of the
Ego makes it possible to thematise all kinds of “theses". This
" something"® becomes "objectivated". Here “thesig" includes

doxic theses, volitional theses etec.

However, in Ideas II, the Ego is said to have been
described as polarised, it is said to be the individual ego-pole

of conscious acts having possessed of the forxm cagito.

In Cartesian Meditation, Husserl states that the being
of the pure Ego and its gogitationes is antecedent to the natural
being of the world, "It continually presupposes the realm of
transcendental be:l.ng}".a To say that Ego is transcenfental is to
say that iﬁ-‘*'i"é'presubposed by the sense and being of the world,
The "Objective" world which exists and will exist for me, with
all its objects, derives its sense from me as the transcendental
Egoe 'I'hus; the transcendental Ego is not an item of the world

we live in,

1 Ibiddo Po 121.
2 Husserl, E,, Cartesian Meditations, op.cit.,p.21.
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According to Husserl, traoscendental €go is what it
is solely in relation to intentional objectivities. 'These
objectivities are of two kinds : (i) objects within the ego's
own adequately verifiable Sphere of immanent time and
(13) world—objects which can be existent only in inadequate
and presumptive external experience, Thus, it is the egsential

property of intentionality which are going on within it,

Furthéz; transcendental ego exists for itself in
continuous evidence. The ego is understood to be as the eoo‘s
own flowing life « as the universe of actual and possible
subjective processes, This flowing\iife is inseparable from
the ego itself. This implies not only that ego constantly
constitutes itself as existing, but also that the ego is
constituted by its own flowing life., The ego not only grasps
ltself as a flowihg life, but also as "I" who lives through this
or that cogito as the same '1'. The egoapolarises the multipli-
city of actual and possible consciousness toward identical
objects. There is a second polarisation where the ego polarises
all the individual multiplicities of the cogitationes collectively
as belonging to one and the same identical ego - as the same

undergoing subject of consciousnesse.

Husserl points out here that this active subject of
conscicusness is not to be taken as an empty pole of identity.
But according to the law of transcendental genesis, it exhibitg

throughout an abiding style or property - “a personal character"
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with its acts originating £rom it and having a new objective
sense, Thﬁs the ego manifests itself as the only decision-maker
and becomes.the substrite of'habiénélities,. ?Habitualitiesgv
indicates 2 kind of inclination from being to having £rom me

£6 mine, It means a kind of conteént or internal features and
does not mean any real psychological dispositions. The
habitualities emerge from thé self-constitution of the ego

in inner time, The ego can recognise itself while living in

the acts as the same identical ego,

| Hussexl now distingdishes fbis égo'as the identical pole
of subjective processes and as the substrate of habitualities
£rom the ego grasped in its f£ull concreteness. “Thélﬁgolban be
éoncrgte only in the flowing mutiformity of his intentional life,
giong with the objects meant - aﬁ& 1n156mé caéés'cdnétituted'as

wl This concrete ego is called

existent for him - in tﬁat‘life,
"monad® 'in Leikmizian term, = This monadic ego embraces everything
admitted by phenomenology without exception. Obviously, it
includes the whole conscious life - actual or possible, Tt is'
said to be the universe of all sense and thezefore, includes all
essences along with hyletic data and noéﬁa, Phenomenological
'method is meant for uncoveriﬁg the all~embracing eidos ego or
transcendental subjectivity which contains all 2priord principles
ané which constitutes within itself everything that exists for the

pure or transcendental ego as sense,

1 Husserl,E,, Cartesisn Meditation, gp.cit.,p.68.
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Vs Transcendental Subjectivity

The outcome of’the'Operatibn of phenowmenological
reduction is two-fold s (i) it leads to the disclosuge of &
self-contained, absolute and apcdictic region which bears its
justification within itself. It needs nothing transcendent to
have a foundation for itself, Rather, it founds’ everything,
'This“region is what Husserl calls transcendental subjectivity.
(11) Another aspect of the outcome of the execution of
phenomenological reduetioﬁ is the "giving of sense" to everything

which is transcendent to pure subjectivitys It is the pure

subjectivity which gives sense to the entire world of things and
beings. The giving of sense is what constitutes the central

theme of phenomenclogical "constitution®,

Let us elucidate the concept of transcendental
subjectivity which may be said to be the basis of phenomenological
'methoa and phenomenology in generxal, Fozx, it is the transcendental

subjectivity which carries out the functicn of ® sense-givinct
gg;gggg constitution., According to speigelberg the digcovery

of transcendental subjectivity is “the wonder of all tmdde'ra“a

for Husserl's phenomenology. Husserl, like Descartes, seeks to
have certainty in philosophy. He is in constant search for a
apodictaic £ield of certainty. 2And in course of search, Husserl
discovers transcendental subjectivity as an apodictic sourcs of
certaintys, It is the subjestive principle of consciousness which

is aware of its own being as well as of other beingse. In his
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Encyclopaedia Britannica article entitled "Phenomenology®,

Husserl describes transcendental subjectivity as follows 3

"The psychic subjectivity, the concretely grasped " IV
and "we" of ordinary conversation, ls experienced in its pure
pfs_Ychic'ovmness through the method of phenomenologicale
psychological reducticn, Modified into eldetic form, it
provides the ground for pure phenomenological psychology.

T ranscendental subjectivity, which is inquired into in the
transcendental problem, and which subjectivity is presupposed

in it as an existing basis, is one other than again "I mysel £*
and “we gurselves®; not, however, as found in the natural
attitude of everything or of positive science; i.c., apperceived
as components of the objectively present world befors us, but

rather as gubjects of conscious life, in which this world and

all that is present - for "us" - "makes" itself through certain

perceptiong®. o

In the above passage, Husserl describes how a psychic
subjectivity is trasnsfomed into transcendental subjectivitye.
The psychic subjectivity is @ concretely grasped human ege having
its own pgychical sphere and who is the knower and giver of sense
of all that is presented to sense<perception. The psychic
subjectivity can be modified through the wmethod of reduction
where it remelns "I or "we' but not in the natural-psychical

sense, After the“oﬁeratidn';of phenomenologicale-eidetic reduction,

1 Husserl, E., "Phenomenology" Encyclopasdia Britannica,
article (1927), op.Cite, pe
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all beliefs about the existence of transcendent world and all
referentes to individuals and particulars are drcpped;csln
oxder to reach the transcenéentai subjectivity, we requi;e
Afurther_reQucticn, namgl&,ltrcnscen@ental reégcticn‘through the
application of wﬁich fI“ or "we" no ionger remains.the part of
mundane wotld. The worldly things and beings including
éhenoménologist‘s own ego are transformed into pure consciousness.
Hence, Husserl by the foregoing discussion seeks to clérify the
point that we are not dual beings - psychological and
phenomenolog;cah/transcendental. Rathez; the psychological
subjectivity is reduced into transcendental one through the

operation Qf the method of reductions.

The transcendental subjectivity, as it has been
discovered after.ha&ing'freed,itSelf £rom the bOndage-of experiences
based on natural standpoint, is ¢called by Husserl neither real
nor unreal, but "irrealﬂ‘-‘ihe psychic subjectivity is real,
in the sense that it has natural-psychical existence. To avoid
the confu51on, Husserl uses the te:m “irreal“ to designate the
ontologlcgl status of transcendental subjectivity, Th;s “irreal“

subjectivity constitutes all reality within itself,

T ranscendental subjeéctivity is "absolute". It is
absolute in the sense that it is "given" fully, apodictically
and adequately. It is a self-sufficient and self-contained
region needing nothing for its foundation and justification.">

Ag Husserxl says 3 "Transcéndénta; subjectivity alone exists
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in_itself and for itself“a; Everything neads transcendental

subjectivity for its foundation and justifications “Every

» . Y-
existant is relative to transcendental subjectivity"™ to have

its sense within it. It i1s to be noted here that by saying
that transcendental subjectivity is absolute, Husserl does not

mean any metaphysical or psychological entity.

According to Husserl, transcendental subjectivity is the
basis of all conscious acts which are of intentional character.
Every existent is éonstituted in transcendental subjéctivity
through intentional acts. Here "aét“, as we have already pointed
out, does not mean the act in ordinary sense where it involves
the concept of gpace and timé. Thege ére acts of pure conscious-

ness having no gpatio-temporal reference,

For Husseri, transcendental subjectivity is a piece of
self—expiication vhich reveals the originél self-evident truths,
The "Phenomenological self-ekplication“ that does on within the

ego, explicate ego's all censtitutingsland all objectivities as

they exist for him. Aand ﬁhuslall Worldiy 6bjectivities includ ing

my and other ego £inds their”placé'in the universe of pure

possibilities.

In this context, Husserl says s "The whole of phenomenology

is nothing more than scientific self-examination on the part of

1 Husserl, E., Formal and Transcendental Logic, p.273.
Translatec by Dorion Cairng, Martinus Nijihoff,
The Hague, 1978.

2 IbidQ' p. 273.-‘
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transcendental subjectivity, an examination that at first
proceeds straight-forwardly and therefore, with a certain
naivete of its own, but later becomes critically intent on

its own logos, it is a self-examination that goes on from the
fact to the essential necessi’cies".1 It is a systematically
progressing self-examination, having its starting-point from
transcendental reductions, which leads ultimately to original
self-evident essences. The existent world of things and beings
gets its meaning through such self-examination on the part of
transcendental subjectivity. Even my ego and other egos are
explicated within the pure field of subjectivity. Husserl has
precisely stated the matter in the following words s "Fixst, a
self-explication in the pregnant sense showing systematically
how the ego constitutes himself, in respect of his own proper
essence, as existent in himself and for himself; then secondly,
a self-explication in the broadened sense, which goes from there
to show how, by virtue of this proper essence, the ego likewise

constitutes in himself something "othe:".2

The self-examination on the part of transcendental
subjectivity means the essgential ability of it to_reflect on
itself, It is the abblity'to make itself thematic and thereby
to produce judgements relating to itgelf, The ability of

transcendental subjectivity to reflect on itself is a process

i Ibid’oo De 273. ]
2 Husserl,E., Cartesian Meditation, op.cit.,p.85.
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of uncovering itgelf which goes back to the original ego. In
other words, this is a process of selfeexplication through which
it £inds “objective?® truth and being as constituted within
i%éelf. Hére sometﬁing‘"objGCtiVe"'means the synthetic unity of
actual and potential intentionality which belongs to the proper

essence of transcendetital subjectivity.1

Now, the capacity tp.;eflect_on itgelf by transcendental
subjectivity is quite different from that of psychological feflec-
tion which moves within the field of natura;fpsychologicallieality
and which is perforxmed by psychological subjectivity. The selfe
-reflection of transcendental subjectivity belongs to transcendental
level which goes on by putting the mundane level of experience
"out of play". The transcendental reflection thematises the
world of things and beings through the method of reduction.
Transcendental self-reflection lays bare the foundation ofiour

mundane experience.,

'Transcendental subjectivity, according to Husserl, is
“the universe of all senge" - actual or possible. As Husserl
says s "Every imaginable‘éense. every imaginable being, whether
the latter is called immsnent or transcendent, £alls ﬁithin the
domain of transcendental subjectivity; as the subjectivitj that
constitutes sense and being".? In the above passage, Husserl

points out that everything gets its sense within the domain of

1 Husserl, E., Fomal and Transcendental Logic, op.cit.,p.274.
2 Husserl,E., Cartesian Meditations, Op.cit.,p.84.
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transcendental subjectivity. - Transcendental subjectivity
constitutes within itself the sernse of everything by radical
reflection., It is not only the basis of meaning-conferring

acts but also that it manifests itself in the acts of comstitution
and gives meaning to all objécts - actual or possibles Outside

it lies what is precisely none-sense., But the nonsensicalness

has its own mode of sense which lies within the sphere of
possible insight. The world of things and beings including

the coﬁmunity of eéos receiveé its meaning in the life of

transcendental subjectivity.’

Negatively, we can characterise transcendental subjecti-
vity as “unnatural" and "unworldly".. It is unnatural in ths
gense thét it can be dis&qvgred by'taking "unnatural® attitude
and 1t is unworldly because it is not the object of the natural
world, It i1s not a logical possibilityz noxr is it an abstraction.
It is concrete in the sense that it is constantly unveiling itself

through self-explication to have sense of what is given to it,

zﬁ‘Gharacteriging the transcendental subjectivity in this
manne%ﬂ Husserl aims at establishing an "alle-embracing scilence
of traqécenﬂental subjectivity" within which all particulax
scien7és%axe memb Srs,

!

:
/2

fio
1 ZIbid.,p.84.

£ .
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VI. Rhenomenological Constitution

Having arrived at a gphere of apodictic, adequate
" givenness", namely, transcendental subjectivity, Husserl
digcovers it as the sourzce of all original formation of
sense, It 1s the transcendental subjectivity which give—s
sense to all things and beings of the transcendent worid’
when they are essentially “"given“ to it and this becomes
possible throuch constitution. To mean the way in which
transcendental subjectivity carries out its function of®sense-

giving", Husserl uses the term "constitution®.

After the operation of reduction, "we have literally
lost nothing but have won the whole of Absolute Being, which,
properly understood, conceals in itself all transcendences,
“constituting® them within it'self".l This means that transcendent
objects are retained in subjectivity even after the reduction,
but of course not as it 1s, but as “constituted®. Through the
operation of reduction, it is possible to reduce reality to a

pure phenomenon, to something entire "constituted®,

 Husserl sets up a rzelationship between the apodictic
sphere, viz, transcendental subjectivity and transcendent sphere
which is to be understood in phenomenclogical texms. The

transcendental subjectivity and transcendent reality are entirely

1 H}:’éserl,E., Ideas, Op.Cite, ppe154=55.

// .‘
y
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different types of being., This difference lies in the fact
that the transcendental subjectivity is ®"abyss® of sense but
the transcendent reality is not. Husserl also points out that
constiousness can be conceived apart from reality and not
vice versa. The reality is relative to consciousnesg which
itself is absolute in nature. Transcendental consciousness

is independent of the real world; but the real world is not.

The transcendent reality is dependent on consciousness/
subjectivity to have a gsense. The transcendent world in itself
does not have sense but it can have sense, if there exists a
consciousness. Consciousness is the only "absolute existent®
to which the natural things and beings are relative in order
to have their sense. It is only the consciousness which can
glve sengse to all thindgs and beings. Obviously, the transcendent
objects require consciousnessg which is the source of all sensges,
not in order to have their existence, but in order to have their
- sense, To say more specifically and explicitly, transcendental
subjectivity has the ability to constitute its own ego’s sense
as well as the sense of all other objects. But the transcendental
subjectivity needs nothing to iltself be meaningful and to make
other things and beinds to be meaningful. In a word, the natursl
reality requires transcendental subjectivity to be meaningful

and not vice-versa.

We have already pointed out that it is the only absolute
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existént, because :Lf is #elf;contained and self-éufficiént
apodictic region ana it i—ie‘eds.nothing to have its owm eﬁstence“.
But in respéct of constitutigan,v transéendenta; subjectivity is
absoluée in a different sense, “Here it is abéolute,' because

it does'not need any other reality to have a sense".l

In saying that subjectivity gives sense to all that is
transcendent, we must not ignoxe transcendence. If we stress
only subjectivity, thenm it would mean that subjectivity ®creates®
or “produces® transcendent reality out of itself., On the
cont rary, if we emphasize on the transcendent reality, then
subjectivity can be interpreted 'as unnecessarxy. ZThere is a
cont foversy among the inteipreters of Husserl centering round
the issue whether constitution means ”production"/“cfeétion“ oxr
not. However, without having .ihvolved ourseives into cohtroversy,
we would favour the view that constitution does not mean
production or creation of sense, l’out simply the giving of sex';,se
to the natural beings and things. This means that the
subjectivity “"gives the world its sense by making it possible
for this senge to come about";z Indeed such is the view held by

Robert Sokolowski and Prof, R.A.Mall, Prof, Mall is of the opinion3

1 Sokolowski, R., Ine Formation of Husserl's Concept of
Constitution, p.196.
Martinus Nijihoff, The Hague, 1964,

2 Ibido‘ Pe 197.

3 Mall, R.A., Experience and Reason, p.50.
Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague, 1973,
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that the meaning of constitution is not production or creation,
put the glucidation of transcendent reality and,bther egos have
for uss The constitution consists in meaning-giving activity of
subjectivity. It is an ultimate method of showing how we come

to the sense of things and beings of the world:

Tt must also be pointed out that for Husserl, no
ready-made sense is there jin the pure f£ield of transcendental
subjectivity., The sense of things and beings of the world
comes about in and through the intentienal acts. This refers
té the noetic-noematic correlation in which lies the .centrality
of the phenomenologdical coﬁstitution, ~Hére the concept of
constitution acquires fuller and deeper meaning. Transcéndental
subjectivity is the performer of. all intentional acts and thereby
it constitutes the transcendent reality within itself as gense.
Everything is "given® .to it in order to have sense as
"constituted". "In fact, there is no givenness which, for
Hussexl, does refer to us back‘to antecedents figuring in

complexes of noetic-noematic constitu.tion“.1

Having shown how all the régions of human experiencé is
"ocarified® within the f£ield of transcendentél subjectivity as the
correlate through description of their constitution, Husserl

now tumms to show how the other ego is constituted in order to

1 Hartmenn, K., "Self-Evidence" Studies in Foundational
Philosophy, p.45. Elementa series, Edit ions Rodopi,
Amsterdam, 1988. 2 .
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dispel the charge of solipsism against phenomenclogy. In

Cartesian Meditation, Hussérl shows how the transcendental -

ego constitutes other egos as equal partners in an intersubjec— .
tive community which in turm forms the foundation for the
“cbjective" i.e,, intersubjective world, According to Husserl,
our knowledge of others is to some extent indirect. The other
is given us not in direct presentation, but only by way of
agnresentation = 3 process which acquints us u;th aspects of

an object that are not dlrectly presented. The body of the
other is really present to me and it belongs to the original
sphere of my ownnexgerienceénéf my body, When we perceive a
body otﬁer than'hy own as fthere“. rather than my own as “"hére*
we apperceive it at omce as tﬁe ﬁoay.of an alterfego‘by way of
an agsimilative analogy within my own'ego. This, however, is‘not
an inference by analogy. In this process, the analogising ego
and the analogised g;ggg ego are palred“‘. Thus the other egm
while not accessible as directly as its bady; can be understood
as 2 modiflcation ef my own pure ego by which we put ourselves
into hls body as i€ I am ﬂn his placeo- It is the process which
makes us conscious of such an identity. Thus Husserl insists
that the other egos thus-censtituted are themselves transcendental

and that these egos form a community of "monads®. .

When Husserl saye that the transcendent world is
constituted within the field of subjectivity, this does not

mean that the.iatter canstitutés the formex'that exist "for us®
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after Husserl's discovery of subject;yity's quality of
constitution, The subjectivity possesses the quality of
cbnstitution inherently. What Husserl is showing is that
the transcendent things and beings receives their sense from

no other source than subjectivity.

Another misunderstanding may arise in this connection.
Husserl's statement that subjectivity constitutes reality does
not mean the constitution of concept Or MRre appearanc.
T ranscendental subjectivity constitutes reality and not the
appearance of reality as Kant conceives., For Husserl, reélity
is "given™ to subjectivity as “phenomenon® which means “abéblﬁfe-
showing®, It is through intentional constitution that trahscendent

reality gets adccess to pure consclousness.

It is quite‘understéndable from the spirit of
phenomenology that constitutioh does not meam'thé creation of
any metaphysical entity by subjectivity nox does it mean the
production of any psychcological reality. Constitution does not.

mean any psyshological act,

We have alzeady pdinted 6ut that the constitution implies
a relationship betueen subjectiﬁitf and the world of objects.
The former is said to be the self-contained and self-gufficient
realm which means that the world of objects requires consciousness

in order to be Yreal®., The woxd ®*real®™ does not mean to be
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existent, because the transcendent reality is already existent,
Here "real" means to be meaningful., In the words of Prof. Mall :

"To be is to be meaningflli".i

According to Husserl, & sensc is congtitu‘ted in two

A related stages, 2 namely, (1) in the pre-predicative constitution
or passive genesis, (ii) in the predicative cohstitution or active
gencsis. Passive genesis takes place as part of our conscious
1life, and active genesis results in ideal objects which “"break off

from this 1life and transcend it and its tawporality.

The philosophy of constitution is the culminating stage
of transcendental phenomenology whenm the latter is consistently
and systematically carried ahead. . It shows how the world before
us "comes to be® as meaningful to us. The task of constitution
is to elucidate the sense which the things and beings of the
world pbssess'. The philésophy of é:;;nstitution ié said to be a
pIocess which cjoes on w:l.’chiri the £ield of pure sdojectivity angd
which hag no beginning émd ené. It is a dynamic.pzo‘ce'ss ‘tﬁrough
which wé " achieve® graéualiy thé meéniﬁg c;f 'transéénéence; In
sho rt, 'to exist phenomenoiogically is meant to be real, and to

be real 1s meant to be constituted and have a sens.

At this stage, some reflections on the foregnping account

and analysis are called for. The Phenomenological method has

1 Mall,R.As., Expcrience and Reason, Opscits, pe52e:
2 Hussgerl,k,, Cartesian Meditations, OpsCite,pe77.
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een 1ntvoduued and developed by Husserl in order to put forward
& programme for radical reforn in phl'OSOth& It aims at '
estabILShlng philosophy as a Vigoroua and strict science whicb
should rest on absolutely gertain principles and as such be
universally valid and evident. In oxder to mest the requirement
of philosophy as a rigorous sclience, Husserl devises a radical
method for philosophical investigation which has the scientific
rigor of its oma. In the following we shall try to give a brief
suxvey of phenomenological method as a series of steps on the

basig of foregoing discussion.

One of the basic but teachable part of phenomenclogical
method is this, that philosophy must be free £rom p¥esuppositiong
or precenceptions. The phrage ® freedom from pYesuppositions®
stands for the attempt to eliminate those presuppeositions that.
have not been thorxoughly examined. But this does not mean the
emancipation from all kinds of presuppositions and consequently
to start philosophizing from absolutely zero. This p;inéiple.
prescribes us to eliminate only the unclarxified, wnverified
and unverifiable presuppositions that are involved, so that
nothing dogmatic can zemain hidden which may vitiate the whole

philosophical endeavour that is to be undeztakeﬁ.subsequently.

In order to eliminate all our naive beliefs and
prejudices in the existence of the natural world and metaphysical
entity, Husserl introducss the technique of .phcnomenclogical

reduction. It Ls described as an philoso@hical attmtude. the
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operation of which makes us free from our usual preacc&pation

with beliefs and theories of'différené kinds, such as, metaphysical,
naturalegcientific and psYcholOgicaliand faciletes to concentrate
on essential content of “what” of the phenomena, Further, this
operation helps a philosopher to return to the "things themselves®
-= the original data of eXpérience.'llt facilatés also to bbnside;
all kinds of data-- real, unreal or doub:ful ag having equal

rights in philosophical spherec.

Having suspended all kinds of naive beliefs, =2 philosopher
concentrates and starts investigation into particular phenomsna
within the realm of pure consciousness. First, one had to
concentrate on the object intuited., This operation consists in
keeping the “eyes open®,® looking and listening®” -« to use the |
metaphorical-phrases. one grasps the uniquenegs of the gpecific
ph&nowmena by relating it to‘gther phenomena, Then he analyses
the phenomena themselves to trace the elements and structures
of them., But the phenomenoiégical énélysis is different from
the analysis of analytic school in that the latters' aznalysis
consists of the analysis of certain 1inguistig'expréssioné which

refer the phenomena and not the analysis of the phenomena themselves.

It must be noted here that “phenomena® in phenomenology
does mot mean subjective phenomena., For Husserl's concept of
subjectivity involvaes the attempt to discover the essential

phenomenra l.e., the objective essences and does not involve
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subjective phenomena i.,e. one's private and personal phenomena,
Having explored the phenomena intuitably and analytically, one
descrlben what is ®given® t@ consclousnessg as puXe phenomena =

as “fhe original givenness“

An important phenomenological procedure is eidetic
intuition. Husserl calls phenomenology an eidetic science vhich .
deals with essences (eidos). But this does not in any way mean
that phenomenological method cannot be applied to empirical
sphere, By virtue of reducticn, real objects of the world is
given ag éssential phenoméﬁé. Eiowevér,_ eidetic intuition means
the iptuition of essences orx Ejde. As the essences sre. ﬁot the
natural objects, they do rot efisi: like indlvm,dual obgects.
They are neither spa*ial nor temmr& so that. uhey neithar
emerge noxr disappear. "'T‘he general essence or eidog has nb '
reality superior to par\:icular entiti vIThe éssencev' are idéal
beings. The general essences, as ‘idesﬂ mde of be_nc is
constiftutea by transcendental subjectivity within itself, as
the ess.ences are ideal beings; » they can only be known by special
kind of intuition., In order to apprehend the essences, we
need to look at particulars gs_instance vhich stand for the
assences. We can take thetréd of an individual rose and we
can see it as an instance of a certain shade of red, in general,
Then we can proceed to see it as exemplifying gzedness. Thus the

eidetic intuition is one of the devices of phenomenclogical method,
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Husserl introduces an important phenomenological technique,
namely, "free imaginative variation". Let us briefly say something
about this technique with the help of an illustration.. Remaining
in the natural attitude, suppose that I perceive a duster on the
table as real.’ In the phenomenologically reduced sphere,
phenomenon “dustexr" retains the same qualities as an intentional
object of‘ﬁy act of perceiving. If I am interested in £inding
out the qualities that are common to all dusters, I cannot use
here the commonly accepted method of induetion as it pY¥esupposes
many things e.g., that there exists similar things. However, now
I see before me only a single duster as a transcendent object.

Now I can freely very the object “duster® in my fancy in that

I transform its colour, shape size etc. Thus I am free to
imagine an infinite number of dustezs.' In this process of
variation, I £ind common Qualities of infinite number of dusters
imagined and they remain untouched. The common qualities that
we £ind in infinite number of imagined dusters are called gidos
Or essences,- This eidetic imaginative variation may be used to

find out the general essence of anything.

The culminating stage of phenomenological method is the
process of constitution. The operation of reduction opens up a
self-contained region, an apodictic region which contain its
Justification within itself, It is transcendental subjectivity.

Every transcendent is given to it essentislly and adequately.
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Now transcendental subjectivity constitutes the gense of

given objectg within itself, The'éiven objects establish
themselves and take shape within transcendental subjectivity.
It is described as a process through which the "originai '
givenness"-gets constituted within the immanent sphére'of
transcendental consciousness. Thus the process of congtitution

is a method for the formation of sense.

[ 1]
[ 1)
[ 24
'
[



Chapter III

KAWNT 'S ETHICS 3 A PHENOMENOLOGICAL CRIT IQUE

Section-A

Though our aim in the present project is to develop an
understanding of values from the phenomenological point of view,
it would be quite unthoughtful.if we do not take into account
the power and pervasive influence that Kant's treatment of
ethical values has exercised over the centuries down to the
present era, Some of the phenomenological thinkers we shall
undertake to study in the following Chapters have sharply
responded to Kant's ethical ideas. In point of fact, Max
Scheler, the phenomenological thinker, has repeatedly drawn
attention to the various aspects of Kant's theory if only more
often to criticise some of the points in his own worky Formalism
Adn _Bthics and Non-formal Ethicg of Values. Nicolai Hartmann too
has also criticised Kant's ethics., It would be, therefore,
necegsary to begin with a clear, to the extent possible,
understanding of Kant's views on the matter which will serve
two-fold purposes as follows : (a) An understanding of Kant's
Zorxmalism in ethics will provide the springboard for understanding
the phenomenoclogical txeatment of values which is characteriged
as "contentful®, (b) Insofar as both Scheler and Hartmann make
extensive use of Kant's writings on ethics, if only in a critical
way, an understandiné of the insights of Kant would greatly be

helpful .
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We micht begin by adknowledging that "Kant invented
a8 new way of understandinguhorality‘and ourselves as moral
agents. The originality and profoundity of his morai philosophy
have long besen recognised;"i In this Chapter, we shall but only
dwell upon some aspects ofihis moral philosophy such as would
pave the way for a more sympathetic understanding of Hartmann
and Gcheler, For our limited purposes, the main sub-heads
under which we propose to carry om our discussion here aze as
follows. s (1) Kant on Cood will and practical reason,
(ii) Formalism of Kant, (1il) Fommalism and Apriorism,
(iv) Intellectualism of Kant. In the later part of this Chaptes,
we shall look at'the criticisms made by Hartmann and Scheler with
regaxd to the earlier pointg of discussion. This way of following
up the matter would, we hops, facilitate our main cobjective of

considering how Hartmann and Scheler viewed Kant's position

'vis-a=vis thelr own,.

(1) Kent on Good will snd practical reason

Bthics, for Kant, means what he calls “pure ethics® i.e.
the ethics which is completeiy;cleansed of all empirical

elementse, In his Groundwork of the Metaphysici of Moralg, he

feels “the utmost necessity to work out for once a pure moral

1 schneewind, J.B., "Autonomy, Obligation and Virtue
An Overview of Kant's Moral Philosophy® in Guyer Paul(ed,)
The Cambridge Companion to Kant, p.309, Cambridge
University Press, 199<,
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philosophy completely cleansed of everything that can only ke
empiricali,se” 1 as morality, for Kant, deals with the laws,
one must admit that a law has to cé:ry with it absolute |
necessity to be valid, and such
grounds of obligation must be lookad for, not in the
nature of man nor in the circumstances of the world
in which he is placed, .bgt solely @ pricrl in the
concCepts of pure reasone. '
Kant identifies such pure ethics which deals with g priord

rational laws as what he calls metaphysic of morals. In other

words, “the pure science of laws in accorxdance with which
everything ought to happen is called (by Kant) ‘pure ethics'

or 'the metaphysic of morals" !3 - Thus Kant seeks to leave aside
all considerations of particular moral judgements, all
propositions about what ought to be or ought not to be done in
particular circumstances. He looks for one gbgolute and gpriori
rule of conduct which 1s the same in contexts or circumstances
f£rom which the particular rules for the particular contexts or
circumstances may be deduced. Acting on this rule would make

an action morally good or right«.q’ Thug goodness or rightness

1 Kant, I., Groundwork of the Metephysic of Moralsg, pe57:
Translated by H.J.Paton, Harper torchbooks, New York, 1964,

2 Ibid;

3 Gupts, R.K., Zowards Purity of Morals, pieds
Pragati Pulqlication. Delnhi, 1981.

4 Thought it may be noted here that as against the utilitarianist
whe think in tems of states of affairs as good or bad
consequences, for Xidnt and the deontologists rightness
assumes primazy over goodness since they do not speak of
consequences il.e. good or bad states of affairg but only
of the moral worth or rightness of the actions



would be the same in all circumstances, Hence, Kant believes
in the purity of morals ‘and rejects all such ethics as are 3
based on inductive experxience, that is, the ethics which derives
its principles and laws fro’m' experience. Thus, ®sternly hé
cast out £frxom the temple of 'Ethics all commerce in objects of

desire; the useful, the e:;épeéiént, 'é;he socially adVantageous“-.l

| Morality, as a humar; phenomenon, 1is necessarily related
to good gctions and good agents, though it is indirectly
connected with other kinds of goodness. From the viewpoint of
rorality, there are three factors involved in cerxrtain action-
-~situation which are morally significant s (1) the yill which
initiates the action, (ii) the intended zeguli of an action,
and (1il) the motive = the subjective reason for acting. EBach

of these factors is liable to be either good or bad,

What ‘iﬁitiates ariz action i1s called Abby Kant "goodwill?®,
Generally, 8 will is closely bound up with action.’ ‘The wili doesg
not mean mere wish to do som;elthin.gl. It means taking a decision
ahd to act or perform. Frcl)m‘a psycl’mlogical point of view, the
will is the actions In other words, the will is the same aé the
action frxom the viewpoint 'c?f vhat goes on in the mind .of a doer
during t_e;king a decision-.'-ﬁ "and Kant, as a matter of fact, uses

the terms. 'good will'! and 'good action' almost discriminately®.

1 Laring, L.Mi, Two Zinds of Valueg s Do 68 o
Routledde & Regan Paul, igndan. 1966,

2 rield, G.C., Mpral Theory, pe19, Msthuen & Co.Ltds,
London, University Paperback Series, 1906,
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Let us now understand what good will is, kesping in
- mind ouxr pﬁesent purposes Kant defines 'good Qill' thus 3
It is impossible to concé ive anything at all in the
world, or even out of it, which can be tahen as good
without gualification, except a gacdwill.
We would procecd now by first explaining what is meant by *good
without qualifigation“.i?;hrase,in other words,means "good in all
circumstances or contexts ‘?. A thing can be ca;;eﬁ ®good without
qualificatlion" whose goodness is not dependent on any particular
cirxcumstance oxr context; its goodness consists in itself, Thus
-goodness of good will consists jp itself. That is to say, the

goodness of good will lies jntrinsically in itself. According

to-David Rogs, Kant has offered two tests of goodness without
qualification s
{1) That which is good without qualification must never .
unite with anything else to produce bad ZGSUlLSS

(2) it must %eve? unite with anything clse to constitute
a bad whole, '

an@ geod will and not anything else, according to Kant, satisfies

the above testsg.

Here Kant‘s point is that good will is the only thing

which is absolutely unconditioned and its goodness remains

1 Kan% I, Groundwork of the Metaphysicg of Morals,
) O‘Eg.sgi,i:." p.Glb

2 PRoss, D., Kant's Moral Theoxry, .10,
Oxford University Press, 1964. -
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statiec without different circumstances, contexts, etc,. Thus
Paton says,

It is good in itself and not merely in its relation

to something else, Its, goodness is not limited ta

goodness in this or in that relationy it:is, in short, 4

good without limitation or qualzficatvon or restriction.

Good will is "will which is inwardly good and whose

goodness in no way depends.pn anytbing outside itself"g2 Thus
good will possesges its fqll,ybrth in itself and that worth
qannot be determined or ingreased and cannot be outweighed or
dimmed either by consequence or by varying contexts in which #t

may be found,

Kant is quite aware that there are plenty of good
things which are gsood in many respects: Among these kinds of
things may be included, for example, (1) mental abilities like
intelligence, wit, wisdom etc., (ii),emotions - couradge,
determination etc:, (iii) blessing of fortune - power, honour,
wealth etc., (iv) essentials of happiness - health, the good life

etcs

All these may at most be helpful to good will but they
can never be unqualified géoé like good will, . All these are good
when they axe in cbnjunctioniwith a good will; otherwise, they

can never be good without limitation in themselves. Thus, the

1 Paton, H.J., The Cate orlcal erative Pe34,
Hutchinson & Co. (Publis % zs)Ltd., London,
7th Impression, 1970.

2 wWilliam, T.C., The Concept of the Categorical Imperative, p.®R.
Oxford University Press, 1968,
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actual goolnegs of the things we have listed zbove ig-
gontextual, varies with their circumstances and contexts; and

therefors, they are not unqualified good,

It would be a fundaﬁental error f£or Kant to suppose
that the gocdness of good will is derived from the goodness of
ends it aim at. As Kant clarifies,

A good will is not gcod‘because of vhat it effectg of
accomplishes « because of its £itness for attaining

some proposed end s it is good through its willing
alone - that is, good in itself,l

an action which flows f£rom a good will is worally good regardless
of whether it produces good or bad results. Given appropriate
conditions, an agent who performs an action from the good will
will txy his best toc do goed, But it is not all conditicned by
the result that ap action produces, For,

It will still shine like a jewel for its own sakg

as gomething which has its full value in itself,*

Good will, according to Kant, may be conceived to act

wder humen conditions only: as williams puts it, “the posslble

experience of a good will which is open to human beings is that
©of a will vwhich acts fxom duty in the fact of subjective

inclinations and desizegﬂisu

1 RKent, I., Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morxalg, opsCit., pe62.
2 Ibid, -

3 wWilliams, T.C., The Concept of tie Catedorical Imperative,
OReCite, Pede
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Let us now tum to Kant's notion of practical reason
and see its relation to the good will, On Kant's view, reason
or rationality can be displayed in action as well as in thought.
Reason, when it determines action is called by Kant practical
reason as opposed to "theoretical reason" which is displayed in
thoughts The practical reason is "the reason in its practical
(moral) use or function".l The practical reason is concerned
with the pi‘oduction of moral choices or decisions in accordance
with the moral law. Reason has the influence on the will as
the latter is produced by the former. In Kant's words,
»ess Xeason has been imparted to us a practical power -

that is, as one which is to have influence on the willj
its true function must be to produce a will which is good,

not as a meansg to some further end, but in itself...

Thus reason is the guiding force of the will. It is the reason
which guides our will to make our choice of something as what we
ought to do or ought not teo do.-, Kant(;gms to identify the
reason with the will. He calls the latter the rational will.
Kant attributes the initiation of action to the will and not

to the desires as they are,hot rational as such. It is the

rational will which guides'o;i: choiceg in action.

(ii) Formalism of Kant

Kant's theory of ethics has often been characterised

by his critics as "formalism" because his concept of duty and

1 Copleston, F., A History of Philosophy, Vol.VI,
Search Press, London, 5th Impression, 1977

2 Kant, I., Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, ope.cit., p.64.
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its formula i.e, the moral law is formal, That is to say, the
concept of duty and its laws are devoid of any "material” or
confent. According to Kant, in order to have moral worth of ov
acfion. it must not be performed from any inclination or desire,
nor performed from\conside;ation of what results it produces, but

from duty., This is precisely what constitutes Kant's "formalism",

It may be noted that Kant's formalism has a background
which can be traced back to ancient philsophy, e.g. the philosophy
of Aristotle which £avours thie pure form and ﬁegiecfs the matter,
Matter is concelved as something indeterminate, obscure and of lower
vélueyf‘ihe form, on the other hand, is :egarded as the deteimining
principlé; and it is the form which allows something to be
valpableg .The Aristotolisn bias against matter is found to be
there ;n the modem philosophy, particularly, in the philosophy
of Descartes and Leibniz, It cqptinpes to play a major role in

Kant's theory of knowledge as well as in his moral philosophy. .

The seeds of Kant's formalism may be found, if his been
pointed out, in Kant's first two propositions of duty.

(1) A human action is morally good, not because
it is done from immediate irnclination - still
less because it is done from self-interest 1
but because it is done for the sake of duty.

(ii) an action done f£rom duty has its moral worth,
not in the purpose to be attained by it, but
in the maxim }n accondance with which it is
decided upone.

1 'Paton, H.J., (Translated and analysed), Immanual Kant ]
Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, og.cit..p.zo.
2 Kant, I,, Groundworik of the Metaphysicg of Morals, o
OQ. Cit.‘ pp.67“68.
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Let us now turn to Kant's concept of duty which has
been characterised by the above two propositions.: . Kant' seems
to have ﬁaken a hint from Humie when the latter says that on
"ought" camnot be derived £iom “ig", That is to say, a factual
situation is not sufficient of itself to oblidate an agent to’

' perform & certain action. Thére is nothing, foﬁ"'e#anple, in
the fact alone of man being in Gistiess, which obligates one to
help him -« unless. I acknowledge the principle that I ;ugh; to
help him whenever I cand A ground of obligation which, according
to Kant, contains the idea of moral QQCQSS‘Bl‘Ey ébqut the action,
is needed, This moral oblig‘altion is called l{oyKant "duty" |

That such moral experience of one's duty may be characterised

as phenomenologj;cgl has been pointed out by Fi Liverziani.

Z I_/n the ethics of Kent there is (ox, .at least, one

can extract from them) a moment that can be defined ag
phenomenological, i.e, the moment in which Kant highlights
the moral fact with the particular type of imperative that
distinguishes it, For Kant, indeed, the moral experience
is the experience of a voice inside ourselves that
prescribes us something like a duty, 1ike an unconditiorial
and absolute duty to be discharged in a certain action or
in refraining from such an action. Kent throws propeg -
1ight on certain essential characteristics of thisg duty,
of this moral law. And up to this point his reasoning
seems’ to meé to be substantially good phenomenology, i

- Generally, duty refers to one's specific dyty, for
example, one's duties as a parent, an employeé, as a citizen etc.

| N o . .
Kent makes an extension of specific duties to a ‘generalised duty’

and thereby he * seeks to detach if £rom any idea of utj,lity"z"

1 Liverziani, F., "Value Ethics and Experience",
Tymieniecka (ed.), Analecta Husserliana

2 Nom&?egé,elﬁbmm?&wy‘ ,].ggLa:'uﬂ\lew Frzemn G‘ﬁrfuv&, l ?8’.‘3 . 1}37 r
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For him, moral goodness of an action consists in the performance

of th;s ganeralised duty for its own sake.

' Now, it is clear that the'céncept of duty cannot be
d@rivedvfrom"mere'inducﬁivé experience, It is apriori and
indegenéent of experience. It con;i:aihs a sense of necessitye.

It is practical reason and mot the particular situation which
assigns necessity to a‘paéticular course of action and not to
anoﬁher; The necessity as such is a priori and so the moxral
necessity, The moral necessity of action or meral obligation

is based on reason snd mot on experience, Hence, the concept of
duty whiétheazs a sense of necessity is a nriori concept of

practical reason,

Let us now consider Kant's first proposition, which we
have quqtéd sbove in ordér‘to‘highlight the foxmaligtic diaracter
of the notion of duty, Kaht in his £irst as well as in the second
proposition of duty'séeks Lo distinguish the moral motive ftﬁm
non-moral motives of action. That is toc say, he seeks to have
a cleaxr view of the moral motive which makes an act morally good

by detaching it £f£rom non-moral motivess

In oxder for am action to be a morally good action, it
is essential that it must be done from moral motive, that is,
from duty only and in such an action good will is manifested.
If an action is performed from immediate inclination or \
self~interest, then its motive would be non-moral, Thus, for

Kant, we can perform an action in one of two ways s either
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becausé it is obligatory or for some other reason. The former
i,e, the action done d@s obligatory is ¢alled by Kant “duty and
the latter i.e. the action for some other reasén is not from the

conception of duty,

Thus actions havé‘moral worth only if they are‘done"fér
the sake of duty and not £rom inclinations, desire etec, To act
for the sake of duty is to act rationally i.e, such actions are
governed by reason. Thus, “actions-done from duty ﬁust coincide

with actions governed by reésdn“.1

‘Kant clea:ly‘distinéuishgs actiéﬁs which are done for the
sake of duty from those that are for othér reasons, ¥For example,
an action done from inclination to help other with the help of
getting some benefit £rom them would be quite different from the
same sctioni;iZen it is done for the saké of duty. Again, if a

person pays/his out of fear of arrest, his action though acéords

with duty is not done for the sake of duty. Likewise, benevolence

is a duty but it ceases to haﬁe moral worth if it merely pzbéeeds
from a feeling of sympathy and not solely from du‘tﬁ. But, it
would be of moral worth if the person regards it his duty to be
benevolent to others. A true example of acting for the sake

of duty would be when a man under grief and miserable conditions
has no inclination to live and wants to die and yet he preserves
l1ife under the notion that it is his duty to preserve his life

though he is not inclined to live. This action is done purely

1 Norman, R., The MoXxal Philosophers, p.98.
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1983,
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£rom moxal motive, that is, it is done for the sgke of duty.

Let us now turn to the seconé proposition of duty and
see how it contributes towards building up & formalistic ethics.
As we have already noted, it states that the moral worth of an
action does not depend on the results it produces or seeks to
produce, but on the basis of the maﬁim in accordance with which
it is done, It is the formal maxim acting in accordance with
which an action caﬁ have a moral value., an éétiéﬁ would be
morally good when it is done for the sake of duty on the basig
of a formal maxim, & good man's maxim would be, "I will do my
duty whatever my duty may be®, And it is acting on such a
maxim an action becomes morally good. As Kant clarifies, %it
will have to be determined by the forwal principle of volition

when action is done £rom dwt:y...."1

Kant’s point is that the moral value of én actlon does
not depend on the results it produces. For him the mozal
value of an intention is independent of the material goodness'
of what is willed, It makés-mn difference what is willed, so
long as the agent wills it f£rom moral motive. it does not
matter what result is produced by an action. But what matters
is whether it is done from the moral motive or any other motive.

Por the moral motive is the deteminant of the will which

is a priori,.

L Kevd, Ioy  Grovdomvk of T Melaphyote 4 NHarals, op ok, b 68
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At this stage, it would be. quite necessary to ask

as Liverziani does

whether one can really épéak of duty, or the moral law,
as something that is absolute in itself, to be pursued

solely for its own sake and for the love of it (or, better
. and as Kant himself prefers, for regpect of it i1 for we are
here concerned with something that is far easier to resgpect
than to love), One may well ask whether Kant is not running

the risk of turning duty, the moral law oz, if you prefer,
a certain rationality into an 4dol.l . _ .

As he himself goeg on to say that there is “a tendengy of this

kinds.se present in Kant® (and) "duty and the moral law in fact

reveal a certain abgoiutencsg “.2" We shall see how this Kantian

absolutization comes under attack from Schelez:.‘
“Kant's notion of duty", MacIntyre rightly hol ds,

is so formmal that it can be given almost any content, it
becomes available to provide @ sanction andéd a motive for
the gpecific duties which any particular soclal and
moral tradition may propose. Because it detaches the
notion of duty from the notions of ends purposes, wants,
and needs it suggests that, given a proposed course of
actlon, I may only ask whether, in doing it, I can
consistently will that it shall be universa%ly done,
and not ask what ends or purpose it serves. .

‘Now, for Kant, the law of duiy is a uhique kind ofl
imperative which is unconditional, that is, what he calls "the

Categorical Imperative? The uniqueness of the Categorical

-1 Livexziani, F., "Value Ethics and Experience®,
Tywieniecka. (ed,), Analecta Husserliana, Vel.AV1I,
QaCitop p.273.

2 Ibid., (our emphasis).

3 MacIntyre, A,., A Short History of Ethics, pe198.
Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1967
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Imperative lie in that they are "not conditional on any purpose
at all. They arze not of the form, 'Do this in ornder to achieve

1

that!, but simply °'Bo this', As Kant states,

Act only on that maxim through which you can at thc—; ‘
sam2 time will that it should become & universal lawe.
Though there are four formulations of the Categorical

Imperative put Ygtrictly spéaking. there is only one @ategorical
Ixmx_:;'e’r:art:i*zferec".,3 What neéds to be stressed in the present context
is that the Categorical Inperative is regarded by Kant “as &
formal principle of the will and not as 2 material principle of
action depending upon empirical. aims and dassires“.é It cannot
prescribe any “"material” or content, that is what one oudht to
do in a certain situstion. The formal nature of the Catagorical
Imperative seems to be its merit insofar as it can be applied to
any zatiamﬁl peing for not having its any reference to a
partienlar action-slituatién. ‘:Eh:l.s means that any action which,
in a éertain' situation, is right or wrong, would be right or
wrong for gny rational be.:].hg whatever in that zltuaticn, ne
matter what his special taste, inclination of desire way bhe,
ﬁchneewiné\ brings out ﬂle matter élearly 3

Like the logical law of contradiction, which xules out

any proposition of the form 'p and notep’, the mozal
law must not jtcelf contain any ®mattexr” or content,

2

Notfman, R., The Morxal Philosophers, 2necite, pe.i02.
Kant, I., Croundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals, 9pe«cite., p.88.

Norman, R.,'The Moral Philoscophers, ODe it ey Pu 1020

actony A.B., Kent's Moral Philosophy, ps2l.
Maemillan & Go.; London, 19. .
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Nevertheless Kant thinks form without content in

morality is as empty as he thinks it would be in

our experience of nature,. There must be content,

Kant holds, but it can only come from cutside the

will « from desires and needs, shaped by our awarencss

of the world in which we live into specific urges to

act or plans for actionsl

Thus, in the present section, we have seen that ®the

moral law, like the idea of 'duty’, cannot be defined by its

content”,2

(iii) Foralism and Apriorism

We have stated that the moral law must be @ formal
law and therefore, cannot have "matter® or content. Now
Kant relates the formmal nature of the moral law with his concept
of apriorityi For Kant, that which is formal must be a_priori,

It follows by implication that for Kant that which is "material®

must be 3 posteriori.

Now, the universality and necessity is the mark of
apriority; As the moral law or the Categorical Imperative must
be universal and necessary, it follows that it must be a prioxri
in nature, The universality and necessity can never be derived
from the sensuous experience, Only that which is non-empirical

can claim to have universalilty and necessity. Aand, for Kant,

1 Schneewind, J.B%., "Autonomy, obligation, and virxtue 3
An overview of Kant's moral philosophy! in Guyer Paul({ed.),
Zhe cambridge Companion to Kant, op.cit., p.318.

2 Norman, R,, The Moral Philosophers, op.cit., p.100.
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only that which is formal is none-empirical and therefore, it
must be universal and necessary., Further, for Kant, the will
(i.es good will) camnot be materially determined, because if
it be so, then it would meafg'j:hat ilt is determined by something

outgide of it, that is, by desire, inclination etc. and thereby,

the will would be heteronomouss it ‘can no longer be an autonomous

P rinCiple,

Thus Kant holds that moral law which is a formal law must
be autonomous, Only such a law must be @ priori in the sense
that the forxm can in no way be deri?ed £rom the empirical world,
Hence, Kant characterises the moral law as formal as well as
a priori. Formalism and apriority are what constitute the
péculiar‘nature of the moral law‘or‘the categorical Imperative,
Thus it seems that in Kant's ethics formality and apriority '

are placed in a £ixed unity.

(iv) Inte;lectualism of Kant

Kant has given rationality or reason the supreme place
in his p'hiloso;phy.', In his theory of knowledge as well as in éthics.
rationalism has a very dominating role. He talks of “thougﬁt“
or "understanding® in his theory of knowledge, and in ethics, :he
talks of reason in itg préctical function or vhat he calls
“practical reason®. This is what has been dubbed as

" intelleetualisﬁf’ by Ha.rtmann-.l '

1 Hartimann, N,, BEthics, ovn.clt.,p.171.
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The dualism of sense-perception and understanding,
intuition and thinking, the sensiblé and the intelligible
dominates Kant's whole philosophy. In his theorxy of khowled@@
ﬁé‘seé'that Kant speaks of two faculties, namely, ®sensibility"
and "understanding® from which knowledge arises. It is
" sensibility"™ by means of which the representation of objects
are given to us and‘“understanéing” is the faculty by which
we think 6r judge. In other words, “matter of knowledge is
supplied by "sensibil;ty“_and the.“iormP is given by "under-
standing". Kant has given the sensible a negligible posit.ion,
something that is of lower value, .In comparisoﬁ.‘“understanding'
or the faculty of thought has a superior positiop,‘.He also
identifies this contrast with what is a posterioristic and
aprioristic. For him, that which is 3 posteriori is sensible )

and that which is a priord is thought or intellect.

In his ethics also the similar trend is quite visible,
Here he seeks to eradicate the "sensible" f£rom his theory of
eth;i.cs as he attembtis to build up his theory of ethics on a
non=-empirical, non-sensible and 2 priori plane which he calls
"pure ethicg" or"metaphysic of morals.. It is Reason which
blays an important role in his theory of ethics., It is reason
in its practical (moral) use or function that guides our choices
l.e. what ought to be done or ought not to bz done., This
practical reason produces a wild (i.e. good will) which acts in
accordanqe with the mbralwpr;gciple. An action will have

moral worth only if it is done in confomity with the law of
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Zeason or the Gategorical Imperative without ahy infiuéziz.ée of
inclinations ox desiresa 'I‘hus -It seems that Kant, having
given the rpason or rationality a supremé place, does not
incorporates in .his. ethicg those human emotmns which are
rich in moral allusion, such as, love, kindness. svmpathy.

compassion etc, and thereby he:paves the way for "intellectualisnf'

.Seci':ionj
'Hértmann“ s Critigue of Kant's ethics. .

',The depth and profoundity of Kant's ethical thinhing do
not escape the notice of the subsequent thinhers. “Among others,
in recent times, - phenowenological thinkers have alsé duly
recognised some'vital aspects of Kantian ethics, though they
are critical of some other( aspects of his ethics,' "Ha‘rtmann,'
though influenced by the phenomenological way of thinking, puts
forward some criticism against Kant's ethics. Hartmann
summarises his view with regard to Kant's ethics in the following
passage | | |

. {I_7t was Kant who set up the unity of the mozral law
instead@ of the concrete variety of the virtues, the fomal

- prineciple in " . place of the fulness of content, and
subjective legislation in the position held by the”

" objective esgence of moral ideas. On account of .this

contrast,  the present-day investigatlon of Values findé
very little solid ground under .its feet,l

1 Hartmann, Na., Bthics I, Vol.I, p.204,.
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He even finds Kant as exception to the whole historical
perspective, that is, the perspective which regards values

as conCrete a priorl essences. Thus,

‘almost all philosophical ethigs, although standing
only half-way towards the solution of its problems

- yet desexving the name of ethical regsearch, has been

fundamentally (@ concrete ethics of values. .Kant,

on the contrarxy, and hig followers are the exception

in the historical succession. They constitute a chasm

which separates us from the great traditions of

antiquity and of the Middle Ages.l
Hartmann who finds himself in line with the historical perspective
has devoted a section oflhis Ethics for a critical appraisal of
Kant's ethics, Let us now turn to some of his objections in this

regard.

Pirst, accofding fé-Hartmann{ Kant éomﬁits'a greaﬁ
mistake when he identifiesﬁg_pgigsg'with the subjéctivé. In
f£act, though Kant has been able fo regcue his ethicé.ﬁrom
naturalistic way of thinking, he "was unable to eécépe froﬁ:
the supjectivism of his age, and still sought for the determinant

of value in a 'reason' divorced from the world of common

2
interestgh,

As we have pointed out, according to Kant, "good will®,

under the influence of practical reason, is.determihed by the

1 Zbid.
2 Hartmenn, N., Ethics, op.cit., in Editor's Introduction
(Muirhead, J.H.), De5e . : ‘
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moral law, But the will is free to act contrary to the moral
law, Now, according to Hartmann, receiving of the law by the
will from beyond itself is clearly to adopt “hetefonomy“. To
the question, "How is the relation between the will and value
to be ﬁnderstoéd ?" ' Hartmann has #hé foliowing to say,
Value is that which formulates the commsndment, the .
'moral law', the thing that ought to be, The will is .
that for which the commandmerit has validity. The good
will therefore is "determined" by the law, it conforms
itself to the law. Tt therefore receives the commandment
from beyond itself; the commandment is not its own. For
in regard to the law the will is indeed free to act
contrary to it.l '
In order to properly appreciate the charge of heteronomy that
Hartmann brings against Kant, we would do well to keep in mind
the following point of elucidation made by Copleston.
It should be added that while Kant sometimes speaks
of practical reason as though it were distinct £rom
will and influenced the latter, he also sometimes
identifies it with will. The formmer way of speaking
suggests the picture of practical reason moving the
will by means of the moral imperative. The latter way

of speaking shows that fof Kant the will is a rational
power, not a blind drive,< '

Iﬁ other woids, Hartmann's'argument is based on the premise that
the will caﬁnot be identified with reason and the charge of
heteronomy of the will isldirected against Kant even though the
latter spéaks of the autonomy of the will on the grounds that

Copleston rightly attends to., Hartmann inteiprets Kant's view

1 Hartmann, ¥,, Ethics, op.cits, p.155-+5C.

2 Copleston, F., A History of Philosophy, Vol.VIL p.310.
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as one in which it is the subject which prescribes the law
that determines his willj and, thus the will determines the
ought and not vice'veraa;~,Sp, “thg will determines or creates
1

the values, notfthe values the will"e~ Thus the "ought® becomes

subordinate to the will which makes ethics heteronomous.

. Now to proceed with the criticism that Hartmann directs
against Kant, the transcenﬂenﬁal subjectivism of Kant poses
some difficul¥y in understanding the problem of the wills The
will vwhich is supposed tp,ée the originatoxr of the principles
of morality have the freedom to follow it or not., But the
question is : how can the will transgress that which is itself

its product ?

' Hartmann's point against Kant may‘be understood in ths
following way. Kant claimsvboéh autonomy and freedom for the
wille If the will is really autonomous, then it ciaims to be so
only on the ground that it is the originata; cof its own laws:

If that be g0, how can the will transgress that it makes

intrinsically for itself ? For example, the nature cannot

violate its own laws, even though it may well claim to be
autonomous with regard to its role as originator of laws. On
the other hand, if the will claims toc be free on the ground that

it has the £freedom either to conform to its laws or to transgress

1 Hartmann, N., Bthics, op.cit., p.158.
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them, then can it really claims to be the originator of laws.
The point that Hartmann is trying to.drive home here iz that
Kant's View that will is _both. free ér’zd autonomous invalyes

contradiction in terms. %hus " "'i'mr’,Kant". Hartmann: avers,

the pure will is accepted as free, exactly in, so far

as it has no other ground of determination. than the
principle which inheres in its own essence. Consequently
Kant's 'free' will has in truth, on the basis of these
detenn:.nations, self-legislation (in the strict sense,

® autonomy®), but has no freedom in the proper sense of’
the word, It is subject to the autonomous principles

of :u.s essence exactly as nature is subject to natural law.l

Thus in Kant's ethics, the will can be free only by ceasing to
be autonomous. Hertmann, therefore, concludes that
transcendental subjectivism is not only not required

by the doctrine of the :Creedorg of the will, but stands
dlrectly in opposition to it.

Further, Hartmenn points cut that the pastulstion of the
disjunction s either the moral law originates from the external
world or it issues from the subjecﬁ i.e. from reason has vitiated
Kant's thebry of knowledge as well as his theory of morals.
Kant's distinction of the origin of moral law from the natural
fact is appreciated by Hartmann. But £rom this, Hartmann points
out, it does not follow that it issues £rom human zeaso,ri. o
Hartmann's own view is that the fact of morality i.e, the valﬁes,
not the moral law, originafes from an ideal sphere of

sel f-subsistent nature wh_iéh, is discovered a priozi.

1 Ibid.,p.159.
2 Ibid.,p.160 (our emphasis),
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et us turn to Hartmann's second point criticiswm of

Kant's ethics. As we have alrzeady stated that the moral law
or the Categorical Imperative is only a fommal law of action,
that is, it cagnnot prescrive the content - what one ought to
do in certain situation.. and this formal law is a _prioxi,
that is, it is not derived f£rowm the eﬁpirical'exgerience of
human action, Hartwmann strongly objects to Kant's identificétion
of the g _pricri with the formal., According to Hartmann, it is
for identifying the 2 prioxi with the formal that Kant's moral
law £ails to prescribe what one ought to do in a particular
circumstance, It lacks "material® and cannot give any definite
end to the will but only a form =nd as a zesult the will cannot
function. Hartmann goes so far as to say thatb

An imperative which did not command aaything as to the

content would be empty, therefore in reality not an

imperative at all,l

Hartmann observes that it is the longestanding prejudice

in favour of form which dominates notlénly'Rant's ethics but
also the whole of his philosophys Hartmann‘recagnises that
laws, commandmentg and categories are universal as compared
with the instances £for which tﬁey hold@ good and in this sense
they ar;,formal. But this does not mean that 1t must be
gagggggg. It is possible to have principles which have content

and that they can be 8 pricrl as 21l principles ore known @ _priori.

1 ZIbid, psl167.
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To put the matter more clearly, Hartmann's point is
that the moral law can have a mattex without losing its
apriorical character., Aand therefore, the pairs " formal-material®

has nothing to do at all with the pair "a priori - a posteriari”.

Because, for him, that which is @ _priori is not necessarily
formal, and that which is @ posterioril is not necessarily
material, Hartmann readily ascknowledges his agreement with

Schelaer on this point,

Inspite of the criticism of Kant's ethics, Hartmann
appreciates Kant's rejection of empirical ethics and "of all
prescribing of specific ends which can arise only upoh the ground

of empirically given situations“.l

To turn now to the third point of criticism., We f£ind
here that Hartmann 1s opposed to what he calls Kant's
"intellectualism", Hartmann criticises Kant's advocacy of the
dichotomy between the sensible and the intelligible which equally
reigns in his thecry of knowledge as well as in his ethics.
Since, reason is held to be in a superior position, particularly
in ethics, For Kant, (i) that which is @ _priorl is rational

and (ii) that which is a posteriari is sensuous.

Let us the latter first, For Kant, every empirical
determinatlion of the will is a detemination by the sensible,

that 1s, by the pleasure or pain. But,in fact, Hartmann points
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out, the will is never determined by the sengible, that is, by
pleasure or pain but by the desired objects. We desire not
for pleasure but the object which is the bearer of value, It
is true that pleasure is derived from the desired object when

it is realised, but for this, pleasure itself is not the object

of desire,

As for the (ii), i.e, that which is a _priori is rational,
Hartmann claims that “with Kant the intellectualism of the
aprioristic is almost a settled principle“1 in his philosophy.
In ethics, Kant's Categorical Imperative is a8 law of reason"
and it also reveals what Hartmann calls "intellectualism®, But,
foxr Kant, the ethical 8 _priori must be rational a prioxi and can
be expressed in judgements. This is the apriority of the
Categorical Imperative., Kant cannot " conceive of the g priori
that is not rational, that is, emotional. Because, what is
emotional is inferior to what is ratlonal. For Hartmann, on
the other hand,
ﬁvery moral preference is intuitive, is immediately
there and is always contained in the grasping of a
given-circumstance (whether it be a situation or a finished
course of conduct), It does not first wait for a
judgement of the understanding.2

Thus Hartmann argues that acts of preferences are emotional acts

and pot intellectual. The emotional act is equally cognitive

Ibid,, pelT74.
2 Ibid., p.176.



©9
like the ratilonal act. For him valuational a priori is not
rational but emotional unlike that pf Kant's view as to ¢he

ldentification of g priori with the rationals

Section C

Scheler's Critique of Kant's Ethicg

Max Scheler's writings show a distinct preoccupation
with Kant's sthical vicws even if for the purpcse of refuting
and criticlsing several of its pointss, There is a reawakened
interest in this agpect of scheler'’s thrust. Reviewing one
such recent boakl Francis Dunlop, the reviewer acknowledges
such an intellectusl disposition when he remarks,.

Scheler shared far more with Kant than has usually
been recognised and a good deal of the book is taken
up with a preliminary discussion of Kant's ethical
transcendentalism,

Schelexr undertakes a thorough examination of Kant's
formal apriorism @nd some specific doctrines of the Critique of

Practical Reason in his Forxmalism in Ethics and Non-formal Ethicg

of Valuese In the following, we shall present some of the
main critical points made by Scheler with regard to Kant's

formal-aprioristic ethics.

1 Perrin, R., Max Scheler's Concept of the Pergon 3 An Ethicg
of Humanism, Macmillan Academic and Proifessional Ltd.,
Londop, 1991,

2 Journal of the British Society for Phenomenology, Vol.24,
NO.é, l\day' 1993‘ Po 193 "
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To begin, it may be noted that sScheler's. criticism

of Kant's ethics, as he himself says in his "Introductory

Remarks" to his Formalism in Ethicg is not "intemal criticism®
but one of external c:iticism made from the point of view of
phenomenology. Scheler's.concern is avowadly not "historical
Kant®, but the formal éthics as such of which Kant's ethicg is

only an &xample,

~ Scheler sums up the propositions of Kantian ethics
which he believes to be erroneous in his "Introductory Remarks"
to his book Formalism in Ethics which may be briefly stated here,
Every non-formal ethics, we are told, must'necessarily he
(i) ethicg of geods and purposes, (;i) empiz%cal. inductive
and aprioristic, (iid) zeépans;ve to the consequences, and so

(iv) hedonistic in naturee.

Now, accoxding to Scheler, Kant is quite right in
rejecting all ethicg that are based on indugtilve experiences
For Scheler, all experlence of good things and bad things
presuppose the comprehension of what good and evil axes Thus
Scheler recognises the apriority of values. But, according to
him, Kant cannot answer the guestion as to how the ethical
a priori can be known. Kant does not put forward any criteria
to distinguish between a ® fact of pure reason® and & psychological
fact, Intuitive sicght which exhibits the fact of intuitive

content is unknown to Kant. YFor this reason", Schelex
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concludes, "Kant's procedurs in ethics acquires a purely
constructivistie charactex?,l It is Schelex's view that only
non-£ormal ethics is based‘og genuine factg ér what he calls .

"value~facts® as @pposed to arbitrary construction,

Further, for Scheler, “the identification of the
'a priori' with the 'formal' is fundamental erxoy of Kant's
dactrine“ﬁz- Accoxding to Scheler,apriority means an ideal

unit of ﬁeaning which is self-given by way of intuitive insight,

It is a kind of content. Values as content are 3 priori. Aand
so, that which is itself a content canpot be formal, But, for
Kant, moral values axe formal, In short, Scheler accuses Kant

of identifying a priori, which .is contentful, with the forxmal.

This implies, according to Schelerx, another closely

cﬁnnected €YIor, ﬁamely; Kant's identification of the
non-formal with the sensible content and g priori with thought.
On Kentlan scheme, one asks "what can be given?' instead of Yywhat |
is given'  iwplying that something beyond the seﬁsory functions
cannot be given to our experience., Here, in this question,
“What is given?", our attention should be directed to Eggg and
not to other sensible contents. Thus Scheler says,

It is only in thé dirxection of the intentional act, apart

/heransgelosten / from the person, the ego, and totality

of the world in which we are seeing, that we observe and
see the what and how it appears.®

1 ¥cheler, M., Formalism in Ethicg, OpeCiti/ped7e’

2 Ibid., ps54s
3 Ibids, po55e
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"Ro 1ess»erroneousa; Scheler further-points out, "is
the identification of the ¥a priori? with the ‘}ationalv
{or ‘%houghta), which corresponds to the 1dentification of the
‘non-formal* with the ‘;emsdhie’ (as well as the a posteriori®,
This identification of the a Eriori-with the rational, aCcording
to Scheler, 1s very detrimental to ethicg. What leads Kant to
identify apriority with the rational is the longstanding prejudice,
namely, the division of sensibility and reason,, According to this
division, what we assign to sensibility is hot rvational ~ that ig
not oxdey, law and the like. BEverything "alogical® Cede, Intuition,
feeling, loving, hating is dependent on man's psychophysical
organisations and therefore “sensible®. Kant is not an except ion
to this belief, 1In ethics, he is firm on the position that sl1
feelings, even love and hate, basically belong to the sensiblé
sphexre and thus he excludes them £from ethicg. Because he cannot
assign-them to "reason", Kant assumes that man's incldnations
are in a state of compiete éhaos and it is only a will based on
reason or what he calls "practical reason® which bestows some
significant structufe upon this chaotic state. Scheler holds, on
the contrary, that there is an eternal and absolute "lawfulness
of feeling", loving and hating which are as absolute as that of
pure logic. The absoluteness of feeling, loving, hating ete, is
not reducible to the absoluteness of pure logie. Thus, for
Scheler, it is dnly with the dismissal of the division of

sensibility and reason that the ®a priori non-formal"* ethics

1 Ibid.,p.70.
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emerges, Scheler recognises a non-formal & priori or what he
calls “amotional apriorism’ as a definite necessity for any
.ethica‘which dismisses.the*Rantian identification of 3 priozi

with the rational,.

Thus values, for Scheler, are non-formal a priori which
are given to value-intuiticn and not to reason. . Scheler accuses
Kant of deriving "the 3 priori £rom the functiion of willing

instead of from the gontent of moral cognition, as it occurs

in feeling, preferring, loving and hating?,l

Scheler also maintéins that Kant'!s notion of gznexral
validity of moral judgements is not connected with “essentiaiity“
and has nothing to do with é priori;‘ Kant refers to all
conmnections of the “Yought to be® to the necessity of ought

instead of to a priori insicht in the context of the values,

%Thus, only what jAis gooa can become ‘duty! § orx it is becausge
it is good (in the ideal sense) that it necessarily 'ought® to
be‘“.2 For Scheler, it is the insight into the a_priori

structure of values which gives “necessity" to the ought.

1 Ibid.' p.700

2



Chapter IV

MOORE 'S CRITIQUE OF NATURALISM 3 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 valueg £rom
a phenomenological standpoint, Our point 6f interest is to
focus on the connectedness of Moore's ideas with the way some
of the phenomenclogical thinkez, notably Scheler among them,
develops the matrix of phenomenological thinking with regard
to values, In immediate supporxrt 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) 1
on many points concerning the problem of values.

1. Moore'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 Ethicg of
Valueg, p.XXI, , Transiated by Manfred S. Frings and
Roger L.Fund, Northe-western University Press, Evanston,
1973, '
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terms - naturalistié vor meiaéhysical. According to him, "good

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

not a natural p::opexrt:y";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 -flhat they ai‘e descriétive in character and they describe
the spatiomtemporal 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 Hand_,
moral predicates, such as, good, right etc, are such that they
evaluaté our action or pmsééibe 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, nat{i_ral
texms and value terms should not be éonfuéed with each othex, If
the two ére not distinguished apart, ‘according to Moore, a factual
science will replace the subject called Ethics. That is, the
analysis of value-terms by means of factual teims would causé the
occurreﬁce of a factual science, because "analysis" is possible
only by another term vwhich would be factual term in nature. Thus,
Mooré takes the standpoint 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 s,

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.E,, 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, or to
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.,

With this explanation of what natural cobject is, Moore
goes on to point out that the theory which regards that " good
can be defined by reference to patural object“z is ecalled:
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 @ positive or factual sciences whose “conCIusions’
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 f£rom
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 Poe 40,
Ibid YR L 39,
Ibi.d-" p. 40.

Bharadwaja,V.K., Naturalistic Ethical Thes 1y, pee
Delhd UniV@rSity Press, 1978.

5 more' G.E.‘ PrinCiEia Ethigé, OEQ Cit.‘ p.'39.

B W B e
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method needs evidence, empirical observation and induction. The
factual sciences use the method of empirical observation and
induction, It follows thaf;eﬁhicé.wﬁi¢h,uSés these empirical
method or principles can no. longer be regarded as ethics. Thus,
the naturalistic method of approaching ethics, byiﬁsing,thé
principles of factual sciences, reduces ethics to merely &
natural or factual sciences, 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 pIOPGItY.l

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‘GXisting in & gupersensible sphere and the fallacy that
occurs in this case is given the same name the "naturalistic fallacy!
Ag, .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 Mooxe gives the same name "naturalistic fallacy® to the

fallacy which metaphysical ethics commits, he recognisés that the

case is éiffeient since metaphysical properties are none-natural,

2 Ibid.,p.39%
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‘ Thg foregqing agcount is in'the way of a brief outline
of Mbpzefs modgi Qf ethicalvngﬁuraligm‘which he rzfutes on the
grognd that it invo;ves c§mﬁiting whét he;:allsl"naturalistic
fallacy":by violating But;er's principle, namely, "Everything

ig what it is, and not another tbingﬁ {Bishop Bulter),

Let us now try to bring out what Moore means by the
naturalistic fallacy and what does making such a fallacy consist
in. The term "naturalistic fallacy" has been coined by Moore
and 1t first appears in the fol;ow}ﬁg passage of §r;ncioia
Ethica s

It may be true that all things which are gcod are also
something ©15. eese ARG it is a fact, that Ethics aims
at discovering what are those other properties belonging
to all things which are good. But far 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 goodness. This view I propose to
call the 'naturxalistic £211acy'ec.et
Moore's point hexre is that all thingws which are good have certain
properties and many philosophers identify goodness with those
other properties while defining goodness. This mistake which
occurs by defining goodness in.terms of some natural property

is called ®"naturalistic fallacy",.

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

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

1 Ibid,,p.10.

Ot tc S
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from that of his own. Here to "define“ means to “1dent1fy“
an& in’ hia percribeﬁ aenge of defxnitlon. to ”dezinb@ neans |
to "analy.ae“ thm't is to breals somethmg in sinpler terms. |
This is the diiference between hx own sense ox definltlon and

that have been used by some othex eth1Cal phllosophexs.

However, the sense o? definition suggesieé'by ethiéal
natuialiéts is not acceptable to Moorse On the other hand, the
naturalists, aecaptang this sense of dexinitian, cammit a
migstake which hag been termed by Moore as Pthe naturalistic
fallacy®, The advocates of this sense of definition as
identificaﬁiag, accorxding to Moore, hayz overlooked or denied an
impo rtant @istinction,hnamﬁif; betwean goodneséiand other ﬁotions.
They confuge one nouion or one class of notion with the other -
notion or other class of n@tions. And thus, they identify
goodness with other notions.. Th@réfbre; the naturali ic fallacy
consists primarily in the denlal of the distinction between &
non=-natural property called "goad“ and any -other notion, En
other words, the naturalistic fallscy consists in identification
of " goodness® with alnatﬁrai pznpertf; A Alan‘Whité has rightly
commented 3 - |

In essence the fallacy is simply that of identifying or

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

1 White, A.R., G.E.Moore s A Critical Exoosition, p.124,
Bagil Blarkwell, Oxford, 1969,
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Accepting Moore's distinction between natural and
non-natural, we can havé"four varisties of the same distinction s
(i) a natu,rallhati.on with a'x'jzother natural notion, (il) a natural
with 8 non-natural notion, (iii) a non-natural with enother
nonsnatural nction, and (iv) é nén-natural no‘tion_ with naturgal

notion,

- OFf these, Moore i,der;tif:s’.,els {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 these "other* property is identical with “"good® is to
commit the naturalistic fallacy, In Moore's own woxds,

" But if . he{someoné) confuses’ *good? which is not in
the same sense a natural object, with any natural
object whatever, them 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 deserve a name because it is so
COMMOTe )

For Moore, naturalism is a particular method of
approaching ethics. which, in.a strict sense, ils completely
inconsistent with. the po'ssibility of any ethicg. This method,
Moozre points oul,

~uonsists in pubstituting for 'good' some one property
of a natural object or of a collection of natural.

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

1 Moore, G.B., Principid Ethica, op.cit. peide

2 11?:3.6" Pe 4‘00
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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 reference to which I define Metaphysical ethics

is the same in kind; and I give 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
comnitsg, he -recogaisés that the. case is diffexent, s*izmce here
the metaphysical pz@pertieg" are dififerent fmm naturalistic

propertieg,

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 polBQ
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if anybody tried to define pleasure for us as being
any other natural object; if any body were to say, for
ingtance, that pleasure mcang the gensation of red, and
were to proceed to deduce from that pleasure is a colour,
we should be entitled to laugh at him and to distrust his
future statements about pleasure, Well, that would be the
same fallacy which I have called the naturalistic fallacy.
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 £allacy.

Now, it seems that ultimately Moore comes to think

that the naturalistic fallacy consists in defining ‘good! as
something else, That is, to identify or define the gimple
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, Brincipia 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 ig a8 mistake to confuse or identify two properties.

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

1 Ibid,

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 wm:tnwhile to mention here in the pase;ing
what Moore has to say as t@ what. \mOUld follow £rom -commiting
naturalistic fal;l.acy in ethics. - In ot:her 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 metaphysica;., For,
any attempt to cén,;fuse it or identify it with ohher terms or
define it in any other tge‘rms would ultimately lead us tolnoj ‘
possibility 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 Intuiticnigm -

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

makes a point of fundamental . importance, namely, that good stands
for something simple, indefinable, non-natural and nons=metaphysical
"object or idea®™, Having raised the question, "what is good?®
he clarifies that he neither means, what particular things are
good ? nox what sorts of things are good 2 The question he raises
is one of the definition of good, He writeg,

My business is solely with that object or ides,

"which I hold, rightly ox wrongly, that the word

(" 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 ided” good is that it is indefinabie.

In Moorxe's woxds,

If I am asked 'what is good?' my answer is that good 1s
good, and that is the end of the matter. Or if I am
asked 'How is good to be defined?' my answer is that

it cannot _be defined, and that is all I have to say
about it.?%

1 (a) Moore,' G.E.. Principia Ethics, og.cit.;p.é.

(b) Moocre's concern here is with the ordinaxry 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 object 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 sdmitted*. :

Please ses, Loxing, L.M., Two kinds of Values, p.130.

Routedge ‘& Kegan Paul, London, 1966,

2 Moorxe, G*‘.E‘L, '_Phrinc:ip_ia Ethica, ope.cit.,p.6e.
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We may bxiefly explicate the sense in which Moore is denying
that good is definable. He differentiates three kinds of .
definition, namely, (i)-Stipﬁlative definition or what he
calls "the arbitrary verbal definition"; (ii). Lexical
definition or what he calls “the verbal definition proper®;
and. (iii) Definition by analysis "in which a definition
states what are the parts which inﬁariably compose a a certain
whole®, 1 This kind of definition givés the anlysisA of the
conceﬁt defined, and may be called analytical definition,

We are told that in this sense, to define meéns to analyse2
or to break up a complex whol@ into its simplest éonstituent

parts which cannot further be analysed or broken as they have

no partse. This is the kind of definition which, according to .

Moore "describe£§7 the real nature of the object or notion

denoted by a wo:d".3

This kind of definition is possible only when a word
or notion in Question is complex. For example, the concept .

"horse® is not complex but what it denotes is complex for

jhaving many dszerent properties and qualities all of which

¢an be enumerated until one arrxves at “horse“ reduced to its

simplest terms which can no longer be defined. These simple

1 Ibid.,p.%

1

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

3 Ibid.,p.7.
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terms cannot have definition at all in the above explained
sense, Aand it is in this sense of "definition® that Moore

denies definability of “good®, 1

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
;i.ndez:‘Einaﬂple2 because it is a simple notion. & simple notion
cannot be defined in the sense of the definition explained

akoves

However, ' in arguing that good is a simple notion, Moore
presuppoées that an object must be either simple or complex but
cannot be both from vinatever point of view it is looked at,
Goodness refers to a property or am entity having no Spa‘cio;-
~temporal existence and therefore has no parts. It is simple,
Its simplicity lies in its very nature of its subétantj.al
character. The simplicity here consists in indivigibility
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 whole; and in this
sense 'good' has definition because it is simple and
has no parts". Moore, G.E., Principis Ethica, 9p.cit.,p.9.

2 Pprof. R.Prasad maintains : "I interpret Moore to be making
not a verbal claim, but a substantial claim in asserting
the indefinability of goodness'. Prasad, Re.,’ o
Karma, Caugation and BRetrxibutive 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.
Goodness, according to him is like colour "yellow", not in the
sense that they have some objective charactéristidé in common,

but in the sense that both are gimple indefinsble and

inmediately apprehensible. As A.C.Ewing puts it.

Goodness is of course a very different kind of

characteristics from a colour, but might 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 similar point made by Scheler,
"Suffice it to say here that Scheler too finds values quite
comparable to colours in point of both being directly and
immediately intuitable, Needless to say that any phenomenoloe

gical understanding of values = moral ox any other &« requires

stressing that they are object of direct intuition.>

ETha

1 Moore, G.E.' PrinCip_:.l_.aEthiCQ. OQQCito'p,o7-Q

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

3 The point made here is quite independent of the natural/
non-natural dichotomy. to which Moore readily resortse.



118

It seems that when Moore says that gaooness. like
yellowness, is simple, he means by thls that it is conceptually
unanalysable, that both gooGness and yellowness cannot be
broken or analysed in conception or 1:1*1:;»u<;;1*r(:.1 On the contrary,
when he says that "horse“ £s'ana1yséb1éy this does not mean
wmerely that “horsé“lis Ehiéiéallx divisible. It is true that
a horse existing in space ahd 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 conceptualily be analysed. JThe point is that simplicity and

unanalysabiiitly are syncnemous terms for Moore.

Further, in our éaily life oné sees different yellow
coloured things that have the colour vellow, but cannot explain
the nature of the colour if it is not already known., This
failure to describe orx expiain is not due to anyone'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 yellbw 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 ethicel 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
oX non=-natural®,

'Franken, W.K., "The Naturalistic Fallacy® in
Philippa Foot (ed.) Theories of Ethics, 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=
'tuali,se the _natu;e'of goodness implies that goodness is simple,
in other words, goodness has the property o”f simplicity which'

is known when one tries to communicatc its nature,

It follows £rom the above discussioﬁ that the nature

of goodness can only be _;_l;mmediatejl_y apprehended, but it cannot

be made known to others in conceptual terms. Fol 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 apprehended, that it cannot be Ffurther

analysed, and only when it has been thus apprehended,

and clearly put before the mind in thoucght, can we

come to understand and know various further propositions,

rnecegsary 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 woxth nothing that good;, for Moore, meaﬁs

% Intrinsically gaod“z or Ygood as an end" ag distinguisheé

-

1 PFindlay, J.Ns, Axiclogical Ethics, pe38.
Macmillan and Co.Ltd., London, 19704

2 Alan White points out, “In his earliest ethical work,
Principia Ethica, Moore did not explicitly confine
his analysis of the meaning of 'good® to ‘intrinsically
good! even he had intended, as he later said, to do so®.
Please see his, G.,E.Moore :+ A Critical Exposition, 0
op.cit., pel122,
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from‘“eiirinsic good® cor “good~as an end®, As Moore himself says,

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

61, in Blanshard's woxds,

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

"non-natural® quality present in everything that

is good intrinsically. ©Of course what he is

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 intrinsic to
a thing, then the goodness of that thing remainé static and
constant in all respects and under all circuﬁstances. If the
judgement of intrinsic goodness, whichssserts that & 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 a8 basic chord of similarity

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

1 MooXe, G.E. gjincipia Ethica, opscits,p.17.

2 Blanshaxd, B., Reason and Goodness, Op.Cite.,
George Allen & Unwin Ltd.,
London, 1961,
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‘Further, having taken "good" as intrinsic goodness,

Moore recoganises that

the goodness of a thing is wholly independent of the
thing"'s relation of anything else; and in particular
it is vwholly independent of the thing's relation to
feeling or desire or will.?t

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

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

and they are akso not subjective,

Moreover, the judgement of intrinsic goodness is incapable
of proof or disproof and therefore, self-evident. On the other
hand, the judgement of extrinsic¢ goodness is pot self-evident
and therefore, probable, So, for lvbore,f 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 that this single point
is of utmost value tao .schel.-er who quite openly ackncwledges it,
The starting point for aany phenomenclogical uﬂderstanding, must

be rooted in experience and the mode in which phenomenological

essences are supportedly given to intuition. Now what kind of

intuition is it ? Are there different kinds of intuiti on 2 To

i Paton, H.J., *The Ailegec} Independence of goodnessg*,
Schilpp, P.A.(ed.),The Philosophy of G.E,Moore, pe113.
Cambridge University Press, Third edition, 1968,

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

that I am not =2n 'dntuitionist’, in the ordinary

gense of the term .... The Intuitionist proper is
éigtinguished by maintaining that propositions of

secon@ class = propositions which asserts that a

certain action is xight or a duty « incapable of pmof

oK disproef 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 mains.ain that pmpcsitwns my £irse Class axe

Intuitions,
Imtuitionisﬁx, for Moore, consists in holding that the propositions
of f£igst class i.e, the propositions which asserts what things
are intyinsically good are incapable of proof or disproof,
This means that these propositions cannot be proved or disproved
since no relevant evidence can be adduced for them. They are
txue by themselves alone i.e., gelf-evideni, On the othexr hand,
propositions of what pught to exist and propositions of what
cuoht to be done are not intuitively known, f£or, the ethical

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

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

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

1 Moore, G.E,, Principia Ethica, ope.Cite, DeX
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preciiq‘ted_of a substantive, viz., the pen. On the other hang,

the good stands for that which is good., It is 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 N 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 altérnative too is rejected
by him, According to Mooié, gbod cahnﬁt be "nothiné“ at all.
Now, as to how Moore proves that goodness is meaningful, we
may'tm‘:n to Moore's following argﬁment._ It seéms that if
goodne‘s_s ‘r;eﬁrers 't<'> éimple property ahd 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
do€s not rgfer, then it is nothing at all, The.meaningfulness
of goodriess consists in its _gé;f_e_;g_;xg_g to simple "object®. It
'is also clear frorn this that Moore suppon':ts‘th'e refei:ential 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 t6 the same qﬁality in
all of its uses, i.e. there is a common qQuality, the quality of
goodness present in all the things about which it is true to
say that they arxe good. It is a quality which is referred to
by all good thinés.

Besides, doodness being a *non-natural® property, Moore
holds that it is in the world as irreducible constituent of it,
"I do not deny", 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
test for these too concerns their existence in time.
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Can we lmagine ‘'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 cbjects

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 Eisenberg, 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 goodness is @ “non-natural® property
existing in this world as am irreduciable constituent of it,
Cadwallander describes Moore's value-platonism as “proper&iy-

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

Second, values have beszn conceived of by both Mooré
and Hartmann as ontolégicallx vnidue 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, énd, fof Hartmann, values ére like' mathematical
objects, on the gther;‘ Further, foi both of them, values are

different from their analogues,

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 spatlio~temporxal world.
Further, although for Mooxe, good is really g the woxld being
a non-natural property, it is "outside of time"';.z And for
Hartmann, a value being an existent of a non-sensuous realm,

is a2lso not in timel

Fourtf), value is an iridependently real entity for both

Moore and Hartmanmn, in the sense that accoxding to the former,

1 Cadwalladez, E;H‘; & Eisenberg, D.Paul., ®Platonisme-proper Vs.
property-platonism”, op.cit.

2 Moore, G.E:, Principia Ethics, op.cits, b
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value-properties like all other properties are “objective";

" and according to the latter, & value is a veal existent apart
'from b‘eiﬁg' known or appreciated. Both q'f them ‘seem to’ share
yalue-objectivigm., “"Each in his own way insists that ‘goodness’
refers to something objective, that this 'real thing' is not
‘merely subjective' despite the fact that actual cases (in_stances)
of goqdness always (ox, 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 j:heo‘rie‘s, _ goodness _‘j._s; “_indef.inable“ .2 However, both
Moore and Hartmann adduce Oon'Sit/‘é reasons '.Eoi:”this same
standpaint; For Moore, "‘...;gbo‘d has no definition because
it is simple and has no i:arts”.3 On the other hand, Hartmann

writes, “good is not definable = neither directly, per genus et

di‘fferenf;i‘am nor inﬁirectly"g and the reason is that ®,... Values

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

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

2 PFor Moore’s view of it, see Principia Ethica, OpsCite,ped
and for Hartmann's view, see Ethics 1II, p.172. )
Translated by Stanton Coit, George Allen & Unwin Ltd., -
London, Fourth impression, 1967,

3 Moore, G.E., EBrincipia Ethics, paS.

4 Hartmann, Ne., Bthicg Ii, p.172..-
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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
points out,

Hartmann's own reasons for “good's indefinability' as

lying (in part) in the Niectzschean insight that

'eesowa do not yet know what good and evil a8rCeecee’=

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 3

whole® .2

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

goodness is, f£irst and foremost, a property. For Moore himself
insists that he does "not deny that good is a property of certain
natural objects“s and all properties are im the actual world,
Moore's goodness, being @ property of natural objects, is in
the natursl world, But Hartmann's ideal values, by contrast, are
not the resident of the natural world and so belong to a
different woxrld. Moore's "goodness® cannot, therefore, be

regarded as an ideal value in the sense in which Hartmann

uses the terme

By way of conclusion, it méy 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.

2 Ceadwallader, N., Searchlight on Vaiueg, 9pe.Cite., pedSe

3 MoorIe, G.E,, Principia Ethica, 9opscit.,p.4l.
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anti-naturalistic attitude of both Moora and Husserl, Moore's
reference to "the naturalistic f£allacy" seems to have resemblance
to Husserl's criticism of naturalistic and metaphysical
standpoints., Moore makes an appeal to his reader to move out

of the context of the physical wo;:ld o metaphysical reality

which bears a cloée xesemblani:‘e to Husserl's view, though they

have their two different context of e@resésing thi;é., view,
Husserl's criticism of naturalistic or metaphysical standpoint

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

a longestanding and unresclvéed problem of transcendence,  On

the other hand, Moore expresses his anti-naturalistic and
anti-metaphysical attitudé in the context of moral value. When
he finds that “good" is defined by many philosophers by violating
the principle, "Everything is what it is and not another thing
(Butler), that is, - confusing the value, "good¥ with factual or
metaphysical tems. 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 bioad framework
of phenomenological approach to 2 possible theory of values
relevance of gome of the aspects of Moore's theory ne=ds to be

duly acknowledged,

In saying that good can be defined independently of
nsturalistic or metaphysical terms, Mocre seems to point to the
idea thet Con<eptual orf linguistic explanation of "good"' is not

possible, To him definition means definition by ,énalyéia.
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Good is a simple notion and so, camnot be defined in this
s‘enée'o"f’thé teﬁn “éefihiﬁ‘idn"; 'W‘é fihd ourselves quite in
' sympethY’with‘szooié who points to th'é impossibility of
¢onceptual 'cr linguistic means to ‘expose the natu::ev'of thém;
For f’haf matter, we do not £ind it out of place to contend
here that one had to grasp ité; meaning-esséncé only through
non-sensuous intuition. & tentative suggestion would be to
say that in order ©é grasp its essential weaning good has

to be given to pure consciousness as meaning ok essence,



Chapter V

NICOLAI HARTMANN'S VALUE-ETHICS 3 A PHENOMENOLOGICAL PERSDECT IVE

introduction

In this Chapter, we shall mainly deal with the
phenomenological aspect of Hartmann's theory of value.1 In
hig "Foreword" to the English edition of his three volume
Ethics, Nicolai Hartmann says that his central task in this
work is to analyse the contents of values as he belicves that
“only in this way will it be possible in the future to grapple
afresh witp the problem of conduct“.2 Moral values, as regard
their contents, constitute the foundation of ethics. This way
of looking at moral values has at once a bearing on the
phenomenological conception of value as contentful. According
to Hartmann, all strivings and doings, the commandments and the
nomms have their basis in values which are unique in kind and
in moGe of existence. "It is evident", Hartmann writes, ®that
one not only can never will or nor take up as an end anything
which one does not regard as *valuable’, but also can never
accept it either as a command or demand, as a commandment, as
something that ought to ba. One must somehow have conceived
that a thing has value; only than and only thereby does it

c e 3
become a detemmining power in the wmoral 1ife". For Hartmann,

1 vAccording to Cadwallader, "Hartmann's theory of valuC....
involves phenomenological, aretaic, and metaphysical
aspects", Cadwallader, E.H., "Value Trichotomi®ing in
Philosophy and Psychology ¢ on Nicolai Hartmann and
Karen Horney" Philosophy and Phenomenplogical Research
Vol JXXXIX, No, 2, Decembex;1978,p.219.

2 Hartmann, N,, Ethicg I, p.15."

3 Ibid.,p.81.
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values stand Ybehind" all ends of our action. We can evaluate
the conduct of a éeréon, a deed ete, only with reference to a

value. Hence, values, according to Hartmann, are fundamental

to ethics.

Section A

1, Platonism_and Hartmann

Hartmann is regarded as a phiIOSOpher who belongs to
the platonic tradition,l'though he combines well with it some
basic phenomenolodical insightse. Quite avowedly, he builds up
his philosophical theorieg on platonic structure of thinking.
And, his ethical theory is not an exception tc this. Hartmann
relates his philosophy of value to what may be considered #
Platonic foundations. ' Hartmann harks back to the Platonic
notion of Ideas and establishes his theory of moral values on
it. Plato conceives a realm of Being which he calls "the realm
of Ideas" other than the realm of the phenomenal world., Hartmann

finds Platonic conception to be illuminsting for his theory of

1 This has been widely acknowledged.

Please sce, (a) J.N.Mohanty; Nicolai Hartman and North
Whitehead Progressive Publishers,
Calcutta, 1957,

(b) E.H.Cadwallader, Searchlight on Values
University Press of America, Lanham,1984.

(¢) F.Kraenzel, "Nicolai Hartmann's Doctrine
of Ideal values s AmExamination“,
Journal of Value Inauiry, Vol.l1l3,No.2, 1884,
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Qalue, This is evident f;om his following sﬁatemeﬁt s
"Characte?istically amohg Plato's ideas are found.ethical
principles, the ideal €virtue® - those values upon which his
ethics wae built. This fact is especially illuminating for

the theory of value 3 in their mode of Being, values are

Platonic ideas".1

L Aoar
It should be made quitesthat Hartmann's
concern is not the Platonic theoxy of Ideas in general, but

with some aspectsg of this theory.

Hartmahn seems to'have inhefited‘the following leading
ideas from Plato : (a) values represent a world of'theircmn»
like Plato's Idess, Getached £rom the’ mundane world. This

means that values have a peculiar mode of being, like those

ef flato's Ideas and uhlike the objects of mundane'ieality
having spatio-temporal exieteﬁce. Quite in the'way that Plate
conceives Ideas as heviﬁg Ideal Being, Hartmann gives values the
status of ;g§§; Being. In his own words, “in their mode of
Being,'values are Platonic Ideas“.2 Hartmann's foeus of

interest, therefore, is on Plato's theory of Ideal Being.

(b) A notion of "ground" is attached to Plato's Ideas,
as essences, in the sense that Ideas are ideal Fomm participating
in which an object becemes real object. That is to say, ldeas

are that "through which® everything that participates in them

i QQ‘.’Q" Do 184,
2 Ibid.
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gets itg foundation as an object. This notion of “ground® has
been duly taken note of and ‘eﬁxphasized by Hartmann. Acéo}:ding
to Hartmann, “They (valuesg). are that *through which' eve.xythj;ng
which paﬂicibates in them is exactly as it is - namely,
valuable".l In other woxds, ®real things have values through

pazrtaking in the ideal PForm which are values".'z

(c) Valﬁes, like P?lato's Ideas, are many.. not one,
which are independent of all othér actual and possible worlds as
also of ene another-.. They constitute a world of plural units
something that is like Plato’s Ideal Forms., Hartmann borrows.
the Platonic pluralism, nanﬁely.l (i) the dualism of values as
an idesl realm on one hand and their actual occurrence in this

woxd, on the other, and (ii) the pluralism of values.

(d) Hartmann also bofrows the platonic notion of
apriorismes According to Plato, Ideas are a priori to all
existing things and béings in ’Ehe senge that they are intuited
dndependently of all éhings ana ;;séingss For Hartmann, “Platonic
philosophy is the historical disgévery of the a Ex:iérj_.stic
@element in the whole reaslm of human knowl edge® .-f3 ‘Fur‘t‘:he;:.
ethical values camnot be'discovered in the conduct of mans
"values are not to be recognised by the fact that they are, or

are not, contained in the real".é Values axe given @ _priori,

i Ibid.\,ip. 185,

2 Kraenzel, F.,, “"Nicolai Hartmann's Doctrine of Ideal Values; An
Examination". The. Journal of Value Inguiry,Vol.18,No.2, 1984,

3 Hartmenn,N., Ethics I, ope.¢it., p.62.
4 Qg.:é‘? p.98.
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and like Plato's Ideas. ""I‘héy are ﬁo*c even cépablé of béing‘
grasped by thought” but are ® immediately discerned” only by an

inneér ‘vision'". 2.

| (e) The term Eriori" must be uncerstood here in the
sense that such "y~ priority of the knowledge of them is no
:.ntellectual or reflecta.ve a_ priority. but :l.s emotlonal,
:i.x'n:.uitiva"-.2 And for Hartmann. "The Platonic no_tion_oﬁ ,
'behold.iné' well fits that which material ethics designates.

as the 'sensing of value.'“.3

In the preceding section we have bx:ought out how Hartmann
builds up a fine edifice of the philOSOphy of value on this
platonic inherltance. As Cadwallader hag rightly pcinted out,
the Platonism that Hartmann advocates in the realm of values
may well be designated as “Value-Pla‘conlsm“f.g“ Like Platdnism
itéelﬁ, there are a number of théses that are historically
associated with value-platohism and ‘it ﬁas contributed towards
much confusions GCenerally, valug—platcnism is regarded as the
view éccording to which therxe 21-'2.; entities, ¢alled valuegs,
which are "real" s=nd form a realm of their own apart from the

spatio~temporal world, We may briefly note here the various

Ibid 29 P 18 5'0
Ibid.
Ibid.. .

Cadwallader, E.H., Searchlight on Values, Univers:aty Press
of America, Lanham, 1984, L

S W N
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senses in which Hartman's value-platonism can be understood, |
In this connection Cadwallader has identified the following as

incorporated in such a viewqi

Values may be regarded as gntities which are " really real®
and exigt like tables and chairs gpart from the ggatie-tempgra;

world;. and, without them one camnot make value-judgements, This

is an.ontological claim. . ..

Second; values exist independently of being knowne. They

are only discovered by'hurhan-‘ mind, This may be termed as

peycho-epistemelogical claim."i

Third the independent being of value.a ie not relative
to anyth:.ng whatever, including persona cultures and perspectives.
This :Lndependence ef values lies in their very nature wh:.ch resist
them to be relative to anything whatever. If they are relative,
one canmnot make sense of the normative discourse. This elaim

may be termed Valuat::.onal gbsolutiem_,_

Pinally, ’Value-Platonism also ¢claims to value-objectivism
in the gense that the judgements about values are really statements
and hence true or false. They are not something about, say, the

speaker's attitudeg etce.

i .

-Let us now briefly' tum to the term "value® and the

sénse in which it i5 used in Value-Platonism. This will be
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clear if we make a distinction between a thing or event which

is to bhe judged valuable (e.de good, right etes) and the gtandard
or porm according to which it is judged to be valuablée, The
distinction here is between the jtems as evaluated and in virtue
of which a thing or event is evaluated. Cadwallader has used
the term "actualisedevalue" for the former and "value-ideal" for
the latter, Noy, acfualised-values are in_time and they are
part of history. They are actuél entities consic'iered in théir
asﬁec’c of having been valued by some subject. But on the other
hand, value~ideal are pot in space and time, and therefore,

they are not thé sort of thing that are in or of the natural
world at all, For Hartmann, they belong to the ideal order of
being. Further, actualised valuss are dependent on the person,
thing or relation to which they are attacheds But the valuce
ldeals are %:otally indépendent of any peréorz, thing or relation
whatsoever. Thus, the term "value® in Hartmann's Platonic theory,
means yYalue-idealsg aé distinguished from the value that is

actualised..

2. Values as " independent” mode of being -

Before we go on to Hartmann's positive characterisation
of values, or moral values, in particular, it may be relevant here

to begin by making some charificatory remarks so as to avoid

1 Cadwallader claims to have coined these terms for the first
time., Please see, E.H.Cadwallader and P.D.Eisenberg's
article, “platonigm-proper Vs. Property-Platonism s
On Moore and Hartmann". Idealigtic Studieg, Vol.5,
Noe.1l, January, .1975,.
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certain possible éohfuéions; In the fzrst place, values do not
reside in valuablé thinés; Nox are they discerned in thangs
that areVValuable. It must also be noted that values do not
emanate Ifrom the valuable objects. Furthex; as they are not
natural cbjects, they cannot be defined or exolained in
natural*stic termg. They cannot be defined with remerenc~ to
the subject's sPecificAmental attitudes, Moreover, values arise
neither éith our éesirés, nor with our interest im them. This

means that values are not product of subjectivism and psychologism,

Earlier, we have seen that pPlato's theory about
objectively exlsting and most real entities (i.e. Ideas) has
been avowedly inherited by Hartmann. What is distinctive, fpr
Hartmann, about Platonic Ideas is that they are not in the. actual
world, in space and time. Values are radically different sorts
of things, belonging to a different type of ®woxld®y their mode
of being is unique and peculiax, Hartmann conceives them as |
having the same mode like that of Ideas. Values have their

place in ideal world of being independent of spatio-temporality.

- Further, values are "real® like Platonic Ideas and therefore,
they are not something fictitilous.  Their mode of being is very
much like the physical objects in the semse that they cannot be
imagined away or cannot be wished away by the will of the
subject; the only difference being that values lack spa:tio-

~temporalitys, Values are not only "real" but they are

independently ® real"- Their % reality" i1s subsistent, They do
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not depend on anything else other than themselvess Values are
not only independent of the things that are valuable (goods)
but are actually their prerequisite. This, however, does not
mean that they are dependent upon each other., Each value is
independent of anything whatsoever as well as independent of
each other: According to Hartmann, values belong tc an ideal
oxder of being and therefore, they are themselves ideal beings.
"Their mode of being is that of an ideal being-in-itself“.l
Now, what is ideal being of value 2 For Hartmann, ideal~being

hag its “being-in-itself®, He defines the being-in-itself thus 3

-

Whatever in its mode of being is not relative to a
subject, whatever confronts a thinking subject as
independent and immovable, whatever sets us before
him a self-subsistent regularity and energy of its
own which the subject can grasp or miss but cannot
get rid of, that_has for him the character of
self-existence”,

This means that values are independent of the subject who passes
the moral judgement and independent of the judgement itself,

The belng of values has its own regularity and order which isg
quite different from the mundane reality. They are not products
of biological or psychological process. They are independent

of the person's actual conduct., Their being as a non-gspatio-

temporal object remains in_tact for ever. This independence

1 W.H.Werkmeister's Introduction to E.H.Cadawallader
Searchlicht on Values, opscit., pexii.

2 Hartmann, N,., Ethics, op.cit.,p.218,
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£rom the mundane wdrld is ﬁhat constitutes the meahing of ideal
being of value, It is'not enough to have persbns and their
actions which have v&iue. They arejmerely carriers of value,
There must be ideal values "behind" all actions to make them

valuable or its opposite.

4Haitmann compares the mode of being of values with

logico-mathematical objects as he thinks that the values and
the logico~mathematical objects stands on a game ontological
footing., Hartmann points.out,

Ag regaxds the mode of Being, peculilax to values, nothing

is so instructive ag its close analogy to the theoretical

essences, especially to the mathematical and logical

structures, +. , '
Hartmann thus invokes the analogy of value-theory with mathematics
and logic. Elsewhere he says that the sphere of values are
connected organically with the sphere of logico-mathematical
objects and the former sphere is the “continuastion” of the '
latter.z The only aifference is this s “Pure logic, pure

mathematics and the essences ére theoritical idealities while

the values are axiological :i.élealil.t:i.<.=:s“.'.3

Let us now turm to Hartmann'®s view that values are ideal

selfeexistent being.,. What he says is thig 3 "The mode of Being

1 _:Lk_)é-go, p.303.

2 Ibid.,p.221.

3 Mohanty, JeN., Nicolai Hartmann and Alfred North Whitchead,
A study in Recent Platonism, Progressive Publishers,
Calcutta, 1957,
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peculiar to values is evidently that of an ideal self-existence"}
Also, "values have actually an existence in themselves“.2 In
order to understand this, it is necessary to explain the
distinction he makes between the content and the valuational
character. As we have already pointed out, the values are not
formal empty structures, but are material structures for having
their contents. This content is different £rom the valuational
character though the latter inheres in the former. In other
woxds, it is the content or material’ which has value inherent

in itself, Hartmann clarifies, ®the content and the valuational
charactét do not COincide“as Foi example, the idea of trust

is the content or the material concrete structure of a specific
form of relatibnship between person and person which can quite
generally be described, This relation is not identical with
the value of trust or the value of such a relationship. Even
the idea of trust or the idga of such a relationship is not
identical with its valuableness or value-lideals The idea of
trust is merely the structure of the content and not the value
of the'content. S0, the idea of trust or material has only
ontological structure and not the axiological. The valuableness
or moral worth of trust cannot be derived from the structure of
the content, although it inherxes in the content itself., It is
the essence of another sort which through all differentiations

remains different f£rom the material. It makes the material

Ibid., ps221e

Ibid,

W N

Ibid., pe217.
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@ege, the relation of trust, meaningful. The valuableness only

has axiolodical significance.

It may be ncted here that although the valuableness is
not derived from the material, but the feeling of valuableness
necossarily presupposes the material . and natyg;gg_gg£§§:< They -
are not unrelated to esch other, The valuableness~varies-with
its materials. For example, the material essence of trust is
different from that of fidelity, so its valuational character.

As Hartmenn puts,

and, nevertheless, valuableness is a something which
through all differentiations always remaing different
from the wmaterials a something which builds above it,
camps over it, lends to it a glimmer of meaning, a
significance of~higher order, am import which for ever
remains transcendent to the existential reality.

Now, what does Hartmenn mean by *self-existence"?

For him,

Whatever in the mode of being is not relative to a
subject, whatever confronts a thinking subject as
independent and immovable, whatever sets up. before
him a self-subsistent regularity and enexrgy of its
own which the subject can grasp or miss but cannot
get rid of, that has for him the character of
self-cxistence. By - -

Three important ideas are contained (1) that whose mode of
being is independent of person; (ii) that which stands opposite

to person as gtatigs and, (1ii) that which has its own

1  Ibid., p.218.
2 Ibid.



uniformity and energy which a person may or may not grasp but

cannot free himself £rom,

We may elaborate the matter as follows. The mode of
being of values (value-ideals) is independent of the subject
for their “exvfime’ | Valuableness remains static and
unchangeable even when they confrontha persons They ﬂaxét"._
independently of whether one knows them or not. Awareness or
non-awareness of them by a subject does not affect their own
reality. The presence or absence of feeling for values or the
presence or absence of philosophical attitude towards them do
not stand in thelr way of'being self-gubsistent. Howeveyr, the
presence of value-feeling ipdicates that there are values, since
our"sensing" of value is infallible. But Hartmann's point is
that feeling of value cannot bring out any change in the nature
of values, Nor the value-feeling creates them. The variations
occur only in the consciousnesg of Valugs, but not in the

values themselvVes.:

The points we have so far discussed with regard to
valuableness do not apply to valuational materiale. A subject
can very well produce a material e.de, he can set up a relation
of confidence with other perscn. But once he produces such a
material, he cannot prevent the material to be something of
value, A material, (h@f@, the &elation of confidence) once
produced, nceds no eco-operation f£rom the subject to be something

of valueg, and the vice versa. A subject may produce a"material’
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and he may believe that it is devoid of moral worth. But the

belief does not affect the value which inheres in the content,

Now, according to ﬂa:tmann, values are the objects of
possible valuational discerment. Their being is as .indeperident
ag things existing in ‘spatio-témporal world. But the knowledge
of these beings i.e. va;ues.are cobtained through different
means . Hartmann says that “knowledge of values is genuine
_knowled_ge of Being".lf The knowledge of values are primarily
emotional which Hartmann calls "gensing™ of--’values"z or
% feeling bf value“.3 In véluational vision and £eeling, the
willing subject remains purely receptive, He cannot get rid
of the appezl that values make upon him, He is disposed to
have the "primal sensing® of value when he produces a "material.
The moral consciousness csanot reject the appeal of values which
they make upon his emotional * sensing”. The Being of value,
the object, determmines the conseiousness through the “primal
sensing" of them. In Hartménn's wordsy

In this 'beholding' of them the subject is purely
receptivep; he surrvenders himself to them. He sees

himself detemmined by the object, the self-existent
value; but he himself, on his side, determines nothing.

Ibid., pe219,
ibid., pe102,
Ibide, pe100,
;Qéc‘;o’w P2219,

& W R
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The point to note here is that values themselves
remain unaffected by the beholding of them, just as a natural
object remains unaffected while it is known. The feeling of
them cannot change or modify them. They remain existent
¥ independent(ly) of all imagination and 1onging".1 A moral
subject has no right to choose a value as he likes. In @
given situation, 2all must direct theilr gaze towards only one

8T 5ok of valwat

value4 This value determines a subject but he does not

detemine anythind.

Our discussion, so far, of self-existence of values
centres round the meaning of self~existence for knowledge.
But ethics is not concerned with the knowledge of values alone

but also with the values themselves i.e. with the mode of

values. 890, let us now tumm to a consideration as to how the

values are self-existent f£rom the point of view of ontology.

According to Hartmann, values do not have self-existence
l1ike that which belongs to a8ll things and events, to whatever hag
spatio~-temporal existence. "Values have no self-existence that
is real®,! Values, for having their ideal nature, have
self-existence that is ideal. As principles of action, values'
participation in detemmining reality in specific ways, does not
affect their jideal mode of self-existence. As valuational

quality of a specific material, @.ge; sincerity remains in ideal

1 Mop P093.

2 Ibid.,p.220.
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rmode as essence whether it is embodied in someone's conduct or
not, In its ideal mode, sincerity is independent and therefore,

sel f-subgistent,

But the “"actualised" value e.d., the sincerity embodied
in the conduct &f someone is indeed a value, but only a derived
oneé. These actualised values are merely ® Ideas® whose root lies
in the value of the material. Hartmann goes as far as to say that 3
Strictly taken, values themselves are not at

all 'actualised’, but only the materials, to

which, whether ideal or real, the value be&ongs.l

Hartmann recogniseg the iﬁpossibility of giving a'
metaphysical definition of what an ideal self-existende is “as
it is impossible to detemmine metaphysﬁcélly what resl self-
existenbe,ié, Each must be taken as fact“.2 The character of
ideal self-existence is “postulated” as the realm of real
self-existence is postuléted,, on this point, one may raise
an objection that a man who dreams or is in error may believe
that the object he beheld has ideal self-existence., Hartmann
dispels this objection by pointing out that from a dream, there
is awakening, as there 1s correction in error, but there is no
awakening in valuational insight. If once a value is beheld by

someone it cannot be erronceous.

1 Ibid.' Pe 2210
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Moral values are expressed in moral judgements, and
thereby, the ideal self-existent character of values is not
affected, Moral judgements are themselves sensations or theirx
expressions, -But what a moral judgement méans is something
objective, something exisﬁing in itself; that is, values which
ig of ideal nature. Furi:her, morai \}élues which are expressed
on the basis of primal moral feeling havel also ideal self-

«-cxigtence like that of mathematical law.

The principle that values hage an ideal self-existence
affirms more thai:x'_mex:e apriority and the absoluteness of
disceméd valueg, that is, it éffirms that there is a reaim of

values that subsist for itself,

3. Apriority of Valueg

Values, according to Hartmann, 8re 3 priori. A valus,
for Hartmann, is a "conditioning factor'. &and, as Hartmann
puts it, “indeed, it must be an a priori condition® .1 It would
be necessary here to understand what Hartmenn means by the term,
“"a priori®. The two ideas that are conjoined here are 3
(1) thet which is "independent of experien‘ce“z and (ii) that
whieh is "already presupposed®. 3 Now, let us take each one at

a time. If x is something that exists/subsists independently

1 Ibid., p.193.
2 ZIbid.,p.192.
3 Ibid., p.193.
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of some experience called y, but ¥y cannot exist without % then
this implies that x has independent ontological status. and

now for * aJ:ready presupposed® § If something x is presupposed
by some éxperience Y, then %X is the conditioning factor for som2
experience 3}, Thus, “Hartmann uses the term 'a priori®' to mean
‘both epistem::logic‘al.ly and onﬁologically p::it)::9 ‘".1' But, for
Haxtmann, to show that y cannot exist or subsist without the

existence/subsistence of X is to “know" x @ priori.

Thus he expresses the meaning of a priori in Kantian
phrase which is referred to as the "conditions of thépossibility“?
What it means to say is that values are presupposed in all the
phenomena of value-experience. To the question, what are necessary
conditiong of the poasibility of something to be valuable 2
Hartmann's answer would be that "values are a conditioning priug
of all phenomena of the moral 1ife".® Values are a conditions
of the pogsibility of good.s_. persons or conéuct;.‘ ‘To put the
matter d:;f'ferently as Hartmann does, “they (values) ,aré that
through which things are Valuable“._4 Not only that., Hartmann
maintains that "values are not only conditions of the possibility
of goods, but are also conditions of all ethical phenomena in

general®, 3

Cadwallader, E.H.,, Searchlight on Values, op.cit., p.l1l15.
Hartwanrn, N., Ethics, 2p.cit.,p.186.

Ibid., p. 217,

IR v po186.,

_.*_L_L:;Q.,'p. 192,

U s W e
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To our understanding, it seems that Hartmann gencrally
combines all the following when he states that valueg-are

2.prigori s

(i) In oxder for something to exist, a value must aglready
pre-exist '
(1i1) In orxder for us to know something to be vaiuable,‘
‘a value must be believed to have existence beforehand,
(iii) In order for something to be valuable, vaiue is a

necessary condition.

Now, we may stress the point here that all of the
above senses of g priori uniliterally means that values are a

priori with respect to our eéperience of valuable things. That

is, the value-ideals are prior to what we have called actualised
value; For example if something x is a value-ideal, then it
exlsts independently prior to actuélised value y. What nceds
to be noted here is that this priority is pot gemporal. but

logical.

Now to briefly recapitulate the point of our preceeding
discussion., In Hartmann's view, in qrder tco know something to
be valuable, one must £irst presuppose the standard through
which hé feels a thing tolbe sﬁmething of value, But one may
say, by way of objection, that we f£find the values in the nature of

abstractiods £rom somefhing‘tha% is valuable. How would Hartmann
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respond to this objection 2 It seems, Hartmann would merely
say that in oxder to have experience of something valuable,
one must f%:rst logically presuppose that there subsists a
value-ideal by reference to which he feels something to be

valuable,

He must possess beforehand the standard; for example,
the standard of the pleasant and the unpleasant, end -
from the start things must £all for him under this
standazd, they must divide themselvei according to it
into things pleasant and unpleasant.,

In other wordsg, one becomesg able to make the distinction
between good and evil, pleagant and unpleasant only because
one 1s possessed of a standard, The sense of value or standard

prepares one to tell a certain thing either as good@ or bad,

Now, before we turn to the argumentsg in support of
his view it may be well to take note of a more clear articulation

of his point in the following;

A& thing can be valuable only through its relation
to a value itself. This must he fixed beforehand.
It is the condition of the possibility of thexs
being anything of value and of its being recognised
as valuable, as @& good = so to speak.

A tﬁing, person or deed ﬁust hage a reference to value
in oxder to be something of value. A value must be immediately

digcovered in orxder for something to be called goods. A value

: . 4

i Ibid., PRe 18687,

Ibid., ps 189 (our emphases).
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is always presupposed in the case of a thing or conduct that is
of value, This relation of values with the things valuable is
irreversible., "It is one-sided dependence".} WWhat we have
called. actualised-~value is always dependent upon a value-ideal

to be something of value but not vice vexrsa.

We would now turn to the argumentSa; Let us deal with

them systematically in terms of the following points s

(i) Hartmann begins by asking the question, viz.,
“what 1is experienbe of goodsz¥ To this, his answer is, "It is
gomething a prior:i.“.,2 To put the matter more pointedly, in
our experience of a thing as useful, serviceable etc., the

knowledge of value of usefulness or serviceability is assumed

befsyxehand, Here the value, namely, usefulness or serviceability,

is felt to be already fixed, This feeling of fixity of value

beforehand implies that they (i.e. value-ideals) are a priori.

¢{ii) The second argument may also be followed in termms
of a question 3 why a certain thing is good 2 The answer to this
may be that it is good for some other thing, which will be
the same question, why that other thing is good ? Evidently,
an eternal circle of back-reference will lead us to a vicious

epistemological regress. In order to escape from this

1 Ibid.,p.189.
2 Ibid.,p.166.
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etemal circle of back-reference, one has to answer this
question by reference to a yalue which has first converted a
thing into good: So, Hartmenn argues, "It does nbtxcome to a
rest until one no 1onger'ahswers with a good‘but.wiﬁh a valuer“.1
The crux of the matter is that intelligibil;ty bf certain
value~experience is made poésible only by means of a

self~subsistent value-icdeal existing "behind"® actualised values.

(i1i) For the next argument, consider the fact that
everyone of us is doing this or that work in our life. - But to
the question, what are we working for 2 the answer must be with
reference to a value. A life is worth living for having a value
attached to it., It is value which gives meaning to our worke
Hence, £for Hartmann, “appraisement of value precedes experience.
For that which is striving .for is still unrveal, at least not

. 2
vet ‘experienced™™,’

(iv) Further, accordiﬁg'to Harfmann, "values are not
only conditions of the possibility of goods, but are also
conditions of all ethica; phenomena in general“.3 Values
also are preerequisite of all ethical phenomena. The human
volition has good which is not found in goods.: The object
of volition has the form of an end and the end can never be

contentless, If there is nothing valuable in the content

1 Ibid.' po‘187o
3 Ibid., p.192,:
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of an end, it would be'iﬁpossible'to adopt anything'as an end,
But this content ox valuatiohél character need not be known
clearly. The volitiohal_ébnsciousness must possess a “sense®

of its quélity as a value. The point of the matter is that value
precedeg experience. It must be noted that the term ®sense”

(oxr “sensing®) has'been distinguished by Hartmann from mere

empirical knowledge or experience, However, a fuller discussion’

of this point may await until later.

(v) Finally, Hartmann considers the following situation s
A subordinate carries out the ordexs of his boss, even though
he does not know the end of his boss's ordexss That is to say,
ne does not know the value or aim which guides his boss to issue
the order to hime In this case, the content of the command is
the ultimate value to him. The subordinate believes in it,
thaugﬁ he cannot “see® it.. In this belief inheres the moral
value of ghedience. The command of the boss which is taken up
biindly and "uncritically” by the subordinate and “ihe

independently discerned value which determines the end are

both equally a priori“.1

Thus to summerize the point, the factor which decides,
whether a conduct is good or not, does not reside in the conduct

itself or in its sphere upon which a moral judgement is passed.

1 Ibid.,pe+193. (our emphasis)
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This deciding factor is self«dependent and @ _priori. Thus in

all kinds of striving yearning after, a value is always presupposed
Now, it is clear that a value is not dependent upon things that

are valuable nor they lie within the sphere of action. Rather,

the actions are dependent upon the value~ideals in order to be

something of value; hence, the apriority of valuese.

Before concluding, it must be noted that for Hartmann,

values are not formal a priorl but are material a priori. They

are not empty structures, but are possessed of contents which
form the specific quality of goods or persons etc, In Hartmann's
words s “"They (values) are *materials®, structures which
constitute a specific quality of things, relations or persons
according as they attach to them or are lacking' . !

4..Values ag Absolute

Values, in Hartmann's view are absolute, Absoluteness
2
for Hartmann, is "the kind of being peculiar to values®, To
put it differently, the values that belong to the self-subsistent

order of being have their gwn kind of reality. A valueg being

a member of ideal world, subsists without depending upon

anything other than itself,

1 .:.C;I.)ig'l Pe 1854
2 Ibidol po"189.
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Here, a brief discussion on the relation of goeds
to the subject will bg quite in order, According to Hartmann,
the relatedness of goods to @ personal subject does not mean
the'relativity of values, This relatedness cannot affect the
objective character of values. It is t rue that a personal
subject has to unconditionally accept what is good for him as
good and what is béd for him as bad. It is not within his
power to change & thing which is good for him to bad for him,
Hexe, obviously, a kind of relatedness of goods to the p&rson
is given, But, this relatedness is not to be confused with
relativity of it, 1In other words, while "relatedriess® implies
that the values are applicaﬁle to persons, from this it does not
follow that the values themselves are rélative; for the valueg
are always gbsolute. Here the subject cannot have any active
role, that is, to determine the values. Hartmann takes up the
example of geometrical laws and psychological laws which hold
good unconditionally for Spatio-temporal figures and psychic
beings. This does not mean that the laws themselves are always
absolute. Rather;‘the spatial figures and psychic beings are
unconditionally subjected to the laws of geometry and p;ychology
respectively., "In the gams wéy", Hartmann writes, ®alsc the
conscilousness of goods anduevils - so far as it exists - is

subject unconditionally to the laws of values and anti-values".1

1 Ibid., p.208.
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For, a person cannot, according to his will, decide what is
good or what is bad for him, He is unconditionally subjected
té accept what is valuable or what is not valuable for him,
Thus Hartmann concludes,

[I"Jhe relatedness of these values to & human subject

is not relativity to the subject's opinion of them or

to his appraisement of them, but to the subject's _ 1

existence, including his entire categorial constitut ion,

Now, for a consideration of moral values., According

to Hartmann, moXral values, as i detemmining prius, contxol
our actions, Approving or disapproving of human conduct
presupposes a value., It is value which determines/controls
the attitude that man takes ug; towards his 1life. ‘Values are
always fixed beforehand. They are independent of the
consciousness of them, %That is, "they by no 'means sufosist
only for the one who discerns them, but in 1:1"1emse1\.'e.s3".2 Norx
can they be "displaced by subj ect or made dependent ubbn him",
Théy are alsé independent of the person who judges, and are
not relative to the peréon who values the goods. : They aré even
independent of the judgement of them. Jusf as a tree cannot be
imagiried away or changed by wishful thinking, one cannot change

or imagine away the valuées. In other words, the absolute

1  Ibid,
2 Ibid.,p.207.
3  Ibid.,pe
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nature of values is not a psychological fact. That is, it is
independent of whether one thinks that they are absolute or not,
An important point that follows is that the absoluteness of:
values implies the independence of values from cultures, '
societies, perspectives, attitudes etec. In short, the
absolutenesg of values ultimately comes to mean that values

are not relative to anything else-. " If they were so, then
our talk of normmative discoursé could not make any sense at all.

The very nature of values are that they cannot be relative,

What needs to be. stressed here is that relationality
and relativity of values are two different things. Values can
be relational without being f:elative to goods, persons and his
acts or opinion, society, culture ctc. They can be relational,
yvet remaldning absolut‘e; The relationality of values with
whatever else does not affect the absolute nature of them,
That ig to say, the relationality of values cannot put their
independence in question. In fact, values cannot but be

reclational; or else, valuing would be impossible, .

Now it is intexesting to note that Hartmann distinguishes
three possible kinds of relatedness of value which may apparently
be regarded gg implying the relativity of moral values. Let us

mark them off, clearly.
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(i) To begin, Hartmann explains, that @ moral value
gecems to be relative when it turns out to be a goods-value
to another, For example trust is a good thing for him to
whom 1t is shown. Thus the relation of trust may -be a goods-
value to the person whom it is shown. But Hartmann pointg
out that the moral worth of & person does not lie in being
precious thing to another person., The moral value (e.d.
trust) dinheres in him even if it is not good "foﬁ” anyoﬁe;

It remains exclusively as a quality of his own conduct.

In short, the relatedness to ancther person does not
in any way mean a valuational zelativity. Moral Judgement
is passed not on being goodsevalue to another person, but on

the person who possesses the moral value.

(ii) seccond, moral values are values of diggoaiggggﬁ
which are always towards some person. The object of moral
value is the pergon and nétlthings.l The relation of the Value
to other perdon inheres in the structure of the content of maral
value which is guite different f£xom the gooag-value that goes

with it,

Here we f£ind two kinds of relationality which are
depehdent on each other. (a) When, for example £idelity is
practised towards other person, the latter feels a sense of

securlty, and is able to entrust himself to the faithful person.
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These are gocds~value tc himes (b) The moral value of trust
possessed of by the trusted person consists in spiritual

strength, trustworthiness, which is a value in itself,

Thege twd kim'is-of vvalue do not coincide. Similarly,
the two kinds of underlying relationship are aiso radically
different. In the case of vfidelity, the conduct of the other
person to whom it is practiéea is conditioned by the act of
the trusted persoh. Hartmann thereby concludes that "the inner,
intentional relatedness conditions the outer zel_ation:al'ity of
goods=-value which is dependent upon it," 1 But these two kindg

of relationality does not in any way mean valuational relativ%@--

(iii) A third kind of relationality is as follétlas. E
This is betweem value and the bearer of v‘all.ue'° Accordingly,
the carrier of moral value is a personal subject. A mo ral
subject is one who can wiil. set up endsg, pursue them and has
the ability to feel the value and ls .capable of moral conduct;
Moral value is attached tohis whole ¢ategorical c‘onstitution.»
to his personality as a2 vhole and not to his particular actge
In all of his acts, moral person stands "behind" all of his

actions, Thus a person becomeg the carrier of mozal values.

To sum up, the relation of moral value to the person

is merely a kind of xelationality and does not in any way

1 l}alg"'oo jo 3 213,
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mean the VEluational relativi For the relatedness of moral
value to the person is not dependent on the person who thinks
that certain morai GlSpOSltlons exist. It is rather a moral
value which has uniVersal character. The relation to %he person
as a bearef inheies, therefore, in the material énd not to morel
value itseli, The relatedness of moral values to its b@arer

does not muan valuational relativity.

Secticn B

1, Values as Principles

In Hartmann's view, "values are also principles";l
First, they are principles of jdeal ethical cphere. This.
material essence of ideal nature is £fulfilled in the real
merely accidentally and mot necessiated by the ideal content as
inncigl For "values are primarily and throughout ideal
self-e;isténts; in so far as they are principles, they are
from beginning to end only principles of the ethical jdeal

sphere“.z

According. to Haztﬁann. the being of ideal spherxe and

the being of prineciples are‘diffezent. For, ideal sphere of

1 Ibid,,p.235.
2 Ipid,
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values contains, in addition to independent values, what is
called derivative values such as, the value of useful, mediating
values which are also ideal but they cannot claim to be

principles. "Genuine, proper values, however, are principles
1

of the ethical ideal sphere",
Secong values are also pringiples of actual ethical
sphere, that is, they are the principles of actional sphere,
Value-ideals must have practical significance, otherwise they
would not be €thical principles at all, because cthics is
concerned with the ethos of man which is of actional chazacter,
Values as principles of ethos transcend the realm of ideal
self-existence and take possession of the actional sphere and
thus they become the principles of actual ethical sphere.
Valuational principles penetrates into the whole sphere of
acts and determine them, The detemmination issues from the
values as principleg. Therefore, this determination of values
as principles is the presupposition of the actional sphere.
The relation of transcendent ethical acts to the genuine moral
values is a conditional relation, since the disposition and
will can resist values. The will and disposition can counteract
the valuational discernment which is the detemminant for every
moral judgement. In Hartmann's wordg : "Here not everything is
subordinate to themy; the acts of the subject do not accommodate

themselves to them unresisﬁingly“.z

1 Ibid,
2  Ibid.,p.237.
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The specific actuality of Values differs from the
ideality of valuess in that .in ‘the latter; values are supreme
determining factors, inviolable and dec;sive powers. Nothing
can resist them to be the principle of ideal sphere, but in the
former, values are actualised conditionally. They are subject
to the will and disposition which may or may not resist them.
In actual ethical gphere, they are no longer inviolable

detemining factor.

All moral values have a tendenéy to be actualised or
to bo the principle of actual ethical sphere which lies in
thezr very essence, But they are not always so since the will
and disposmtion resist them. Thig distinguishes them from

natural process.

Third, values are alsoc principles of real ethical
sphere. We have already pointed out that the specific quality
of values consists in the possibility of conduct to be contrary
to values, Even in this disagreement between transcendent act
and moral values, the connection.betwsen the two is not broken.
Rather, it continues in full force. In other words, there is
a tension between ontological and axioclogical principles which
subsists in the same actional sphere. This actional sphere
is subordinately called the world of reality. Moral
conscioueness expregses itself through the actional sphere in
franscendent acts, Through the actional sphere, values succeeds

in moulding the real,
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It is to be noted here that the real ethical sphere
does not consist of only moral agents with his acts, it also

includes his living creations, permanent communal customs etc.

What has been said about the ethical sphere of action
holds true with regard to the realm of xeal ethical sphere.
Like that of actual ethical sphere, values are not decisive
determinant power, They are also not fulfilled without
resistance in this gphere. Thus values arxs, in a restricted

sense, the principles of the geal ethical sphere.

2. Moral Values and_the QOught

Let us now turn to a consideration of moral value’
and its relation to the ought., The concept of ought belongs
to the eséence‘of values ‘as principles. As Hartmann points
out, “"it (ought) adherxes to the essence of ethiczl values
and make itself felt where it is not brought into the
fox:egrnund“‘.1 Although the valuational materials are ideal
essences, they have a tendency towerds reality, But this
tendency does not at all affect its character as value~ideal,

Here a question may arise ¢ how such a tendency is consistent

with their idesal nature ?2 Thié can be understood from the

following modal analysis of the ought.

1 Ibid.,p.247.
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The main ideas may be explaincd here as follovwse
According to Hartmann, the model character of value is that
of an ought, This means that value belongs to a peculiar
order of being vhich is different from the ontological order
expressed by elther being orx non-being. There is no abgsurdity
in saying that a value is a thing that ougnt to be only if '
itg matter is unreal, Thus, it is not at all insignificant to
say that a man ought to be honest even 1f he is actually so.
On the other hand, the judgement “"The man is honest just as he
ought to be® is clearly a valuational judgement and has the
form of an ought. "Hence, it follows that the ought belongs to
the essence of the value and must be already contained in its
ideal mode of existence“.“l This 1s what Hartmann czlls, the

ideal or pure ought-to=-Re,

The ideal ought-to—ke is in itself valuable, irrespective
of its actuality or possibility. For'instance, when one says
that there ought to be universal peace, this means that
universal peace is an 1dealﬂought-to-Be, irregpective of
whethex or'not its matter i.e., universal peace actually
exists in the world. For Hartmann, "Their (vélues') ideal
ought-to-Be subsists independently of the reality or unreal:i,ty

of their matter."2

1 Ibid.
2 Ibig'p p'o 248 ]
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Hartmann points out that idesl ought;to-be transcends
its ideality for having its tendency towards reality, It
demands :i.t'lsn:an-l::Lat:i.on“".'1 The ideal ought—to-beﬁess of value
has double nature, that is, ideality and g tendency towards
reality. The ought has a direction towards something and the
value is that “something” to which the direction is drawn. But
the direction is conditioned by goal. So, "value and the ideal
ought-to-Be stand in strict correlation, in reciprocal
cm'n:’i:i.*.:':J.orio:-alj.i:y“.'2 The proper modality of a value is an ougnt,
but so far as its material content is concerned, an ought is a
value., The relation between value and the ought is indissoluble,

‘It is a stable and balanced relation,

The “idealrcughtfto;be“ gives rise to what Hartmann
calls "the positive Ought-pq-Be" whenever the ideal sphere
confronts reality. In positive “Qught-to-Be®, values areA
non-existents. Thig kind of ought adheres to the tension
between the spheres, to the actuality., It is experiecnced as a
tengion by comscious practical beings. The real is indifferent
to the ideal as such, But thée ideal value as such has tendeACy
towards the real., "It has an urge to fulfil itself in the real

world but itself always remains unfulfilled,

1 Findley, J.N.,_Axiological Ethicg, p. 7/
. Macmillan & Co.Ltd., London, 1970,

2 Ibié.' 902490
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The positive Ougﬁtéto-be is ‘distinct f£rom the ideal
Ought-to-Be in that ®it doés not adhere to value as such, it
ls added‘theretc“.l ‘The gphere of positive Ought-to-Be stands

midway between the ideal Oughteto-Be and the Cugnt=to~do,

LThe positive Ought-to-ﬁe presupposes the non-being of

the Oughtato-he. That 1g to say, it does not exists Hence,

émI;zﬁ is only possible within a real self-existent
world - that is, it presupposes this real self-existent
world, together with its real detemminations which

deviate from the constitution of what Oughteto-Be, It
has, as condition, the whole ontelogical system®,

It is against this self-existent world that the
positive ought-ta-be exhibits the tendency towards fulfilmenf
though!. it remains unfﬁkfilled; The disparateness and
resistance which belonging to the real world makes what ought
to be itgelf posifive. The ought bécomes positive through the
resistance'of'the existent, .Fo:; tendency 1s possible where
there is resistance, It is not like the ideal ought-to;he

which is totally indifferent to the qdestion of fulfilment,

The positive ought-to-Be is different €rom what
Hartmana calls ought-to-do, For, the latter presupposes not
'only the non=-being of vhat ought-to-bs, but also presupposes
that it is within the power of a human being to zealise ite

The latter is a necessary condition of what ought to do. Unless it

1 Ibid,
2 Ibid., p.250,
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is within the capacitjr of such beings to do an action, the
ought-to-do loses its gignificance. Suppose we put forward
universal brotherhood of man as the goal of human endeavour.

In order to have its significance, the goal must not be actually
existent in the real world, and secondly, it is within the power
of human being to realise this goal. Here J.ieé the significance
of Kant's gtatement. “"Thou oughtst, therefore, thoy canst”
which means that the ought, as representing @ man's goal, has
no meaning unless it is within his power to realise it, in

other words, ought implies can,

Here we £ind that ethics and ontology becomz separated
through their fundamental modalities s Ought-to-Be and to-be,
The real does not depend for its existence upen the cught,
bu;:: the ought as positive is dependent upon the presence of a
real existent, But this does not take away the qualitative
superiozity of values as p:z:ipcipl@s. For, Harxtmann assertsg
that “"dependence and superiority arxe not antagonism to each
othex. In the graded realm of principles, it is precisely
the depgndent which is always and necgssarily at the same time
the superior : the higher principle is always the complesw,
more conditioned and in this sense the weakef‘.z This meansg

the ontological dependence of the axiologically superior,

Hartmann's position here may be succinctly pui: as followss

Values, for him, are different f£rom categories in that the

1 Ibigo. Pe 250,
2 %I‘EQ_—j_z.g.' Pe 251,
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former are not necessarily embodied in the world. They make a
claim to be embodied in the real world., If man necessarily
realises the values, then values would be categories, part of
this universe. Valuss may or m3y not be actualisad, though they

demand to bhe so,

3, Moral and Nonemoral Values s Their Connection

According to Hartmann, not all ethically relevant
values, whether in the sense of obligation orx of participation,
are moral values. It is true that values of each gpecific
type are always essentially attached to a definite order of
bearers, But not all of these types are moral. Only those
which are attached to personal subjects are moral values.

The latter are not attached to things but to persons and their
acts. Moral values or disvalues are always affixed to his

personality as a3 whole and not merely teo his single acts,.

Further, when a person performs an action which is
morally bad, this performance of such action is not his mistake
or deficiency, but his fault. He is held responsible for the
actiony he is subject to condemnation and disdain. Person is
gullty for this action and consequently for his moral anti-value.
Thus all moral imputations are attached to the moral person.

All judgements of approval and disapproval made by others apply

to him only. He bears guilt and responsibility. But all thesse
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cannot be said with regard to situation and things which are

opposed to value,

Mcreove;; moral values differ fundamentally £rom
non-moral values in that the former can be defined as values
w@iqh implg;: freedom, That ig, thg pe rson islﬁxee to choose
an action to do,or,not to do an action-opposite to the former.
aAnd thus "only a f£ree being ;s capable of being good or bad“l
by virtue of his action alone. The connection éf moral valﬁe‘
with freedom is the gpecific mark of them and for this reason

moral values are superior to the values of goods and situations,

‘The digtinction of moral values from non-moral valuss
does not imply that the former are totally disconnected from
the latter, Moral values are connected essentially with other
valucs. This is not an external and negligible connection.

As Hartmann points out,
Their.(moral valueg') connection with the moral

is not outward and not nullifiable or even 2
negligible, It is essential, inward, material®,.

This internal connection éf'moral values with the non-moéal
is one;of dégendence. 'That'is, the moral values axe dependent
upon the non-moral Values; in certain sense. Moral values”
presuppose the gpecific duality and woith of other things.‘it
is only in fespect of other kinds of values that moral values

can exist.

1 Hartmann, N. Ethics, Vol.II, gp.cit., p«57.
2 Ibid.. p.24.



170

. Whatever goods we choose, moral values persist;

but if there were no goods or no persons who 3

aim at them, there would be no moral values".
A moral value, for example, honesty can exist only in relation
to goods which have no morai value., The distinction between an
honest man and a thief can only be made if goodg have value,
For ins»ance. a man who :;teels something which has no value
cannot be c¢alled a thief and such an action as v::nr:cm'lg.a Thus
moral yélues vhich Hartmann calls higher ones are dependent
upon thé goodg=value, that is, tﬁe lower ones and not vice i_;g_._rgg_.
"But the dependence is purely matefial. not auéiolog:!.cal“.3 In
no other sense except materislly the moral values are ! dependent

O¥% the non-moral valuesg.

Hartmann advocates what he calls an “incurable
;t_;lu.:cz:ul:i._s_;q.\“‘4 as iegérd ;Jalﬁes and thereby at the same time
denying tﬁe idea of a supfeme value. In the history of ethics,
we £ind many theories which advocate the idea of supreme value
and all other values as subordinated to it, But, according to
Hartmann, it is not at all a value from the valxia‘tiona,l point
of view. For him, for example, such is the platonic "Idea of

the Good". It lacks a definite content, It is merely an

1 Review of E.H.Cadwallader's book, S.earchl:!.gh}‘;_ﬂ= on Values
by I‘.Kraenzel. The Journal of Value guiry, p.241,

2 Please note that this pos:.tion would be quite unacceptable
to Kant and Schelerx,

3 Haxtmann, N., Ethics, Vol.II, p.cit.,p.ZS.
4 Ibido‘p057.
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abstract ideas It cannot tell us where the good is to be sought.
It 1s 3 postulate without any definite contenf. We cannot have
the sensing of supreme value for pnot having its definite content.
One may have a tendency towards a unity of scale of values, He
may seek a logical unity of the multiplicity of values in supreme
value for the sake of our practical 1life. But such a unity is
possible to have without supreme value which dolvnz?ot, i’xav;e
definite content, What we require for our moral life is not

a monism of value in the given multiplicity of morals but

"a ménish,of ethics in the multiplicity of valueg";l

4, Values and their discovery

We may now turn to another important éspect of kartmann‘s
discussion of values which he deals with at length in the chapter
“The Pathway to the biscovery of values" in his book Ethics.2
According to Hartmann, values are already "there®. None can
breate them or make them. Even the champion of ideas do not
invent them. Hartmann recognises that “here exists a field
different from that of things fabricated - the f£ield of
distinctive values“.3 Values are not something fabricated like
the worldly objecté. Hartmann believes that a fabricated
thing cannot have any affect upon man. It has no power over

mane NoX can it give a new orientation to.the innermost being

1 l_b_j,-go ¢ P 710

2 Hartmann, N, Bthics, op.cit., Vol.I, Chapter IV, pp.87«104,
3 Hartmann,N., Ethics, Vol.ZI, p.86.
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of man, As values are not fabricated items, they have their
inherent and dormant power which determines consciousness and

gives new meaning and orientation to life.

- What we can do is to discover the already existing
valuess In course of discovery, we cannot even change them or
modify thems They are discovered as they are. The discovery
of {ralues, according to Hartmann, 1s of two kinds : (i) Primary
{(ii) Secondary. This is an epistemological distinction, which
is bf‘cen ignored, between “sensing” or feeling of something and
the knowledge of 1t, The former is emotional and the latter is
intellectusl. These are two gtages of knowladge through which
values are knowne The intellectual discovery presupposes the

emotional discovery, but not vice vexsa.

(1) The discovery which isc made at primary level or
what Hartmann calls “primal feeling of valud® means "a capacity
to appreciate the valuable" e‘l The primary discovery is an |
ixﬁmediate apprehension of values. It is a matter of emotional
approval or disapproval, loving or hating for something i.e,
of values., BEvery sheock, every conflict, every crigis leads man
to the primary discovery of values. The primary discovery of
values. is going on endlessly thrcughbut the history of mankind,
Mankind is unceasingly at work on the primary discovery o values,.

Every community, ever;y' race takes In primal sensing of valueg.

1 Hartmann, N., Ethicg, VoleI; De86s-
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Every individual for himself also participates in the primary
discovery of values. Even the spiritual heroes prophets also
merély discover the values at p:imary-level; "The Champion of
ldeas invents nothing 3 he only discovers".1: But this discovexy
is not unconditional. These gifted individuals succeed in their
work of primary discovery of values only if there already is
present the appreciation of Values in the Valuational:sentiment
of the crowd of that age., Hartmann writes 3 "?he ideal already
lives before it is discpvered by selfeconscioﬁs thought. Its
life is only waiting for thought to give it form like a crystal
in-solution?.? Tthe Primary discernment of values is an unending
process, It always remains incomplete, As Hartmann says,

"Moral cénsciousnesse.e..e 1s indeed never ‘c.::unplete.“:5

(1i) The second stage of discovery is reflective discovery
of value, This is called by H‘artmann "scientific comprehension"
which is more than emotional “"senging” of value. Hers,
investigation of values consist in nothing else than an
investigation of principles._ This may be called philosophical
discovery of values.. "he denuine knowledge or reflective o
discovery of values is derived from what has been discovered

by primal sensing of value, It is subordinate to the primary

1 Ibidg' p.90.
2 Ibid.l p.glq
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"sensing" of value, Philosophical ethics elevates the priméfy
discovery of values by means of reflection and deliberation to

a theoretical and systématic 1eve;. ?hilOSOPEiCalrethiCs
occuples itself witﬁ values which others have discovered aﬁd
strives to present them.clearly; to force tﬁem into consciousness
and to éstablish them.: The principle adopﬁed is s "One knows

it él reaay'f . 1 : |

In oxder to eatablish a system of values, Hartmann
thinks that ethics has to take recourse to metaphysics.
"Ethical values arxe not to be discovered in the condiuc’c;of man“.z
And, s03

‘Valueg are not to be recognigsed by the fact that
they are, or are not, contained in the real. They
subsist even where the given case, indeed where all
actual cases, contrxadict them. The case does, not
reveal the value. For smo long as one does not
already know the value from some other source, it
always xemains %uestion&ble vhether the case agrees
with it or not, '
The main idea here isg that the mere "sensing® of values gives
primary conscicusness of them which is than iequired to be
elaborated by reason or reflection so thaet the systematic or

scientific comprehengion of values then becomes possible.

Now, how are values apprehended 7 Of one thing

1 i .Ibig.' p_'. 93.
2 Ibid.,p.9%,.
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Hartmann is very clear. Values are not directly known
intellectually, This is whiat marks them off £rom objects of

knowledge, which require the intcervention of thought, Consider
the following 3

They are not even capable of being directly grasped
by thought; rather are they immediately discovered
only by an ‘'inner vision', like Plato's 'Ideas'’. The
Platonic notion of 'beholding' well f£its that which
material ethics designates as the 'sensing of value!,
that which is embodied in the acts of preference, of
approval, of conviction.l
The idea that clearly emerges here ig that values are discovered .
by an 'inner vision' and such discovery is not mediated by any
intellectual process. The precise gense in which the term
"discovery" is to be understood can be made clear by saying Kok
such "insight into values is and remains aprioristic insight,
whether it have the primary fom of the sensing of .thzm or the

o 2
derived form of reflective discrimination®,

Hartmann is aware of the fact that ethical convictiong
of mankind and individuals differ and change f£rom time to time
and age to age. But, do values also change with the changing
ethical convictions-? Hartmann's clear response to such a .

quezy is that values remain static and unchanged. Values are

1 Ibid.,p.185.
2  Ibid.,pp.103=04,
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independent of such changes. It is not the values that change
but the gpnrehension of them, Thus,

In the revolutilon of the ethos, the values themsélvee

do not shift, There nature is superstemporal, 1

super=historical, But the conscilousness of them shifts.

Values exist in their idesl plane independent of

anything whatever, Whatever be the changes heppen in the
valuab;e things or persons, values remain as they ares Due to
chongos in our apprehension of them “that actions, dispositions,
relat ionghips which yesteorday passed as good can to-day appear

2
bad, Neither the real nor the values have changed”,

It is intezesting to note how the shifting of our
aspprehension around the static value-world has been explained
by Professor Cadwallader with the help of an analegy, namely,
“Searchlight analpgy".s In this analogy, our value«conscilousnegs
is' compared with a séamhlight and values are conceived of as
gomething existing in & vast f£ield having three-dimensional
space, 1like staxs in the sky. Our conscipusness. like a
searchlight, directs its focus on the ideal plane of values
and thereby only a8 relatively small porticon of vast f£ield of

values at a particular point of time or age is "seen'. And this

1 E_’Qﬁééo pqaeg
2 Ibid,,peBYa

3 cadwallader, W.H., Sgarchlight on Valucs, 9p.cit.,p.89.
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implies that a certai.n ethos—group have the knowledge of those
values which come: . ‘under the purview of the focus of intuition,
Those valueg, which were under the focus of consciousness may
appeaxr bad as with the "wandering about" of the focus of our
conscilousness, sofn_e Valﬁes._aie lost, on the one hahd and somg
are gair;ed, on the other. Mark here what Hartmann has to say.

The process of discovery of ethical revolution

is a genuine process of discovery, a genuine

unveiling, a disclosing of values; indeed, on

the other side, there is always at the same time

a loss of values, a forgetting of them a vanishing.l

To put the matter succinctly, some values lose ‘the attention of
consciousness at khe a particulai' point“of time and some other
values come under the focus of valuational consciousness in

accordance with the shifting of veluational apprehension,

. But the point. to note here is that values which get
the agttention of valuatlonal consciousness are not new values.
J.N —E‘indlay rightly pointg ou‘.t: 3 . o

LS':?uch values are not really new, only hitherto
ighored, and they are certainly not the creations

of those whg suddenly feel them as Nietzsche thought
them to e, D ' ‘ B

1 Hartmann, N., Eth;_g_'g, VoleL opRscit.,pe89,

2 Findlay, J.N., Axiological Ethics,
: ‘Macmillan and Co.Ltd., 1970, PPeT74=75,
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Thus our valuational consciousness is constantly at
work to discover a group of values. There is no stopping of
such valuational apprehension. Thus. Hartmann maintaing
that the shifting of Value-consca.ousness does not mean the
revaluation of values. If the rev'aluation of values is
possible, then the devaluation of values is also possible which
would ma}'e values something nanufactureé and thereby they would
be subjectives The shifting of value-apprehension .. .-,
brings aboﬁ,t‘,; the revaluat,ion of life. PeOplé or individuals
of a certain culture or ethos-‘group revalue their life by
having discovered a set of . values, thereby stimulating their

life and giving it a new significance and dz.rection.

Moral consciousness,  according te Hartmann, consists
"of the distinctive sensing of values, which separates the good
£rom the bad in them and constitutes their ethical standard®,t
This is the “factum® of ethiCs. But this is not at all emirical
but a pure or "‘aprio'x:is‘cic ".rEaat'.ri:.".x‘m".2‘~ The values can be discovered
by their presence in moral consciousness alones But one might ask,
Is this moral consclousness. inféll;ble in spprehending the valueg 2
Is there no poseibility of valuational error or delusion ?
Hartménn answers sucCh questions by maintaining that moral

consciousness or primary discemmment is "perhaps never free from

1 Har,tm‘an_n. SI.,: Ethics, Vol.Z, oo.citg,pflolo
2 Ibid. |
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error in its application, that is to say, in the actual

valuation which it confers upon actions and dicpositicng®,?

 According to Hartmann, valustional error consists.
in fallure to sppreciate the ideal values when they are outside
one's narrow focus of valuational consciousness. it means the
® incapacity to discriminate? sométhing as truth OF error. $his
is blindness to value-ideals. This means fallure to “ges" what
is valuables For Hartmaprlx. re:co‘gnises that, “Fail,ure.i:o

appacciate is a special chapter in the life of man“.g

-

The objects of priméry discernment o ag genuine and
objective as mathematical objécté éreg But the former (valueg)
axe more "veiled! through the emoticnal charactey of the act,
What ls needed is to raise them . above the act in oxdexr to be
aware of them.  The error occurs where there ils non-agreement
with the value. Values as self-existing object are independent
of truth or exior of the knéwiedgé-of them. The phenomenon
of error presupposes the existence of truth because it
presu@goses a standarnd vhergby error is distinguishable from
truth, - Hartmann provides a criterion for the recognition of
valuational error which is nothing but primal discernment
itself of values. - In his woxds 3 ®The exiterion of the genuine
and spurious is nothing else ;han the primary consciousness of

value itself“,3

1 Ibid,

2 Ibigo. Pe 410
3 Ibid.,p.103,
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‘ Hartmann maintains that all are not equally capable

of having the insignt intélvalues, just as all are not equally
aéare of méthématiéal qbﬁécts. 'ln'order to have primary"
discernment of values, there should be sufficient education
and. training of an individual or group of individuals. To have
the capacity to discriminate values, an individual/community

- should have certain degrec of maturity in his/in the community
of certain age/times As per the degree of maturity in an

- individual/mankiné, his/mankind's focus of primary conscilousness
. is thrown upon certain portion of the valuational field, .One
becomes aware of these values upon which his gaze of mental eye
ig directed and he remains blind to other sections of values at

the same time.

85, Moral Values and the Parson

Let us now turn to a consideration of the relation
between moral Values and person. Moral values are the values
of person and his acts. Person is the bearer of moral values.
But each and every subject cannot be moral person. ' Hartmann
defines a person thus s | A ‘ A

A mo¥al subject, who of all xeal entities stands
alone en rapport with the ideal world of values
and who alon® has the metaphysical tendency to

communicate them to reality which lacks them -
“only, such a subject is a 'person'.

1 Ibid., p.266.
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According to Hartmann, there are two distinctively

ethical elements which are the decisive marks of a moral PEerson.

(i) In the first place, values do not restrain the subject,
when they are discerned by him but makes a claim upon him while
leaving him free, Person is free to take hold on value or not.
Moral person 1s a "free" entity having his own principle and

autonomy. This is his moral freedom.

(i1i) The second element of personality is found in the
valuational marks which aw contained in the acts:of the moral
person, Moral_values do not inhere in the ends of the action or
volition but in the acts of the person and ultimately in the
subject who acts., For example, moral value of a loving person
attaches exclusively to his loving conduct but not in the end of
his volition i.e., in the person who is loved, %It (moral worth)
inhereg in the personality of the one who loves“.1 A person,

thus, becomes the c arrier of moral values,

These two deeply embedded elements of personality -
frecdom and the carxying of moral values = constitute the unified
feature of moral personality. Moral perzson is free to realise
the claim made uporn him by values or to reject it.. And secondly,
moral person bears the moral values in his acts. These two

things constitute the relation between values and the pPerson.

i Ibido. Pe 267



Chapter VI

SCHELER'S NON-FORMAL ETHICS OF VALUES

Introduction

Scheler's Formalism in Ethics and Non-Formal Ethics of

_\Z_@_J_._t_z_ggl is an immensely original and in-depth study of the
nature of values, particularly, of moral values. The foundation
of his ethical thought lies in Husserl's phenomenological
philosophy. He makes use of some phenomenological tools, of
course in his own ways, to understand the general logic of
value-discourse, Further, another broad feature of Scheler's

ethical thought, as is found in his Formalism in Ethics is

constant reference to Kant, His objective of taking Kant's
ethical views into consideration is mainly to refute Kantian
formal apriorism and some specific doctrines of Critidque of
Practical Reason and thereby to free German ethical thought
from Kantian rigorism and imperativism.‘ Moreover, in oxder

to strengthen his position, Scheler also gives a critical

look at some traditional ethical doctrines, such as, eudaemonism,
utilitarianism and pragmatic-positivistic ethics., For our
purposes, we shall present Scheler's theory of values under the
following broad headings 3 (1) Scheler and phenomenology and
(2) Scheler's Non-formal theory of Values,

1 Henceforth to be mentioned asFormalism in _Ethicgs. Translated
by Manfred S.Frings and Roger L.Funk,
North<Western University Press, Evanston, 1973,
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1o Scheler and Phenomenology

Scheler is said to be a value-theorist belonging to
phenomenological tradition. But his interpretation of the
nature of phenomenology has its own uniqueness, like other
authors belonging to this tradition who are not unanimous
as to the nature of phenomenology itself., Scheler is decisively
influenced mainly by Husserl's earlier thoughts. He acknowledges
the importance of Husserl's Logical investigations, while he
remains indifferxent to Hugserl's some other works. To S chelex,
unlike Husserxrl, the question of method is secondary. Rather
than the phenomenological investigation of transcendental ego
or the ontological question of Being, Scheler is concerned with
Being of man, here and now, in his different dimensions. In
his Formalism the focus is mainly on the valuational aspect
of man. To our understanding, Scheler seems to be guided by
the theory of intuitive insight, the eidetic method and the
doctrine of ideal objects - without always adhering to the
original meaning given to them by Husserl. In Scheler's hands,
these features receive an unorthodox interpretation and fhereby
allowing for the same as an exdellent instrument for exploring
the realm of values., It needs to be stressed that for Scheler
Phenomenology is not a method, but an attitude of imner vision
by which the realm of essences is revealed, He also adheres
to the goal of phenomenology, namely, to come into immediate

contact with the "things® themselves without regard to whether
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these things are physical or mental, feeling or value while.
sti‘f.king to the phenomenoclogical ideal of presuppositionlessness.
Now, it is worthwhile to analyse the Schelerian brand of

phenomenology or what Scheler means by phenomenological experience

in order to grasp his theory of values,

In order to understand what is meant by phenomenological
expériencCe or phenomenological intuition, one has to begin with
his concept of "fact"., The "fact", to Scheler, means
phenomenclogical fact as distir;guished from natural fact as

also from scientific fact.

This has been very clearly brought out by aAlfred .':34::hu1:z.:l

Natural fact refers to the world given in the commonsense
experience of the natural éttitude, It is the world of.con;crete
things and events which also :l.nc':ludeS the soclo-cultural
objecté that are taken for grénted by cer@:ain societal

surroundinds.,

Scientific facts, on the other hand, are artificial, in
the sense that they are construct derived from natural things
by way of what Schéler calls “Scientific reduction®. The
bearer of this kind of facts are symbols, signs etc. which are

given as particular content by a scientific definition.

1 Schutz, A., Collected Papers III, Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague,
1975, in the Chapter "Max Scheler's Epistemology
and Ethics",
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Scientific facts are understood, not in terms of tradition,

but in terms of generalisation, idealisation etc,

In Scheler's view, phenomenological facts are different
from both natural and the scientific facts in that the formerx
are independent &f all sensory factors but the latter are not.

In the language of Schutz, such facts are,

{A/s to their unity and content, independent of all
factors which axe not grounded in the things themselves.
Particularly, they are independent of all the sensory
functions of the percipient. The pure fact, which can

be grasped by eidetic intuition, must remain unchanged
even 1f the sensoxry functicns actually vary or are imagined
to vary. The pure fact is, moreover, at the foundation of
every possible sensory content, and in this relation the
former is_the independent, the latter the dependent
variablie,

Phenomenological facts are independent of all factors which are

not grounded in the Ythings® themselves. They are independent
of 3all sensory or metaphysical factoxs. They are "pure®, in
the sense that they are stripped of all transcendences and
therefore, having no Spatio;temporal location or any other
ontological character. But, on the contrary, the sensory
contents, be it natural or s{éientific, dependent on the

“pure® facts for their foundation and not vice versa. The
phenomenological facts remain unchanged even if the sensory

functions actually vary. Further, the pure facts are also

1 Ibid.,p.148,
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independent of all pictures, all possible symbols or sions etc.,
by which they might be designated. They are independent even

of concepts or any other linguistic units.

On Scheler's theory, the phenomenoclogical facts or

pure facts are a priori and not g posteriori -~ the latter being
the case of natural and scientific facts. Now the question is 3
What is meant by 8 priori here ? Scheler defines a priori thus,

We designate a2s "g _prieri® all those ideal units of

meaning and those propositions that are self-given

by way of an immediate intuitive content in the

absence of any kind of positing (setzung):...?
Thus, a priori, for Scheler, means ideal units of meaning or
signification which neither posit the existence of a subjectivity
which would think them nor the existence of an object to which
) su’ch units of meaning are applicable. Apriority here means
self-givenness and is discovered by the thinking subject in

eidetic_intuition. Scheler cites the example of a case of

deceptions; Suppose that one takes something to be alive, though
it is not so; here, essence or “whatness® of “life" is intuitively
given in case of deception: Obviously, here this "whatness" or
“fact" does not have ontological existence and hence it is

Rure a prioris "“The point, therefore, is to ledve aside all

kinds of positing,including the positing of (realﬁ or Qon-real",

¥illusion® or ¥, real’ etc!?

1 Scheler, Max,., Formalism in Ethié_s, ope.cit., p.48.

2 Ibid.
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Now this intuitive content can be called “phenomenon®
though this is not .to be confused w?:th "appearance" supposedly
behind which something is assumed to be hidden. The word
*phenomenon® here hés been taken in the Husserlian sense so as

to mean something which wholly shows itself, Nothing lies ‘

behind it, That is, essencde or phenomenon means absolute showihg
of what is given to intuitive insight. This is the essende or ,
*whatness" of an object which is known ‘through phenomenological
intuition or what may be called ®ezsential intuiting®. It is to
be noted here that theré is no question of degree in such
"givennegs® of a phenomenori.' “Either this ‘what' is intuited ang,
hence "self'-given s..s,0r this 'what' is not intuited and,
hence, not 'g:wen".1 -

Schelexr makes an important distinction between essences
or what he calls phenomenological :Eact.s,_ on one hand, .and congepts o
propositions which are the bearersof all inductive knowledge
including all the so-called:scientific knowledge, on the othzr,
On this view, concepts are diffexegt £rom essences in that the
former ‘are linguistic but the latter are not. Essences camot
be expressed by lariguage. symbol or sign, and hence, cannot bhe
explained. For, explanation’ is alwéys linguistic. No instruction
is a help to get in touch wi*ch if. i‘heréfore. phenomenological
fact or essence is independent and different £rom both concept

and what it refers to. It follows that the expressions of

1 Ibid.



188

positive sciences whatsoever are different from this fact of
special kind as this scientific knowledge is expressed through

concepts and propositions. So Scheler writes,

The concept *thing' and the -intuited‘thingness;

the concept equality and the intuited eduality,

or the being edqual (as distinguished from the 1
being-similar), etc.,, must be clearly distinguished.

Here, Scheler is purported to have accepted Husserl's categoriel

intuition as found in Husserl's Logical Investigation II.3

It is evident from the foregoing account that the
phenomenological fact can never be known through concept as it ig

amenable only to phenomenological intuition. This fact of

special kind is contentful though it cannot be known conceptually

or through proposition: The object of ordinary experience is
not a "fact¥, To say that it is " fact® is to say something
paradoxical. The object of phenomenological experience is a

" fact" which is equated to contentful essence, This intuitive
content cannot be grasped by any concept or proposition as it is
non-linguistic something., On Scheler's theory, knowledge is also
different from thought; for thoughts are carried out through
linguistic means. In ethics, Scheler rejects the intellectual
mode of knowledge. For him knowledge of value is intuitive

given in a special kiné of feeling.

1 Ibid., p.49.

2 Ibid.' See' p. 49, f.ne?.
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The a _prioxi which Scheler talks of is not conceptual
a_priori as Kant conceives. But Scheler rejects Kant's
transcendental sense of a priori which is formal and conceptual.
Schelex's "essence” can be grasped not by any formal concept

but by “esgential intuiting". Secondly, according to the

Kantian sense of a priori, real things, goods, and acts are
what "conforms" to the a priori content of experience in the
sense of observation and induction. The "econforming® which,
according to Scheler, obtains between essenceg and real is not
to be confused with the Copernican turn to which Kant draws our
attention. Thirdly, Scheler points out that apriority of

® facts" has nothing to do with the dichotomy of "innate® and
"acquired® ideas of the Cartesian mode which are causal and
genetic and are not applicable to the type of insight with

which we are concexrned here,

All concepts and propositions £ind their fulfilment in
such esgences or contents which are g priori in nature, As
Scheler says

/E/ssences and their interconnections are & priori

'given' 'prior' to all sense-experience (of this kind).1

As we brought out the point earlier,what Scheler means by a _prioxi
cannot be expressed by propositions. Schelerean brand of a priori

belongs wholly to the Yiven" and to the realm of " facts". So

1 Ibide, ped9.-
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“A proposition is only @ priori true (¥r false) insofar as it
»nl

findg its fulfilment in guch 'facts'.
One point that mé;its attention here is that, the 8 priori

facts that are “given" to intuition are not amenable to

obgervation and verification. They can neithsr be suspended or

cancelled by observation and induction nor furtherkimproved.

Rather they give the empirical observation the desired direqtion,

It is the eggential nature of a "given content" that it cannot

be observed but always intuited. It is the criterion of

essences having intgrc@nnections among them that they are

2lways presupposed, And to yecall the point earlier made, all

concepts and propositions £ind their fulfilment in this a priori

intuitive content, The only way to make them "geen" is pointing

to them, It is the nature of phenomenological intuition that

it has the intrinsic ability to disregard the natural fact which

exists in contingent location and make the " fact" "geen®.

Now, Scheler distinguishes phenomenological experience
from sense-experience in te;ms of the following two criteria s
(1) Phénomsnological experience alone yields " facts" ' themselves

immediately without recourse to any mediated means i.@., symbols,

signs or instructions. One can define, for example a colour
bilue in different ways - as the colour of this or that object

extensively, as the colour designated by the word *blue“, as the

1 Ibid, -
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colour I am now seeing, etc. But. in 211 these, ways of definition
the esgence "blue" is commen. It is.basic something essentially

and in itself given. It is the fact of intuition which is given

immediately. No presuppo'sition'crwr'rieé_;l.ation of anything can
block this intuitive insight. No linguistic unit, concept,
symbol, - sign etec, can block this immediate essential intuition
of. facts' ‘themselves' . “Phenomenological experience, however,
is the eéexperience in which the tot\ality of these signs, symbols .
etc, are fulfilled?’.l Here, to our understanding, Scheler seems

to adhere to Husserlian ideal _o.f‘ presuppositionlessness.

(ii) The s”ecohd criteria‘ of Sc:hel'er for dist‘inguishing
phenomenological experience from induetive experience is that
the former is ":I.mmanent" eXperience and not transcendent like
that of sense—exPerience. In phenomenological experience. the
essence or phenomenon is 1ntuitive1y given and never anyl:hing
outside of such an act can belong to it. But in the case of
ordinary experience, its object is always transcendent to the
act of experiencing and thus that which is not given in the act
of experiencing is “mg_a_r_@"-. In the case of our experiencing a
‘chair, for example, the chair does not belong to the act of
perceivﬁg_ yet it becomes a ﬂe_ar_xg gbject. Phenomenological

experience is different, however, where this does not happen..




192

Thus,

[_i7n phenomenological experience nothing is meant
that is not given, and nothing is given that. is
not meant, %t Is precisely in this coincidence of the
"meant" and the "given" that content of phenomenological
experience alone becomes manitest {Kundwerdan) s In this
coincidence, in the very meeting point of fulfilment of
what is meant and what is given, the phenoma'xon appears

To sum up, the separation between what is meant and what is given

cannot constitute the phenomenological experience,

An inpbrtanf: aspect:of 3cheier‘s theory méy be brought
ou‘é és ‘folilows. | The iﬁﬁanent ‘experience of i:he phendménological
kind disregérds the i:_l;lg_t_:g_e_a_gg of things and looks for yhatness of
things. It looks for whatnesé by aéking the quéstions like :'
What is the world 2 What <.i-év.man in terms of ‘h:l.s invariant
str‘ucture,and essential quélities. ? In similar way, it asks 3
What is the experience of 1ove and beauty 2 Thus phenomenclogical
factgs determine the meaning of concepts and prono51tions and not
;vice. versa. The facts, as we have seen, are a pricri content
and no arbitrary understanding is possible. Only pure intuition
is able to‘,grasp them in their essentials. All orxdinary
experience happens according; to them or conforms toc them in

order to have their meaning,

In concluding this section on Scheler's approach to
-phenomenology, we would do well to point out that the @ priori

“ given" has nothing to do with proof or disproof., "Insofar as

1 Ibidoa p"a‘51o
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their a priori nature is concerned, it is a matter of
indifference whether propositions of arithmetic function as
axio'_n;s or as pmvéble thtaor'em_s“.l It is the content of

intuition which fulfils these concepts or propositions. The
apriority of &cfhél‘e_rean' ty}‘ﬁév does 'r;_ot' merely refer to the -
formal a8 priori, but also refers o each concrete province of
knowledgé, such as, geometry, mechanics, physics ete. which are
founded upon this structure of a concrete aprioristic propositions
which fin_él their fu;filmeni:’ in phenomenological content/" fact®.
The intuitive insight grasps the content which pertains to the

Judgements of these fields.

2, Scheler's Non-Formal Theory of Valueg

Let us now considerxr '-in some detail Scheler's theory of
values. As an anti-thesis to the ethical system of Kant, Scheler
develops his own ethical doctrine borrowing the aforesaid basic
ideas from Husserlian phepofnenology. As against Kantian formal
value-theory, Scheler builds up a qon-fomal_ theory of value, -
Regarding his valué-theory,“ he says : "The spirit behind my
ethics is one of rigid et.hil:cal absolutism and objectivism".a
Later, he goes on to descry. it variously as “emotiona*

intuitionism® and "non-formal apriorism'. He finally

interprets his position as "ethical personalism” which he puts

1 Ibid-' p. 53.

2 Scheler, Max., "Preface" to the Second Edition of ‘Formglism
~in.Ethics and Non-Formgl Ethicg of Valueg , op.cit., p.XXIII,
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as the subtitle of his main wm‘:k1 as he believes that all values

i.ee the values of things and beings are subordinated to values

of the REXson.

Schzlex's main ethical work under reference herxe op&ns
with his attempt to distinguisgh things, goods and values: Goods
are defined as "thingg of \‘fa.?l.a.xcz,.="‘2 isee as things in which valueg
are realised. Values are essem‘:ially independent of goods for
their being and givenness. First, the being of values are
independent of things, state-ofeaffairs, men and relation of all
kinds which axe their bearer, the so-called goods. Values
Texist”® and are given clearly and evidentially apart £rom the
givenness of the Iz arers of values. For example one consgidexs
a poaem of a work of art ag "beautiful® or “ugly® without knowing
in the least which properties of work prompt this. This is
equally true of all physical and psychic relationse %“GClearly,
neither the experience of values nor the degree of adequation and
the evidence.... depends in any way on the exXperience of the
bearer of the values“.3 The distinction between values and their
bearers is thus clearly brought out, Second, to distinguish a
value from its objects/state~of-affairs does not require the
pre-given knowledge of its bearer. To distinguish, for exanple,

‘

value of a pen from the pen itself does not require the knowledge

1 His m&in work on ethics is : Formalism in Ethics and
Non-formal Ethics of Values. Qf-v—\'f

2 &Scheler, Max,, Formalism in Ethics, OpeCite, Pe e

3 Ibid., pelTe
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of what constitutes the pen, "Indeed", Scheler clarifies,

Dt is as if the axjiological nusnce of an object
Xwhether it be remembered, anticipated, represented,

~or perceived) were the first factor that came upon us,
" eese A vValue precedes its object; it is the first
"mecsenger® of its particular nature. An object may be
'vague and unclear while its value is already dist inct
and cleax,

Third, that values are different from their bearers is also clear
from the fact that values themselves do not chanqe with the
changes that occur in their bearers. Just as qoloux“blue“ does
not become red when a value sphere becomes red, so the value

of friéndship remains unchanged even if a frieﬁd 5f mine turns

out to be a false friend and bet rays me,

' Fourth, values are also independent of our subjective
emotional states, such as, sadness, gladness, degires etc,
Fifth, values - qualities are different from what huméns value
or consider important, For example, a painting by Bikash
Bhattacharjee is beautiful, not beéa%;se what people think
according to sccial validity but because the beality is found
in the painting independently of peéple‘s opinion. Values are

objective’ facts.

Finally, in their mode of givenness also, values are

different £from their bearers. Values are given in and through

Ibido" Pe18.

2 Ibid.,p.22.
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the immediate means of jintentional feeling while their bearers

are given through the immediate means of sensuous intuition.

Sch\eler recodnlses the preégdegce of value~-qualities 6ve_;: their
beaz;ez;s. in the matter of.their knoy.;ledge. “Goods‘ are tho;:oughly
permeated by Values“.l Thus in or@er to éistmguish between
values and goods, Scheler calls the former "things-v%]lue“' and

the latter “value-things.®

Now to tum to the question, what is value ? Scheler

has the following to say 3

Inscfar as the word "is" in this question refers to

existence (an¢ not only to & mere copula), a value

"ig" not at all. The concept of value does not allow

any more of a definition than the concept cf being does.
Manfred Frings interprets the above qﬁoted wonci.'s'3 of scheler to
mean that * By itself, a value is neither an éxisting thing nor
does 8 value exist by itself in a platonic realn.® a discussion

on this point woulld ensue in the following paragraphs.

According to Scheleyx, values "exist" the way a pure
colour of the gpectrum exists. Here Scheler seems to be deeply

indebted to Husserl's discussion of the baing of universzls as

1  Ibid., p»22.

2 Frings, Manfred,S,, “"The Background of Max Scheler's 1927
Reading of Being and Time, The Critique of a Critique
Through Ethics® Philosophy Tcday, Vol.36, No.2/4,
Summar 1992, p.10l. This passage is t ranslated and
quoted by Frings from Scheler's Gegammelte Werke, Bouvier

Verlag, Bonn, 1985 published in the article referred to

3 Accor%gﬁ‘éeto Manfred Frings, with this statement, contained in
Scheler's 1897 dissertation, his value-theory begins,
See the Article referred to in £f.n.2 above,
4 1Ibid., the article referred to in f.n. 2 above, P.101,
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it is found in latter's " Investigation II", namely, “"The Ideal
unity of Species and Modern theories of Abstraction".1 It would
be worthwhile to consider here Husserl®s theory of universal so

asg to gain an insight into Scheler's treatment of this problem.

Husserl reooénises the obvious fact tha{: a pa:;'ticular
colour, say, a shade of red on the surface of a thing is an
individual shade, Appearance of the colour red in the flag or
in the blood are case of individual shades of the gpecies red
and these individual shades are directly known by sight though
the gpecies red is not a direct object of our sicht. Thus
there can be two ways of attending to such , situation 3 (i) It
is possible +to have; a direct awafeness of the individual red
shade through our senses (here, sight) as also, (ii) it is
possible to apprehend species red oxr red as guch through

intuition. Husserl puts the matter as follows 3

But the same appearance sustains different acts in two
cases, In the first case it provides the presentative
basis for an act of individual reference, i.e. for an
act in which we apply ourselves to the apparent thing
itself, and 'mean' this thing or this featuxe, this part
of the thing. In the latter case it provides the
presentative basis for an act of conception and reference
directed to the specieses i.e. while the thing appears, O
rather the feature in the thing, it is not this objective
feature, this feature here and now that we mean. We mean
its content, its 'idea’; we mean, not this aspect of red
in the house, but Red as such. :

1 Husserl, E., Logical Investigations, Vol.I. Translated by
J.N.Findlay, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1970,

2 Ibid. pp.339-40,
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The point moxe clearly is that though our gaze is d;fected
towards the individusl red shade, we can also intend or "mean®™
the red &g _such in intuition. The distinction between the
particular instance of red colour and the species colour is
readily acknowledged by Husserl. Hence,

£E7he act in which we mean theaSpecies, is in fact

essentially different £rom the act in which we

mean the individual.l

A point that merits attention at this stage is the

followinge Unlike British empericists, Hugserl gives colour
species . (species red in our example) a status of an "object®,
Husserl joins issue with the British empericists on this point
as the latter regard colocur species to be a concept which is

formed by abstraction.2

ﬁurthex; on Husserl's theory, species fed can be the
"object" of an act and is given differently from how the
individual red shade is given to our apprehension., While
directing our attention towards the individual shade, we ®mean”
or "intend® theispecies red and'thereby species red acquires

the status of an gbject. That is, the species red is an

1

1 Ibid.' De 3390

2 Aas to how the species becomes an "object®, attention may be
drawn to Husserl's own words : "while the red object and
its emphasized aspect of red appears before us, we are
‘meaning”’ the single identical Red and are meaning it in
a noble manner, through which precisely the species and
not the individual, becomes our object®., Ibid,,p.337.
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gbject given in intuition., “A new mode of apprehension®
Husserl points out,

as been built on the intuition of the individusl
house or its red aspect, a mode of apprehension o
constitutive of the intuitive presence(.c..) of the
Idea of Red,! :

~Now, in the backgrpund of t’h;a foregoing account of
Husserl's views it would be possible to understand Scheler's
approacﬁ to the prdblem. Scheler regards valueg as “objects®
quite in the samz way as for Husseéexrl colour sﬁ;ecies is an
"object" given through an intuitive act. As Mcosa points
out, "Just as red is an object of an act, so alsc values
are _qpigz_c_:}_‘:_g‘}a And so, Scheler cléarly states that "values

are true objects and are different from all states of feeling".3

Now, what does Scheler mean’ by saying that values are
objectéa This may be made clear in terms of the following two
points s> (i) to be an objéct it must be given to intuition. And
such objects are ¢ontentful and not be mere contentless conceptse
"The vaiué itself", Scheler holds, "always must be intuitively
Sgiven or must refer back to fhat’ kind of givem‘xes.s;“.4 Elsewhere,

he clarifies that moral values are,

Vi ‘f‘*fgécts of non-formal intuit iog, not of sensible intuition,
1f by "intyition" we mean immediacy of the givenness of on
~objectesee ' '

1 Ibid.,ps339, }
2 Moosa, Is, "A Critical Examination of Scheler's justification
! ' " Tg Jouxn £ Value I i
3 S cllel,ggllggeﬁ‘? ggf%iétfg%ceﬁo%gﬁfggsoé. e"Jo.u = 1 oX Yolue Ingquiry,
- 4-Zbid., ppa 14215, 7 o
¥ Ibid., p 166,
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(ii1) second, the view that values are objects implies
that they are not abstracted from concrete things, actions or
persons. "“Valueg are not" Scheler clarifies,

__Concepts abstracted from empirical, concrete things.
men, oOr deeds; nor are they abstract, "dependent®
moments of such things. They are independent phsnomena
that are comprehended independently of the peculiarity of
contents, as well as of the being-real or the being-ideal
and the non-being (in this twofold sense). of their
bearers, :
That is to say that just as the individual shade of, say, red
does not exlst and the species red is not formed by abstraction,’

so the yalues are not derived from our sensible experience of

concrete things and men.

The foregoing account of how Scheler has regarded values
as objects brings out in focus the influence of Husserl on his
vieﬁs. This influence would seem.to be quite pervasive ag may
be geen from the following_consideration. Scheler accepts the
Husserlian thesis that there are -ideal objects of kno%ledge
which are independent both of knowing subject and real objects.
On this view, values are patficﬁlat class of ideal objects
which are bbjective. eternal'énd:dnchangeable. In orxder to
understand this, it would be wOrtﬁWhile to tum to a consideration
of the Husserlian coﬁcept of “idéala. For Husserl, there are

tw01types of objects v real and idéal. Real is defined in

1" Ibid., p.185.
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terms of its temporality. It includes both physical as well

ds mental entities. For example, & pen or & present state of
mind exists in certain duration of time. "We define ‘reality!
in terms of temporality. For the only point of importance ig
to oppose it to the timeless 'being' of the :i.deal".1 In other
words, temporality does not belong to what is ideal. In case
of colour, the individual shade of, say, red is temporal,
existing on the surface of the object, and therefore, is real.

But the species red is timeless and therefore ideal.

The ideal object also exists, though its "existence®
is not spatio-temporal like that of real objects. This is not
to say that what is ideal is ficticious. Ideality is
distinguishable from what is fictitious or imaginary insofar as

the former is existent, and the latter is not. Husserl says,

ZI7t is naturally not our intentiom to put the being

of what is idesl on a level with being«thought of which
charactexises the fictitious or the non-sensical. The
latter does not exist at allz... Ideal objects, on the
other hand, exist genuinely.

Note here that the categories of sgpace and time are not
applicable to ideal being. "We do mot deny but in fact
emphasize“, Husserl contends,
_ {hat there is a fundamental split in ocur unified
conception of beinge...y We take account of this gplit

when we distinguish between ideal being and real being 3
between being as species and being as what is individual,

1 Husserl, E,., Logical Investigations, opsgit.,p.352,
2 Ibid,
Ibid., p. 3 53 ®




202

The crux of the matter is that what is ideal for Husserl is
neither spatio-témporal nor fictitious or non-sensical but

something which existSas " genuine object".

It is intereéting to see hox§ Scheler makeg use of this
ins:ight to uncover the nature of values. Schele;: writes,
"Value~qualities, however, are 'ideal objects' as are qualities
of colours and sounds",l According to this view, value are not
real objects. Nor are they something fictitious. They ar.e,
as Moosa puts, "ideal essences that can be disclosed to us but
not posited by ﬁs“;z Scheler compares thel r nature of being
with colour and says that values exist gg_é__ygy species colour
exists. Value as ideal has its own being. So,

/[R7sather, all norms, imperatives, demands etc. if they are

not to be understood as arbitrary orders = have theix 3
foundation in an autonomous being, the being of values.

But what is an "autonomous being®? And vhat does it mean to

say that values have dutonomous being ? In one definite sense,
we can say that values do nof depend on anything else for their
"existence”. Though the person alone, Scheler says, "is the
ultimate bearer of valus, but in no respect whatsoever is the

person a pogitor of Va.'!.uces“.a On the other hand, value is

1 Scheler, M., Formalism in Ethics, Q.Citg,p.ZIo

2 Moosa, I., "Are Values Independent Entities? Scheler's
discussion of the Relation between values and persons
Journal of the British Society for Phenomenolo%
Vol, 24, Noe3, October, 1993, Pe2724

3 Scheler, M,, Formalism in Ethics, op.cit.,p.21.
Ibid., ppe186.87.
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totally independent of the world of goods and its changing form;
values are eternal, immutable self-contained being. Further,
Scheler pointeély says that "Values cannot be created or destroyed,
They exist indepe'ndently of the organisation of being endowed

with Spirit”.l ,

To say that values are idesl does not mean that they do
not have any contact with reality. Scheler explains this point
in the following passage 3 |

It is only in goods that values become 'real'.  They are

not yet real in valuable thingse In a good, however,

a value is gbjective (whatever the value may be) and and_real

at the same time, There are genuine increase of vaiue in

the real world with any new good, Valus-gualities,

however, 5 ideal objects as are qualities of colours

and sounds, :
Implicit in this is the idea that values are given in this world.
And values are intuited in goods and Personse “species red, to
rgpeat our earlier example 1is independent of all rxed objects;
and only in these red objects, one can intuit the species red,
only through the'exparience of, gay, the red objects, one gxaéps
the species red.' Iﬁrtiaz Moosa whd iz avowedly c¢ritical of
pllatonism 1éoks at the situation f£mm Aristotlean standpoint,

and so, he is quick‘ to cﬁoncl,ude that "values are independent

B . - . 3
of man and goods, but yet can only be intuited in them®.~ This

Ibid., p.516.
Ibid" 9.21.

Moosa, L., "aA Gritical E:.amina'cion of scheler's Justification
of the existence of Valueg®, The Journal of Value Inquiry,
. VOl 35, 1991' p.27o

wwwmi
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way of putting the matter seems quite reconcilable with what
Scheler actually says in the Preface to the thixd edition of

Formalism in Ethi_c:gs& which merits our attention here,

In fact, I reject, in principle and at the very
threshold of philoscphy, a heavenly realm of ideas
and values that is “independent® of the essence and
gxecution of 1iving spiritual acts, independent not
only with regard to man and human consciousness but
also with regard to the egsence and execution of a
living spirit in genérai,

Elsewhere, Scheler elaborates,

There is an ideal meaning-content of “the good which I
can bring intc my conscilousness with a good man and .a
good deed, just as I can do this with the ideal species
‘red' in a seen red colour i.e., the 'red' in a certain
shade of red.3 .

An interesting point which we have brought out in the
above para is that one canmot grasp values without having hig
experience of the world of goods and of mens Becasuse it is only
through directing his gaze to specific goods or. men that it is

possible to intend or "mean" a value in intuition, cven though

the realm of valueg is independent of the world of goods and

of men,.

e

Op.cite

Ibid,

w N

Ibid.‘ p. 165.
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At this stage a point of crucial importance may be
brought out, We-ﬁave a8 little earlier pointed out that for
Scheler, values are " ideal essences" which await disclosure to
us and that values cabnot be created or destroyed. Now, this
position of Scheler seems to have undergone a complete change
and reversal in his later writings in which, as I.Moosa
‘brings out "he Agcheleq;7 states that essences or values
are invented (Konstruieren) or created {Schaffen). They are
not merely discovered oxr found (Voxrfinden). This is his
definitive later positiom, *

Let us now turn to Schelgp!s furthor phenomenclogical
charactexization of values. According to Scheler, values are
“£acts" or vhat he calls “value—facts".z In ethical sphere,
they are " factg" of morality. Here "facts" means, for Scheler,
the pure facts or phenomenological facts3 which were available
to us as pure intuitive éontents in immediate experience and pot
in senge-experience like that of natural facts. By saying that
valuass are "pure facts" Scheler seems to mean that values o
independent not only of naturxsl factors, but also of all

metaphysical factorsp; in short, values are stzipped of all

1 ®oosa, I.,, "Are Values Independent entities ? Schelez's
discussion of the Relation between Values and Persons®.
- Journal of the Britich Society for Phenomenology.
. OQ. Ci’t.. p’ 275.
2 Ibid.,p.166. |

3 We have alresdy explained what Scheler is meant by
“Phenomenological facts" in the section,
Scheler and Phenomenologye.
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transcendences. Because, for Scheler. "Velﬁes are faetls

that belong to a specn.fic mode of e,:perience“ 1 Thus Scheler

has used the word * fact" to characterise values not in general
sense nut in a technical sense where it is meant to be independent

of oux positing beliefs or d:.sbelz.efs.

Further, values }a.'s pure facts are in a new and peculiar
sense apriori il.e. independent of what can be given by inductive
and parzticularly by causal knowledge. They are also not found
dn the valuable things. .Rather, they are presuppoeed by our
sensuous experience of valuable things and beings. Values,
according to Scheler's cfle..f:r.m.t;l.on2 of a_ prioxi, are meant to
be ideal units of meaning which neither posit the existence of
a person who bears them nor does it vosit any objeet to which
they are applicable, ‘As. scheler clea’rl'y s.tates, “a va}lﬁe
precedes its object; it iS‘ti’ie £irst "messénger® of its
par'ticular nature"-.3 Elsewhere, Scheler recognises that there is

] @«/non—formal series of values, with its order, wvhich
is totally independeént of the world of goods and its
changing’ forws, and which is g priori to such a vorld
" 0f gotdsge s ‘ '

Moreover, values, according to Scheler, are de-gymbolizing

'phenorﬁené. They can neither be grasped through concepts or

Dmposit ion nor through symbols or signse. The concepts, for

'Scheler, Max., Formalism in Bthics, op.cit.,p.187.
Please Ses, Section, “sScheler and Phenomenology" above,
Scheler, Max., For_i;glism in Ethics, op.cit., p.18..
Ibid., pe23.

S W e
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Scheler, are also gymbols used for representing values,
because they predicate them as_properties of certain volitional
acts, deeds, OI persons ©.dg. 'good', ‘evil', 'noble', ‘base’.
But according to Scheler,

Values are not concepts abstracted from empirical,

concrete things, men or deeds.... They are independent

phenomena that are comprehended independently of the
peculiarity of contents....

Similarly, Scheler also rejects any attempt to grasp values by
any mediated means, such as, symbols, signs ete, Because, the
danger of symbolism‘hg in the tendency of symbols to displace

and to conceal the phenomehna.

According to Scheler, "values are given first of all
in feeling (E‘iihlen)“.2 They are given to us as intentional
objects of our feeling as colours are given to us in and
through visual pezéaptign. Values are completely inaccessible
to reason and hence it is beyond the grasp of intellect. Reason
1s kblind to them as the_gaz and hearing are blind to colours,
Here we must keep in my mind Scheler's general standpoint
according to which the digtinction bstween the faculties of

reason and feeling is a fanciful Yprajudice®, "This Prejudice®,

1 Ibid., p.2185.
2 Ibid., pe35.
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Schelexr says,

C/onsists in upholding the division between °reason' and

sensibility®, which is completely inadequate in terms of
the structure of the spiritual, This division demands
that we assign everything that is not rational =~ that is
not order, law, and the like = to sensibility. Thus our
whole emotiopnal life =~ and, for most modern philosophers,
ocur conative life as well, eveh love and hate - must be
-assigned to 'sensibility'. According to this division,
gverything in the mind which is alogical, e.g, intuition,
feelinyg, striving loving, hating, is dependent on man's
psychophysical organisation. 1

It, is therefore, alleimportant for scheler %o have a correct
theory of the sort of feeling that is concerned in value-e}cperience?

Let us now turn to this aspec cheler's theory,.

et

of

[¢3]

The type of feeling in and through which values are
revealed is called "intentional feeling" or "feelingeacts®.
These feeling=acts should not be confusad with the sensible
feeling~states. The following consideration help us to understand

the distinctness of feeling-acts frxom feeling-gtates.

Firstly, a feeling-gtate is a psychological state 6f
mind caused by objects, events or situations. Fom. example,

I may be sad because of my failure in the examination. The sadness,

1 ai_b__i_d‘q' pp‘ 253-54.

2 According to Findléy, “Scheler, like Hartmann, is concerncd
to put emotion, rather than cold intellectual grasp, at
the Centre of Value~experience”. Please ses, J.N.Findlay's

Axiological Ethics, op.cit., p.59.
Macmillan and Go.Ltd., London, 1970.
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I feel, may evoke in me various sentimentse. I may be heartbroken
oxr compésed, deflant etc. The feeling of sadness remains so long
as sﬁbjective emationél sﬁéte does not dhange. The feelinge-gstates
are always towards certain obj ects; eveﬁts, ox siﬁ-ﬁa‘taioq,. fhrough
simple contents o;é | sensin‘é; fhin};ing, representing or perceiving
and such a comnection is alwé'ys mediate. On the contrary,
feeling-gacts are not mere psychological state of' mind, but are
“"opinion" to such a state, They go directly to their objects,
namely, valueg, Schutz holds that "intentional feeling-functions
do not need the intermediaxzy of the so-calied objectifying acts
of representing, judging cte.. in oxder to come into immediate

1

contact with their objects”.” "For here®, Schaler clarifies,

{i/e Co not feel 'about something’; we immediately, foel

something, l.e., a specific value-quality. In this case,
Le@e, in the execution of feeling we are not objectively
conscious of feeling itsdd £, Onlg a value-quality comes

“upon® us from within or without, ‘

Secondly, a feeling-state is only related to what is
outside of 1t or transcendent to consciousness. Such a relatede-

ness, for sScheler, is not “original®, On the other hand, the

relatedness between feeling; -acts and theilr chjects i.e. values,
is griginal. Here, "original® is to be understood as vhat
Husserl means “immanent®, In Scheler's words, "feeling

(£ecling-acts) -orig_i:_ggzliy T;_i.ntends its gwn kind of cbjects,

1 sSchutz, A., "Max Scheler's Epistanology and Ethics®
Collected Paperg III, gp.cit., pe.l163. X

2 Schelerx, Max., Formalism in Bthics, gp.cit., p.259%.
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namely, values“,l That is, a feeling-acts when related to
a mental state is being self-reflective insofar as consciousness

is directed upon itself,

Thirdly, feeling-states are dead and factual states
of mind, For, “there is no “signifying® in it, nor is there any
immanent directedness in :i."c"".'2 But on the contrary, feeling-acts
have signification that is "capable of fulfilment® and
“non-fulfilment“,a Now, feeling-acts are "intentional" in the
sense that in and t hrough these fseling-acts, values are given

to us,.

Finally, in the case of feeling-states, one is passively
gffected by a definite cause, the cause being outside of or
transcendent to consciousness. But in the case of feeling-acts,
on€ is actively responding to "objects®, such as are given to

consciousness by the intentional character of feeling-acts.

To put the whole matter more clearly, a feelingeact
which "is a goal-determined movemen‘t“4 is a reflective act of
consciousness as against a feelingestate which is directed
toward something gutside of itself., Feeling-states "arise®

out of or caused by whatever that is outside of them. The

1 Ibid.,p.258,
2 Ibid., p.257.
3 Ibid.,p.258.
4

Ibid.’ p. 257.
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connection between mental states and what causes them is not
original comnection. By the term "original®, Scheler means,
whatever is “immanent" to consciousness, A-feeling-act, as

an act of cohsciousneés, which is directed towardg itself

when it is related to mental states. The connection between
feeling~-actg and feeling=-gtates is original. The intentionalityl
| of feeling-acts secure immanence of feeling with regard to
consciousness. In short, a feeling-act is one that is

directed upon itself or consciousness as mental states are

given to conscicusness. On the other hang, feeling-states

have their connection with what causes them which is outside

of consciousness or what is transcendent to consc¢iousness.

Having made the phenomenological analysis of feeling-actsg
in temms of having their intentional character towards values
which are the objects of these cognitive intentional feeling=-acts,
Scheler now proceeds to explain the nature of "existence" of
values., Firstly, it seems that Scheler seeks to prove the
“existence" of values by examining the mode of givenness of
values. Values are the intended object of intentional
feeling-acts. &As pointed out earlier; intentionality of
feeling=acts cannot but be directed towards such a being

which belongs to its gwn kind of being and that is, towards

1 Hers, it may be noted that Scheler seems to draw a
distinction between what he considers intentionality
in-a "strict" sense as against the general notion of
intentionality. The former stands for "those experiences
that can mean an object and whose execution an
objective content can appear". JIbid., p.259.
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values. The relatedness between feelinge-acts and that of then
intended objects i.e. values is not artificial like that

between feeling-states and its object, but original.

Further, the intended object is given originally and

immediately without recourse to the objectifying acts of

representing, judging etec. This implies that the object is

given with gvidence., For Scheler, “The self~givenness and
evidence (insight) are prior to truth and falsity. Therefors,
what is given with evidence ig given with utmost clarity,
Scheler says that values are given evidently and immediately

in their "essential® intuition of them. No doubt can be cast
regardingltheir oriéinal givennegs. The givennesg of values

are not mediated like that of feeling-states and their cbjects.
Nor can anything stand in the way of their givenness in essentiagl
intuition. Just as an individual shade of red colour is given
o our sensible intuition with immediacy, so are the values
given in our essential intuition through cognitive intentional
feeling—acts. S0, Scheler argues that the immediacy of givenness

of values is equated with their being given with absclute evidence,

Secondly, Scheler argues that the feelingeacts, being
intentional character, must have an intended object corresponding
to such acts. Ieelingeacts are cognitive acts and reveal or
disclose something to us. A feeling-act is a feeling of
comething cognition of some being. In other words, the

feecling=act reveal its own kind of being. This being is, for
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Scheler, nothing but values which have unique existence

of their ovwne.

Let us concern ourselves with Scheler's view with regard
to the relation between moxal values and the oughts Scheler
criticises Kant for latter's emphasis on laws and imperatives
ag the fundamental facts of moralitys Scheler asserts, on the
contrary to Xant, the pz::i.:uac::i,r of valueephenomzna as the basic
" facts" of morality. Scheler does pot, however,.deny the
phenomenon of gughtnesse According to him "any ought-to be is
founded upon a value and not the other way éround".l A valueg,
fox Scheler, is an ideal object upon which an oughteto-be

depends,

Scheler distinguishés between ideal oughteto«be and
obligatory/normative ought-téabe-. The former is founded upon the
intuitive insight into a value. But this is not to say that the
ideal oughteto-be creates values. It merely presupposes them.
According to Scheler, this relation between ideal oucght and
values is governed by two axioms, namely, "anything of positive
value cucht to be, and anything of negative value ought not to be‘i‘?
This interconnection between values and the ideal ought-to-be
is not reclprocal, but uniliteral. As Scheler says,

éf/very._.ought‘ has itg foundation in va.:t.%.,u:‘e::-.zfs but
values are not founded in the ideal ought.

i shutz, A,, "Max Scheler's Epistemology and Ethicg",
Collected Paper III, op.cit., p.163,

SChEler, Mo, "Formalism in Ethicjs_’", Oé.cg.i:_., p.206.
3 Ibid.

[
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In other words, the ideal ought-to-be presupposes the values,

but values do not presuppose the ideal ought-to-be. Thus,

ideal oughteto-be depends on values and actually formms the
foundation of the normative ought-to-be. The ideal ought?to-be-
and not the normative ought-to-do is the indispenséble foundation

of moral actions.

Wheﬁ_the ideal ought-to-be_generates the imperative of
any form, such as, the advice, command, oxder etc., it becomes
normative ought-to-do. ;ike the ideal ought to be, the normative
ought-tp—do présuppose the non-being of a positive valug - but in
addition, the latter presupposes a tendency of the subject which

opposes the realisation of the value.

Thus the relation between values, ideal cught and

noxmative ought is irreversible and is as follows 3
- " The knowledge of values générafes the ideal oughtsto-be
and the latter in turn the nomative ocughte—to=do,?

Now we shall turn to an important and peculiar feature
of schelerfs value-ethics, namely, the absolutism of values on
one hand and the rélativity of norms on the other: St is a
historical fact of someé imporfance that imperatives and norms
seem to change from one social group to another, or one race to

anothers For that matter, the different'sociél,groups practice

1 Shutz, A., "Max Scheler's Epistemology and Ethics",
Collected Psper III,  Op.cits,ps170. . -
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diverse ethics or the same society upholds some values at the
present time which may dif‘fe..'c mar}cedly £rom wﬁat they were
in earlier ,times..“ Thus different social groups, or different
genexations within the same society, may have different norms
for the evaluation of conduct. But the question is, how is
the fact of the divergence of norms in different societies or
generations compatible with the thesis that the values are
eternal and absolute ? Values also change with the changable

norms followed by different societies %

Scheler argues that having different norms in
historically existing societies does not imply that the same
values are not recognised by these different societies. There
may be different norms while the game values are recognised., In
Scheler's woxds,
(711 imperatives and porms can vary historically and with
different groups, .even when the game values are recognisedy
and they can continue to vary, even when the game.
propositions of the ideal ought are affirmed,t

Or, Blsewhere,
[E/here may well be quite different laws or any number of
laws of exception in the presence of the game moral values
and the gsame order of ranks, but nothing can be said

against the objectivity and .identi,ty of moral values
because of this state of affairs.

i Schelner, M., Formalism in Ethics, op.cit.,p.215,
2 Ibid.,p.217.
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Thus, from the fact that different societies have differept norms
and it does ggg_fe;low.thatlvelues ﬁhemselves differ in the sense
of being given as :elet;ve to a given socie;y, It is rather the
cage that sach society simply views these absolute values from

its own divexgent perspectives i.e. as 1f each was looking

through a different window at the same absolute values. Thus
the relativity of nomms to different ethos groups does not in

any way. imply the ;elativity;of values themselves.

Scheler observes that the erroneous theories of the
sociological and historical changableness of values héve come
1nto existence either in a confusion of the value-bearers with
the values themselves or by way of false inference about the
changes in Values from changes in morms, or in equally erroneous
inferencg from the lack of generality to a deficient objectivity
of valu€s; or £inally, in a confusion of the relativity of value-

~judgements with abeoluﬁeness:of values.

The dimensions of the relativity of value-estimations

especially ethical value-estimations have been clearly analysed

by Scheler in his Formalism in Ethics. In a study of historically
moral facts, if is necessary to die‘tinguish1 gpart (i) the
variations in the’morals*ptOper; (ii) the stages of intellectual
1ns;ght into the inner and outer causal connections of things,

and (iii) the. featuxes of the techniques of actlons existing

1 Please see Scheler's Formalism Jin Ethics op.cite, p.296, £.n,
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émong different social groups. It is possible to analyse t‘he
relationship of social groups to values only by a reduction of
the social group under comparison to the same level in terms of -
thelr intellectual culture, their technique of action, the
1évels of their value-esstimations etc. Now, it is necessary to
retmove 8ll these disguises in order to disclose gome sphere of

values which is relative to these different soclal groups in

their "feelability".

Scheler distinguishes five types of so=called
relativity” which do not affect the objectivity of values

themselves 3

(1) Variations in feeling values themselves and therewith
the structure of preferring values: Scheler calls it the

variations in gthog.

(1i) Variations in our oPmions about ethical matters.
These varigtions occur in our judgemental sphere. These are called

by Scheler the variations in gthics.

(iii) Variations on the types of imstitutions, goods, and

actio’hs which function as factual units. The examples of these
'Eypes are marriage, 'mhrdér, theft, ‘etc. ‘These are founded upon -
moral value-complexes. Theft, for example presupposes the
existénce of prbperty.~' But 'in societies which have not yet

introduced property the action i.e. the theft cannot even occur,

1l Please sce Scheler's Formalism in Ethics, p.299 onwards.
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(iv) Variations in the value-estimations of the
practical conduct of men based on norms orx imperatives
racognised by these men and which correspond to their own

- structures of preferring. The value of such practical
compartment is entirely based on gthos prevailing among them,
Variations of this type are called variations in practical

merality.

(v) Variations belonging to the aress of mores and customs
in which ethical beliefs are expressed. It is the variations in
forms of action expression which are rooted solely in tradition.

This type of variation is the variations of moreg.

Scheler's intention in considering the various kinds
of variations at different levels is to say that none of
thesé variations implies a relativity of moral values themselves.
The abovementioned variations'do not alter the fact that “"values
are irréducible, bagic phénomena of emotive intuitimx“.l Thus
it is not nomms but the values, which are static and immutable
in nature, are the ultimate fact of morslity and they remain so

ingpite-of the changes that occur in societies oYX races.

Hence, Scheler's point is that values themselves are not
relative, but one's knowledge of the values is relative, 1In

Shultz's words,

@o‘c the ex%stence of valués, but their perceptibility
is zelatives. :

1 épig‘.' p. 265‘

2 -8hutz, A., "Max 8cheler's Epistemclogy and Ethicg®,
Collected Page;ﬁ III, QE;:_C_itoppc 170.
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Evidently, there 1s pno valuee-relativism but eonly the

valuesperspogtivism that is involved here. Scheler's position
has been very clcearly brought out by Shutz in the following wordsg,
Scheley contends that an absslute ethics of material
values alone 4f correctly understosd, postulates the
emotional Value-perspectivism of higtorical and

soclological units, as well as the essential in

completenogs of the gthos on any lovel of its fmzmatian;a..l

Let us now consider Scheler's discussion of the
hiagarchical order of values which is said to exist among values
thenselvass, This order of ranks belongs to the very essence of
valucs 0o the difference between "positive®™ and Ynegativae®
valuas, This means that one value stands to another one in the

relation of ®hicher® and "lower".

This a priori order of ranks is sbsolute and sel f-extent
an@ this oxder is apprehended by us in particular feelinge-acts

which are called the acts of preferringe Scheler saya s “The

height of a value is "given®, by virtuo of Uits essence, énly

- 2
in the act of preferring”.

Scheler points out that the height of values is not
apprehended by ug in the come manner as the valucs themsolves are,

Socause "preforring is an act of the emotional and intentional

1 Ibidey pei?3e

2 wcochelex, Me, FoXmalisw in Bthics, op.cite, pe87.
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life on a higher level than the mmotional functions by which

the values are reveeled".l

To the question What is meant by the act of preferring 2
Scheler carefully distinguishes preferring EROm choosing as the
former refers to the felt relations among values whereas the
latter is always choosing among goods and is an ect of the will,
Preferring is different from choosing in that, for example, one
prefers orange to apple without thinking of choice, Preferring
is an immediate feeling of the relations that are prevalent among
values, The act of preferring which takes place between valuecs
themselves are independent of goods and therefore, a priori.
Further, according to Scheler, "the height of a value is ®given®
| not 'prior to preferring but _:_l,.g preferring".2 Moreover, it is
not the precondition for the act of preferring that the plurality
of values be given in feeling to serve as the foundation of the

act of preferring,

Scheler finds two aprioristic order of the rank of values,
(1) the firgt order of rank contains the height of values in
accordance with their bearergs. This first one is relatively
" formal" in comparison with the second which is a purely non-formal
a_priorl order, 1In this order of rank we £ind the "values
attaching to persons and values attaching to things, values for
self and values for another, values of acts, functions and

reactions, of dispositions, deeds and consequences, of

1 Schutz, A., "Max Scheler's Epistemology and Ethics,
Collected Papers II1I, 9p.cit.,p.167. i

2 Scheler, Mo, Formalism in Ethics, Cpe.Cit., p.88,
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intentional experiences, of foundaments, forms and relations
ofgthings for their own sake and of things for scomething

else's sake etc.“l

The gecond aprioristic order is more important,

Because "the facts of these modalities présent the strongest
refutation of Kant's formalism",2 In this order of ranks, the
lower value is dependent upon the higher one: According to
Scheler, the lower values can exist only insofar as the higher,
to which they are related and in which they f£ind their meaning
exist, In other words, the lower values are axiologically
conditioned by the higher ones, All these are applicable to
the same mode as well as to the gradation of the order of rank
of modes, Scheler distinguishes four modalities among values

which are as follows 3

(i) The first order of ranks of value consists of the

value series which ranges from the aggreable to the disagreeable.

These values belong to the sensible feeling and they are values
of things, functions and states. This modality is “relative® to
sensible nature in general, but not necessarily to any
particular organism. Animals too have these feelings. What is
agreeable to one man may be disagreeable to another, but this
difference is absclute and evident prior to any knowledge of

things.

1 Findlay, J.N., Axioclogical Ethics, opecit., p.63,

2 Scheler, M., Formalism in Ethics, opscit.,p.105.
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(i1) The second modality, that of vital feeling, is
revealed by the class of vital feeling. The vital encompasses
the Oéposition between the values of the noble and the base or
the good and bad. The feeling-states of this modality includes
all modeslof the feeling of health and sickness, of age and
death, According to Scheler, "Vital values form an entirely
original modality“,1 That is to say, it can not be reduced to
any other modes. The previous theories, such as, hedonesm,

Kantian‘formalism. according to Scheler, have all made a great

mistake by‘ignoring this fact,

(iii) The third level of values is spiritual valueg
which are given independently of the sphere of the bodily and
environmental exilstence. These values are apprehended by the
functions of gpiritual feelings. This value modality includes
the aesthetic values, judicizl values, the pure knowledge of
truth etc; The feelings correlated with £he spiritual values
are, for example, liking and disliking, approval and disapproval,‘

contempt and spiritual sympathy etc.

(iv) The fourth and the last modality of values is the
values of the holy and the unholy. These are distinguished from
the preceeding class by the fact that they refer to "absolute
objects". This level is as such independent of things. Power,

individuals or ingtitutions which is various times and cultures

1 Ibid., p.107.
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have been considered as "holy". The acts through the value
of the holy is originally apprehended are the specific king
of love which is directed towards ®persons®. "“The self-value
in the sphere of the values of the ‘holy' is therefore, by

essential necessity, a "value of the person“.1
Scheler exgresses the order of value ranks as follows s

/I/he wmodality of vital values is higher than that of
the agreeable and the disagreeable; the modality of
spiritusl values is higher than that of vital values;
the modality of the holy is hig¢her than that of
spiritual values®,

Let us now put together the various points in Scheler's
Iphenomenélogy of values. We may begin by pointing out that
Scheler has clearly based the formmulation of his values upon his
understanding of phenomenology. At his first sight, what he sees
primarily in phenomenology is not a method, but a peculiar
attitude or a way of viewiné. Following this attitude, one is
| able to gpproach directly the “things® themselves without all
kinds of prévious assumptions and thus we enter into an immediate
relationship with "phenomena® themselves. In his value-ethics
these "phenomena are nothing but values or what he called
"value~facts". These "value-facts" are pure, in the sense
that theyAare non-spatioc-temporal and non-~metaphysical gxigtents.
Foxr sScheler, "values are faéﬁs that belong to a specific mode

3
of experience®.:

1 Ipid,.p.109.
2 Ibido' Pe 110,
3 Ibid., p.187..
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Values, For Schcler, have 8 mode of being independent
of valuing men and goods. 'I'o the human social valuation of,
say, good and evil. there corre5ponds an objective realm of
alues. All persons and goods presuppose values. Act,of
valuation proceeds from these “value-facts®, Thus they are
a_priori "fact” of ideal nature in which all kinds of evaluative
judgments, moral judgements. in particular, f£ind their significa=-
tion and fulfilment. " Ideal® nature of values precludes the

possibility of their being posited,

The point which merits our attention here is this that
apriority of values is not formal like that of logical rules.
Values are non-formal s priori ahd is a kind of gontent or
phenomena. A value as a content is the Lirst factor which is
given to our intuition as essence. It proceeds its objects i.e,
their bearers in reSpect of knowiedée‘v Values remain eternal

and immutable whatever changes occur in their bearers.

Concepts and propositions are inadequate for having a
gragsp of values. As they are pure phenomens, they are
essentially incapable of definition; only concepts are definable.
All kinds of symbols, signs, or instructions are no help to
grasp these basic facts of values.. They are given as puze

fwhatness® directly and immediately to essential intuition.

A noteworthy aspect of his value-esthicg is that

Scheler has put cognitive emotion at the centre of vélue-apprehension

’
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and thereby, he breaks down the age-old rigid disjunction of
reason and emotion. Scheler shows that there are a large
number of feelings which have *objective® character and are
actually a mean of knowledge.. He calls them ? feeling-acts"

as distihguished from feeling-states, We get admittance into
the objective realm of a priori values and attain the knowledge
of value~facts in and through these cognitive function of

feeling.

Finally, Scheler's ethics is that values are absolute,
eternal, immutible and conseguently not susceptible to change
or variation, and therefore, in no way gelative., He is quite
aware of the fact that people in different societies practice
diverse ethics; but this, according to him, does not diminish
or affect the absolute nature of values, Since the different
socleties perceive the same values from different perspect iveg
and forms their norms accordingly, only the feelability of
values differ among different societies while the values remain

the same,

<o
')
o
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Chapter VII

MORAL VALUES AND INTERSUBJECTIVITY : SOME CONCLUDING REMARKS

Our objective in the preceeding consideration of
phenomenological theories of value has been to bring out,
inter-alis, an important problem, namely, how can moral
values be the object of intersubjective knowledge ? How can
we claim knowledge of moral values which are eternal, immutable
and absolute in nature ? We suggest that a clue to the solution
of this problem may be found in the regpective value-theories of
Hartmann and Scheler, though a conscious attempt to deal with
this problem was not made by either of these thinkers. In order
to see how this may be possible we shall proceed by recapitulating
their basic standpoints on values as such and their resolution
of absolutismerelativism antinomy so as to situate the problem

in a broader phenomenological perspective on values.

We may begin by turning to the antinomy which is referred
to by both Hartmann and Scheler while dealing with absolutism
and relativism, It must be admitted that both Hartmann and

Scheler believe in the gbsolutism of values. Because, for

them, values have their own kind of "reality® (for Hartmann,
the mode of being of values is like that of platonic Ideas, andg,
for Scheler, values have mode of “"experience® i.e., they are

pure essencegs. Values do not depend on anything else for their
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existence; they are and remain independent of anything else

and are selfe-subsistent. But this docs not mean that they deny
all relativism in the field of values and our experience of them.
They also, in a certain sense, advocate relativism in their
theory of values, Thus the antinomy results from taking
seriously two apparently conflicting yet equally weighty
insights, In fact, the relativism advocated by these thinkers
does not stand in contradiction with the absolutism of values,
In other words, for both of them axiological relativism does
not imply the denial of what is called value~-absolutism. In
order to see how these phenomenological thinkers become able to
consistently combine two apparently contradickbyy positions, it
would be worthwhlle to explain the sense in which, according to
them, values are gbsolute as also the sense in which values are

relative,

Let us first take ué Hartmann's view. For Hartmann,
values are regarded as real entities existing in a different
world of their own apart from gpatio-temporal world. They are
“ideal beings" belonging to the ideal order, independently of
all their bearers. They possess the "independent" and *ideal®
mode of being like Plato's Ideas. Thus Values, for Hartmanm,
have self-existence, though this self-cxistence is not real
but ideal. This ideal realm of values exist in.itself

independently of whatever else,

We have already seen that values are a priorxi for
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Hartmann, Hartmenn takes the term a_priori to mean both
epistemological a prioxi and ontological a_priori. Values are

epistemologically a priori because they are presupposed in all

phenomena of value-expefienCe. They are the conditioning
factor which make their bearers valuable. Values are a priori

with respect to our experience of their bearers. On the other

hand, in saying that values are ontologically a priori what 4is

meant is that in order to for something valuable to exist, one
must presuppose the "existence® of values. The existence of
values conditions ~ . the possibility of something valuable to

exist,

In their mode of being values are absolute. The kind
of reality they possess are such that they do not dépend on
anything else for their existence. Their peculiar mode of
reality is totally independent and thérefore, it cannot be
Xelative to anything else. They must be related to their
bearers i.e., persons and his actsy but this doeg not mean
that they are relative to them. The independence and immutable
nature is in no'way affected by the relationality that they have

with their bearers,

Besides the characterisations that values are
independent in their mode of being, that they are real (though
not spatio-temporally), that they are g _prioxi, that they are

absolute, we may bear in mind that they are principles of all
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our actions, and that values are eternal and not subject to
change ox mutation, What needs to be stressed in the pXesent
context is how they are known. And this will provide us with
the way as to how Hartmann accommodates the apparently
conflicting views that, on one hand, values are intersubjectively

objective while, on the other, they are also relative.

Hartmann conceives a vast field where values having the
abovement ioned peculiar characteristics exist independently of
whatever else, Thé world oflvalues, therefore, has its own
ontological status quite peculiar to it. Though there are
numerous values in this objectively existing field, human beings
can have access only to a few of the world of values through

their emotion.

It is through emotion that we can have the awareness of
values though it should not be taken to mean'blind"drive, but
rather a cognitive emotiﬁn. We can have, what Hartmann callsg,
the primagj value-consciousness "which is emotional and
intuitive awareness of values in situations".l Though it is
personal, partial and unsystematic, but it is " stubbornly
truthful". 1In or&er to get beyond the narrowness, partisanship
and the unsystematic nature of the primal consciousness of valueg,
it is necessary to turn to intellectual reflection. This is

the task of philosophical ethics which lets us survey and

| Rewien X .l Codondlodorrs born (Wu«‘ju—mv&w;,
_},"7\9' JTowen el 8 Value [W‘LL_"L\\Q-) 'E!"":&f) b2




230

order our whole experience of value — both of our own and
those of other people. Thus of these two kinds of aslvareness,
that is, the primaxy awareness and secondary awareness, the |
fomer is most important for us in the presenf context, For,
the former way of being aware of va.lues are, in our view,

phenomenological in nature., It is an immediate way of getting

access to the woild of Valdes\. No mediation such as through
concepts, symbols, gigns, etc. are required in ordexr to becoms .
aware of them. It is the first and "original® discovery. It is
purely an "emotional contact"l with the objects, that is, values,
This is "in the first instance a sense of value, a primal,
immediate capacity to appreciate the va.l\:xaﬂole"‘_i.2 Thus Hartmann
recognises the role and legitimacy of emoticn or " feeling" as
fundamen tal to value-experience and thereby he consistently
refuses to rationalise it into formal logic. It is, for him,

a pon-logical and a differentisted kind of feeling, which is

"a farm of compzehension, although not transmutable into the
ianguage ot concepts’“.3 Hete Hartmann'’s founding of his entire
cognition of value—phenomena' on the primacy of an irreducible
apprehension of values by feeling paves the way for him to

advocate, as we shall see, a kind of relativism in a radical sense.

By way of further elaborstion, it may be added that

1 Hartmann, N., Ethics I, op.cit., pe95.

2 Ebid.' p.860
3
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Hartwann excludes the linguistic means, that is, the mceans
of concepts, propositions ete. in wnderstanding the realm of
valuag in & purely phenomenological manney, though he uses
philosopiy for a rational demonstration of previously acgquired
eognition through © feeling". Because,
Zw7or&s are sluggish, concepts are coarse and come hobbling
after, but insights into values is inconceivably alert and
highly differentiated; thought cannot tell what it will do
exist,.
“hus the primary stage of cognitive awaren€ss is direct immediate
way of underxstanding valuss thxough “feelind®, thus underlying

the phengmenological way of apprehension of valucess

Tuming to the questicn as to how the primary aswareness
of valucs takes place, Hartmann suggests that onc should loolk
inte the deeper levels of moral iife to £ind out the answer to
th:-‘i:z questicn. Every now conflict, every new expectation sets
g new problem in human 1ifo and it is that which leads us o
the primazry discovery of values. Ethical convictions of manking
change and diffex. And this chonge and difforing is gonsgtantly
going on wichout any halt. In this protess of &iffering and
changing of ethos, wery age oevery seciety, every race take
parte This differiny and change can never be without valuSe

~orientation. It is in the context of the differing and caange

1 Hartmenn, N. Ethics I, op.cite,5.88.
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in ethos that occur among the societies, cultures, the primary

@iscovery of values take place.

Now, to our understanding, the taking place of “primary
sensing” is always perspectival in the sense that every,person,
every society and every race "senses" values from a perspsctive
relative to the cognising consciousness. What needs to be
stressed at once that far from rejecting value-absolutism which
reguires that all values as immutable and cternal beings abound
in a Platonic realm of pure existence, Hartmann only grants
that discovery of some definite values by a soclety is Xelative
to its perspective, In other words, £for Harxtmann, valués as
epernal, immutable beings belong to an exclusive xrealm such
that all of them are accessible to any one individual or society
at a point of time, Values themselves are eternal, immutable and
real, though only some of them are accessible by intuitive means,
It follows that different sets of values may be discovered by
different sccieties; but this in no way should distract us from
uphaldingAvalue-abgolutism. Relativism is only with reference
to "discovery" of values even though values themselves are
absolute, The searchlight wetaphor provides the apt mode of
understanding the absolutism of values, on cone hand, and
relativism with regard to their discovery, on the other. Thus,
for Hartmann, "not all values are known, o, what is the same

- ) what
thing that we do not yet know = . . CL s good
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and evil....“l The perspectival focus of feeling by different
persons, socleties, and races differ from one another. One
perspectival feeling of values differs £rom another and
therefore, they may never be the same., Those persons,'societies
and races who acquire the awareness of values from their
regpective perspectives form their norms and commandments
accordingly, But the objects of primary sensing, i.e., the
values remain staticg, immutable and etemal. Corresponding

to every perspectival intuition, there is a value or a set of

values which is/are already “there® in the ideal plane.

The metaphor referred to earlier would bear some
further reflection and elaboration, even though we have already
discussed it in an earlier chapter. Hers, our value-consciousness
is conceived of as "searchlight" which focuses historically
"migrates” across the field of values that are static and
Jmmutable, - The searchlight of "primary sensing” "moves about"
on the ideal plane of values and it exposes only one
constellation of values at one time, 0Or, the focus of
searchlight of different persons, socleties and races may be
thrown at different portions of the idesl value-plane gt the game
time. Now the focus of searchlight, i.e., of value-conscilousness
is thrown upon a reiatively small portion of the vast field

whereby the values are so apprehendad., Though the ethical

1 Ibi_d..' ‘po 94.
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convictions of persons, societies and races change and 8iffer,
values themselves continues to remain static and immutable.
Because, "values are independent of our differing and changing
valuations"';1 But this does not, however, mean that we
constantly add new values to the present stock of our

intuited values, With new “"unveiling' of fresh values by the
value consclousness, the concurrent "vanishing" oxr " forgetting"
of other values take place; that is, the values which at an
earlier point of time have been in the focus of value=-
~consciousness, now shift into the domain of darkness. And S0,
“we always survey only a limited sections of the realm of
values, while we remain blind to the other sections“.2 Thus,
in a manner of speaking we might say that the actions,
relationships which are regarded good today may be replaced

by another set of values. What, however, is undeniable is that
the values which are disclosed by any particular ethos-group

appear as "absolute" to that ethos when it "perceives" them,
PP S2201U-E

So far we have argued how Hartmann is able to maintain
value-absolutism giVen his views that sociéties may opt for
different value-schemes, The thrust of this matter is that

values themselves do not change in terms of their ideal content.

1 Spiegelberg, H,, The Phenomenological Movement, Vol.I,
_O_Q. Gi‘t.. Pe 385.

2 Hartmann, N., Ethics I, op.cit., p.228
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What really changes is the focus. Out of a in€inite value-ideals
one may discover only but a few or a small constellation of
values., It is interesting to note that Hartmenn argues for
value~relativism if by that is meant changing societies

adopting different values only on the ground and assumption

that values themgelves are absolute. Relativism of the kind
referred to here can be¢ upheld, Hartmenn would argue, if only
values thamselves are taken to be absolute. What then is the
nature of such relativism 2 Relativism, in a general sense,
means that the values are relatilve to time and place, that is,
relative to a particular society at a particular point of time,.
And any society may claim that its own standards are absolutely
right and thereby it condemns the standards of another society,
Thus the standaxd of the particular society valid for that society
only and not for others, Howeverx, relativism, in the pregent
context, may be understood in terms of the following premises s -
(a) that different societies/cultures seem to adopt or "discover”
different values, and (b) that while the values are discovered
they are given as absolute. A point that at once emerges is
this that relativism, in this sense, does not destroy the
objective validity and the consequent sanctity of the valuesg
discovered by the societies/cultures. In other woirds, given

& perspective, any»s°ciety/culture would £ind 6r discover the
same values, That it does not happen in point of history, is

because the perspective always changes.
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Now, such perspectival intuition of values may be |
termed as "value perspectivism® which involves a kind of
relativism in a radical éense. it is now clear that ﬁartmann
rejects the relativism of thé ordinary sense'by dénying thé
relativity of valueé thémselveé. For him, véiﬁeé themselvés
are not relative but the‘discoverf'and-the continued aiscernment
is relative, that ig; relative to é'e=.='l:lflo$“ of a people at
pértiédlar point of time and place. Hartmann also thereby
rejects the philosophical subjectivism which maintains that
values ére relative to individual consciousness or human
cultures. In fact, values, being é Platonic Ideas, cannot

themselves be relative to individuals or human cultures,.

Thusg, 1t would seem to make sense to distinguish the - .
kind of relativism that Hartmann advocates from the ordinary
sense of the term, By rejecting both relativism in the orxdinary
sense ané the subjectivistic form of that pogition, Hartmann
embracés a relativism in a peculiar and unique sense which may
be termed as "perspectival relativism®. In point of
distinction, the relatiéism in this sense means that values
are relative to a particular "etheic" perspective. That is to
say, values are relative to a particular perspective from which
a particular individual, society or race establishes an
"emotional contact® with certain constellation of values and
accordingly they form their norms and commandments. Thus there

is a constellation of value corresponding to each perspective
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from which a person, society or race intuit the etemmal and
immﬁtablé'group of values existing in a "objectivity there®
field of values. This goes for Hartmann's position that
different persons, societies or races experience- values as
"objective" that is, existing in an independent ideal realm,
Further, the perspectival "vision® corresponding to each
constellation of values does not contradict with other
perspectival vision of values. It is possible for individuals
belonging to one ethos to be aware of a quite different
constellation of values from that which individuals of another
ethos becomes awére. So, there is no conflicting value=-

-apprehensions as there are only differing value-appréhensions.

For a phenomenclogical understanding of values in
general, and moral values, in particular, Hartmann's advocacy
of value-absolutism is of crucial importance. In order to
uphold this position, though Hartmann admittedly brings in
the Platonic view of reality, the implicit 1ogic'of value-
~absolutism is tied up with objective walidification of values
themselves. The kind of relativism he reverts to is to be
distinguished from ordinaryusense of it insofar as the former
and not the latterx is adduced in support of the objective
validity of values, 'By cbmbining value=absolutism with what
we have called pérspecti§al relativism, Hartmann has pulled

the realm of values out of the pale of capricious subjectivism.
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Bne or other set of values islchoosen or more éppropriately
“discovered® by a people not because of mere-capiicious
éreference.ibut because the éalues are "out there® objectively
for the conscioushess to discover them. Given a certain
perspective, consciousnegs ¢an but only discover that values-
it does and no other. Implicit in this is the argument that
anyone from the same perspective (by virtue of being historically
placed so) would always intuilt the game values. This clearly
goes for objectivity of values which a phencmenclogical
consclousness ensures by delinking itself from the pure
subjective drives which are capricious in nature.’ The logic

of the invariance of values is based on their asbsolutismy that -
is, the values themselves belong tec an ideal domain which is

independent of the historical events and £luxX.

Indeed a hardline phenomenclogist would have reservation
for subscribing to a view which implicitly or otherwise
presupposes any metaphysical ‘or ontological commitmentsg,
Needless to mention, Hartmenn's value-platonism may b2 a
easy target of criticism from a hardliner. But any phenomsno-
logical analysis would be sympathetic to the core idea that
values themselves are invariant and provide the bkasig for the
objectivity of moral judgements. Hartmann's value-platonism
is to be understood in this larger perspective. In- order to

invest values with invariance and objectivity, they must be held
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as belonging to ideal realm Whlch transcends. and is independent
of, whatever exists in Space and time. Hig value-platonism
may be said tc have an impoztant underlined message, namely;
that values "exist"; they do so in an ideal realm; for; if they

did in Space and time; they would not bs invariant,

Of no less consequence is Hartmann's analysis which
involves his accounting for and responding to the historical
fact that different people/sociéties adopt different values
which may give rise to the false impression that values are
mere a8 matter of subjective wreference and, therefore, nothing
objective about them. In orxder to obviate the latter difficulty;
Hartmann explains the,apparent phenomena of changing values
in terms of differing perspectives., Why an individual/society
‘adopts a value is because of the perspectives from which he/it
focusses consciousness on the realm of values., Given his peculiar
positlon/perspective, there is no other alternafive but to intuit
the value that he does. Hartmann s approcach In this directlon
can well be elaborated supportiVely by invoking the notion of
1ntereubj°c*ivity. To argue that an individual discovers a
value relative to his perspective is alsoielaim that anyone.gégg
in his place would also discover the same value. The validity
of valus therefore,lean be upheld intersubjectively as one
can sympathetically imagine éifferent people discovering the game
value where they all to view from the same pefspective, In a

limited context, this is borme out even histerically as a -

P a}\)b\c.we-ﬂf\/
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society is known to apply‘generally the same norms of moral

standard for judging the conduct of its own members,’

That values in general'énd'moral'values, invpartiédla:;
are not baseé 1 mexely on subjective ground but have objective
validity is also very q}early arguad and brought out by Scheler
who lays the foundation of his ethics avowedly on the pattern
of Husserlian phenomenology. In the present section, we shall
first focus on some of the salient features of Scheler's views

on values before undertaking a critique of the same,

To scheler, phenomenology'is primarily an attitude
and not a method. He takes up Husserlian methodological
principie to "approach the *‘things' themselves" without
preSUppositions. above all, dissecting them from all naturalistic
and hetaphysical agsumptions., He accepts Husserl's idea to
approach "phenomena" as they are "given" and to "describe" the
way they constitute themselves in the consciousness and intention
-of Ehe perceiver, As égainét Kaniian formal ethics, he lays
the foundation of an ethics whiﬁh'is non~formal i.e. “material".
For him, values are not éﬁgﬁy; but have specifiable contents. He
.rejects the subjecﬁivist‘s claiﬁ that values as such, and moral
values, in particulsr, are only subjective phenomena in man's
mind which do not have independent significance and existence,
He argues that if values are simply the correlates of human

acts of valuation, they would be vériablg and wholly relative,
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The latter position which is t,a,k.en by various naturalistice
=positivist thinkers comes in for sharp criticism as Scheler
attempts to refute 1t by demonstrating that values have a wode
of being independent of the valuing man. ©On the -othez- hand,
for him to the human social valuation, there corresponds an
objective realm of values. In his onslought against Kantian
formelism and the various forms of modern subjectivigm, Scheler

builds up his theory of moral values,

Now, according to Scheler, Values are phenomenological
facts or what he calls “"moral-facts" or “value-facts®, But
what are these “"moral facts® or "value-facts® ? Scheler explains
that these value-facts are entirely independént of things, persons
and relations of all kindg, that is, they arxe independent of all
their bearers. For example & human relationship called
® £riendship" is itself a value, remains statie though in
practical life, a friend turns out to be a false f:ciemﬁ.:.‘ Further,
they are also independent of all human considerxations, prejudices..
Ag essences, values belong to the mode of “experience® and
a.pricri to vwhat can be given by inductive and particularly,
by causal knowledge. Furthermmore, in his phenomenological
description of the nature of values, Scheler comparss the mode
of values with colour-species by distinguishing it from
individual colcour shade, - Thus, f£or hin, value-facts “exist?

the way colour species exist.  Moreover, the "value-facts" are
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“objects" as the colour gpecies are the objects for Husserl,
_But, them, are they like Platonic Ideas ? Spilegelberg clears
away -the confusion and brings out the matters move clearly as
£ollows 8
Scheler has often been interpreted as saying that values
are dgensral essencesg, ideal entitlies hovering over the
empirical woxld of ethical experience like so many Platomnic
Ideas. Actually Scheler assigned to them neilther the status
of individuals nor that of untversals. Thsy are given as
the contents of immediate intuibtlon in concrete cases of
ethical experience, once we attend to the value characters
in their pure 'whatness'(was) regardlcss of their experience.
It would seew, therefore, that such ‘whatness' is an

unplatonic as any other property that is carried by the
objects of our concrete experience, : .

in other woxds, “moral faqts“ are "objects® of non-formal
intuition, that is, of the intuition of & phenomenoclogical kind
and thus the values are intuitive a prioxi. Here, @ point which
would be substantive to our understanding of Scheler's viey of
& _priocxi intuition is that the traditional dicﬁotomy between
rational truths and non-rational truths is unacceptable'to him,
In Greek thought, the distinction has clearly been maée and
upheld in conjunction with the view that only rational truths
are worth persuing whereas non-rational means, suca asg, emoéion
is either incapable of viewing an§ truth or is of & maxginal

ozxder, This theme with gome varistions runs through whole

1 Spiegelberg, H,, The Phenomenol_g;cal Movement,
VQ]‘.I' EZ.cito' pp. 25?"53.
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westem philosophical thinkings And so for sScheler, it was
like swimming against the tide when he claimg that truths
grasped by emotion are necessary and universal in nature, On
the other hand, Scheler points out, reason is incapable of
providing such methodological requirement. Scheler legitimises
emotion rather than reason as source of immediate necessary
truths. "“Moral factsg” are accessible only in this fashion
through emotion and are grasped immediately and intuitively,
The view that whatever is gained by emotion being wholly
subjectivistic can never lay claim to necessity and

universality is blown to pieces in the hands of Scheler,

Thus Scheler sets his face strongly against the view that
everything in the human mind that is non-rational, namely, feeling,
loving, hating, intuition etc, is dependent on man's subjective
constitution and therefore, cannot be our guide in our practical
life. scheler shows, on the contrary, thatVValue-ethicg can
very well be based on emotiomns. Scheler attempts to elsborate
a phenomenology of "feeling®., He claims that feeling are far
£rom being "blind® drive, as many Anglo-gaxon philosophers
maintain, are actually a means of knowledge which reveal through
their intentionality the ethical @ _prioris of a distinct realm

of eternal values,

The crux of the matter is that according to Scheler,

cognition of values is possible not primarily through intellect
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but is gained in and through fzeling which is intentional

and cognitive. The cognitive nature of feeling would be clear
only in the context of an important distinction made between
feeling-acts and feeling-gtates. ©Scheler carefully distinguishes
cognitive feeling from mere feeling-states by saying that the
fommer is not mere psychological state of mind having some
reférrents outside of it but have the intentional character
which is directed towards its own kind of being, that is, value.
A feeling=-act is 3 feeling of something and this "something®

is value, Further, a feeling-act is an act throuéh which

its "object", that is, value is grasped "originally® and
"imménently“. Thus feeling-act or cognitive feeling is not
dead state of mind but "signify® something i.e. values. But,
ﬁow is éognitive feeling is able to help us dgrasp or intuit

IValﬁeS'?' Funk provides the answer on behalf of scheler 3

‘The feeling here reveals objects to me; it is neither .
a question of there being objects associated, either
mechanically or through wmental act, with what I perceive
nor objects of being brought in " £rom without" the
experience, for feeling goes directly to its objects,
viz. values,1

Thus, on Scheler's view, values are “given immanently through

feeling=-acts and thereby the latter becomes the acts of valuind,

1 Funk, R.L., "Thought, Values, and Actioh" Manfred Frings

(ed.) Max Scheler (1874-1974) Contennial Egsays, p.50.
Martinus . Nijhoff (T he Hague, 1974) .
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It would be interesting to note here how Scheler's
notion of valuational intuition, as we have explicated above,
leads to his unique theory of relativism in the field of values,
According tc him, vslue-intuition is always perspectival. A
society or a race at a particular point of time intuits values
according to the historical circumstances in which it is situated,
A quite another society or race may intuit values from another
perspective according to its historical situation. For example,
in a preponderantly military society where war is a means of
acquisition, the values, such as, courage, bravery etc. are
considered to be more useful for the general welfare than the
values like industry, diiigence, honesty etc.-which £ind
acceptance in an industrial society. Thus, here, the two
societiés, say, military society or the indistrial society,
intuits the éternal. immutable values from their respective
perspectives and obviously their own perspectival "perception"
would be different from each other. In the same way, numerous
societies or races feel certain values and prefer them each
from its own standpoint which will make possible imperatives
and norms accordingly.  Thus the difference and variation in
norms and imperatives are due to their perspectival differences, -
This point bears close proximity tc that of Hartmann in this
regard. . But the differenceg and variations, as we have
explained in details ear;iez; do not in any way mean that values

themselves are relative, Values, as we have stated earlier, are
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eternal, unchangeable and static. In fact, all societies or
raceg rocoguise the same valuese The variations and differences
are relative to the perspectival intuition of valuc-phenomena,.
Yhe different societiss may "look® at the same sternal and
immutable values £rom their divergent perspectives, They would
do so as if from different windows at their "objects® of
intuitlon which remain unchanged. A&s Scheler clearly affirms,
£§7his most radical relativity of moral value-estimations

gives us no reascn to assume a relativism of moral values
themselves and their order of ranks.

Further,

It is precisely a correctly understood gbsolute ethicg
that gtrictly reguireg these differences - this value-
-perspectivism of values among peoples and their times
and this openness in the formative stages of the ethog,
Because moral value~estimations and their systems are
more manifold and richer in their qualitiss than the
diversity of mere natural dispositions and xealities
of peoplie would allow one reasonably to expect, one
must assume an objective realm of values which our
exXperiencing ¢an énter only gradually and according to
definite structuzes of the selection of values,

Now, the relativism advocated by both Hartmann and
Scheler does not stand in contradiction with the absolutistic
nature gf values or Ethics. The kind of relativity adweated
by Hartmann and scheler may b2 temed as "perspectival relativism®
whnich does not imply valuational relativity. Because valueg

themselves are not affected by the perspectival intuition of

persong or societies, They rXemain eternal, static and
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imperatives followed by diverse persons and. societies. Thus
relativism in this radicalisepse(can go in hand and glove

with the absolute valuss, -

At this‘pointlof our diécussioﬁ we may briefly
recapitulate some of the éentrai issues around which the
phenomenological thinking has deveiOped on thelmatter of
values, In general, and ethical values, in particﬁlar. - But
let us he brief : (i) Hartmann's thzory of “sensing" of values
and scheler's theory of "feeling® aie basically not dif ferent
£from each 6thex; though they hold divergent views with regard
to the ontological status of the "objects" of appréhension lece
values, (ii) The relativism advocated by Hartmann and Séh@ler is
of a type which far from cohtradicting the velue-absolutism goeos
really to support and sustain such a view. The argued coherence
between value-absolutism and perspectival relativity of values

can be realised by invoking the notion of intersubjectivity, .

Let us take the first. We may begin by reﬁiﬁding that
both Hartmann and Scheler take gmotion as a source of cognition
in the field of values. Kant's advocacy of " reason" or
" rationality" in ethics has been vehemently criticised by
both these philosophers. They express theii diésatisfaction.
as we have seen earlier, over the rigid disjunction of reason

and emotion, as also cognitivism and emotivisme And both
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of them make atitempts to break down this dichotomy and bridge
the supposed wedge with the help of phenomenolegical insights,
Hartmann who subscribes to the platonic tradition uses
phenomenological insight in the matier of the apprehension of
values, The latteris emphasized by Scheler too. For them,
feeling far from being a "blind drive® can claim to be a
source of cognition. Theselcagnitive feelings are, of course,
different from subjective feelingfgggggg, such ag, élatedness,
depression etc. which are non-cogniéive. For Hartmann, "they

1 and

are accs of feeling - not inteliectudl but emotionél“,
on Scheler's view, “it is in and through our feelings that
objects and étateg come before us as endowed with worthwhileness
and counterworthwhilenesa....2 Further, both Hartmann's "primary
diséove:y“ and Scheler's "intentional feeling” are the Ammediate
way of getting access to the world of valuess In ozder to have
the knowledge of values, no mediation,.such as, Of concepts,
judgements, symbols, signs etc. is needed,s It is in and

through this immediate intuiltilve knowledge that the “Thihg“
itself il.e. value is "given” and "mediated experience that never
gives things themselves'. One thing more. This immediate

" givenness" of the "objects" themselves is a distinguishing

1 Hartmann, N., Ethics I, Op.Cit.,p.177.

2 Frindlay, J.N., Axiological EthiCs, OpeCite,p.59¢
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mark. of phenomenological experiencing. Hartmann clarifies,

Every moral preference is intuitive, is immediately

there and is always contained in the grasping of a

given circumstance (....)s It dofs not first wait for

a judgsment of the undarstanding.
Similafly; for Scheler, value-facts are given "immediately
i.e, not in any way mediated by symbols, siuns, or instructions
of any kind“.2 Furthermore, as this kind of apprehension is
emotional in nature, one camnot shink away f£rom its "objects"
in order pot to have thé knowledge of its "objects" i.e. valuess
A valuing subject is not free to have or not to have the
apprehension of values. A subject is purely receptive in matters

of apprehending values.s Such subject cannot avoid and escape the

appeal of values made uponifhe subject®s "feeiing".

Now, the secpnd point. The relativism which has been
advocated by Hartmann and Scheler is quite along the same linese.
They both ‘recognige the perspectival intuition of values. That
is to say, each society/culture intuits values from its own
perspective and this perspectival intuition differs from the
perspectival intﬁitidnvbf-another society/culture. O0Or, it
may be that perspectival "perception” of one generation may
differ from another generation. And thus the values which are
“perceived" or ® felt" from a particular perspective may be
said to be relative to that perspectival “perception*. The
emphasis here is on the point that relativism in this sense

— ~
) HanBwonm, N., E%kdq\) O o b 176
g‘@Lgbyv, M., F@YmNAJQ;h“ (mlx sz:%7u of\;UE) #‘fh
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does not affect the value-absolutiem which is upheld by both
Hartmann and Scheler. This type of relativity which does not

imply the relativity of values themselves is of a plece with

the phenomenclogical thinkipg.

A point that inay bear repe:tition here is this.
The ordinary kind of relativity asserts that values are
relative to time and place i.e. to particular society/culture
and the society/culture may claim that its own standards aré
absolutely right and thereby it may condemn the standarzd of
another society/culture which “honours® different valuese Thus
this type of relativism clearly implies the relativity of values.
Because the societies/cultures fundamentally disagree with regard
to the values themgelveg. It recognises the diversities in values
and consider such diversity as fundamental. Here by "fundamental’®
i¢ meant that it would not be removed even if there were perfect

agreement sbout the properties of the thing evaluated“.l

But what we have referred to as "perspectival relativism"
differs from the ordinary type of relativity in that in the
former ne such disagreement arises with regard to the values
themselves like it is the casé in the latter. It recognises
the eternity and immutability of values and it is only the case
bthat different societies differ only in their perspectival

"perception”. Thus here there is disayreement in pergpectives

1 Edwaxds, P., (ed.), The Encyclopedia_ of Philosophy, Vol.3,
Pe 75« Macmillan Publishing Co.,New Yorke.
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only arlxé not with fegard values thémselves. It is their
particular social ciréumstéﬁces whichvlead their ﬁembers tov
"perceivé“ a particular value or a set.of values and this
does hotlimply‘that they (thé members of that society) would
deny or conlemn the values advocated by other societies. Thus
values intuited perspectivally by each society is relative to
that perspectival intuition only, unlike that of ordinary
relativism in which values themselveg are relative %o that

societye.

As £or the thiré point, it has besh maintained that
notwithstanding relativity of value intuition, values themselves
claim objective validity. and this may be arqueé on the ground
of intersubjectivity. &s values are relative to the perspectival
irtuition of each society/culture, whoever would “visualise"
£rom the samte perspective would also "perceive® the same value
or set of values., A military society, to take our earlier
exampls where war is 8 mean of acquisition may intuit such
values as courage, bravery rather than, say, diligence, industry
and hcnesty which are preferied intuitionally in an industrial
socisty.- Now, whoever enter the either of these socleties is
compelled to have the “"sensing® of resPectiVelset of values i.é&.
courage, bravery etec. or diligence, industz&; honesty etc.

Thus values “perceived® by these societies are valid for each

of them respéctively and there is no question of condemnation

\
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of the values adopted by one society by the other, 1In other
words, whoever would come to “perceive" values from that societal
perspective would "perceive" the game values which have been
perceived by the military society or'industrial soclety. Thus

it seems to us that the perspectival relativism is dntersubjective
in the gense that whoever would "perceive® the values from a
particular perspectival view would “perceive” the same values,
Here the sense of intersubjectivity, it seems, is purely

phenomenglogical-apistemological in nature,

Now, it seems to us that both Hartmann and Scheler
are under an obligation to explain the objective validity of
values so as to steer clear the charge of subjectivism that is
generally levelled against pnenomenological approach. The task
is so much harder for them as they both subscribe to the view
of the relativity in "perceiving® values. Aadmittedly, they
both hold that relativity does not apply to values themselves
which are eterxnal, immutable and unchangable but rather to the
way they are "perceived® by the cognising conscicusness which
could do =0 only £rom éNparticular perspective or standpoint,
The point of the matter is that though all values themselves are
abgolute, consciousness can have access but only to a few. The
argumant with regard to relativity 6f values can thus be
understood in terms of the following premises 3 (a) values are

nunerous, though all of them are absolute, (b) consciousness
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cannot be aware of, or, have access to all values at the same

time, though it can grasp only some values at a time.

It is interesting to note that both Hartmann and
Scheler dwell at length on (b) above going into details of the
mode of apprehension and the manner in which values - moral or
other, are grasped. For one thing, the drasping of values by
consciousness is immediate and direct, and quite unlike the
rational meabs in which reason is mediated by concepts,
language, symbols etc, The distinctive stress on direct and
immediate understanding of any pheénomena is the hallmark of
phenomenological spproach to knowledge. It requires not only
that we go back to “things® themselves, but do so by a mode of
understanding which is both direct and immediate. Reason
camuot functlion unmedisted by concepts, symbols ete.y but
emotion call, Both Hartmann and Scheler lay much store by
emction which alone can help the codnising consciousness to
grasp meaninds and values immediately and directly, Thug it
ig claimed that values, be the moral or otherwise, are directly
and irmmediately grasped by the phenomenological conscicusnesss -
By phenomenological ccnsciousness is meant consciousness
constituted by whatever is immanent te it and emoticn being
immanently given in conscicusness (as @pposed to gtatesg of
fecling) can grasp such meanings and values, Indeed, there is

3 sense of subjectivity here which must, however, ba distingnished
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from subjectivism. . The latter is accldental, though pure
subjectivity is out of what phenomenclogical consciousness

is constituted,

Emotional subjectivity ignores anything that is transcendent
to it and by virtue of that must grasp meaning-essencesAor values
themselﬁes. Unlike a mere object of mere rational cognition,
values themselves are immanently given to grasping conscilousness
which by its very acts lays also tje foundation for its objective
validity. If "grasping', in the phenomenological sense, of
values is made by consciousness, it is not merely a subjectivistic
phenoménon; any consciousness would grasp the very same essences
of values., The idea of intersubjectivity is thus intertwined
with the very phenomenological mode in which consciousness
grasp meanings and valuess What, in effect, is argued by both
Hartmann and Scheler is not that objective validity of values
must be groundsd on the premise that all consciousness as a
matter of fact do grasp the same valuesy; for the latter is
never the case due to the divergence of perspectival positions,
Intersubjective basis for the validity of values is invoked by
maintaining that a consciousness from a perspectival position
must always grasp the very same values as would be accessible to
any consciousness from the gsame perspectival position. Thus
the fact of differing “perceptions" of values does not affect

value-absolptism which indeed may be taken as the implicit
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ground for holding the relativity of "value-perception®.

The foregoing analysis of values brings out another
point in. clear focus which is that of methodology. In the
philosophical tradition of English~spezking world, there has
emerged a certainﬁgegggzggggess in favour of the view that
rational mode of cognition is superior to any non-rational .
mode which, even if it is admitted for certain puiposes, has
only @ very margindl role to play. The phenomenological
tradition going back to the writings of Husserl, howvever, it
succeeded in evolving and developing a methodology which is
mainly oriented to the so-called non-rational mode of cognition.
Not only that, The phenomenoloyical thinkers have occasion
to study and gend out 3 message loud and clear that it is only
emotion and not reason which is vastly superior to achieving
the phenomenological attitude bf grasping "things" and meanings
themselves, From the phenomenological point of view, moral
values directly and immediately grasped by a consciousness
which acts within the parametérs of phenomenological requirement.
That such values Can claim objective validity is grounded on
the very nature of the phenomenological act of grasping. The
choosing of values are no matter of mere caprice. Nor are they
for that matter based on any rational arguments. A moral value
is valid for that is what the cognising consciousness directly
grasp or "perceives" in phenomenological sense. The moral

worth of an action would depend on whether or not we conform
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to this phenomenologically grasped values; no process of
ratiocination can help us to wriggle out of such obligation.
It may be said by way of a final concluding remark that
phenomenologicai'appraiséi to undersianding moral values
encompasses within its folds two important insights, namely,
that such values are sbsolute, eternal and immutable numerous
as they may be and they ére amenable to direct and immediate

grasping by consciousnéss even though only a few at a time,

That phenomenological spproach to values offers an
alternative wmode of cognition of values in general, and moral
values, in particular, is enough clear. What is more important
is that such & mode of cognition which is ¢laimed as
non-rational, non-formal or intuitive is held to be superior
to the rational means of cognition that the western tradition
‘has always tried to glorify, There is a distinct parting of,
ways with this rational mainstream of tradition which in the
west traces itself back to the times of Plato; the phenomeno-
logical approach lays greater store by the non-formal or
intuitive mode for the direct grasping of values themselves.
The rational means of cognition, on the other hand, is neither
immediate nor direct; it therefore mustoalways seek its own
Justification in temms of arguments based on deduyctive and
inductive modes., Phenomenological approach is characterised

by a mode of understanding which is both direct and intuitive
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and therefore, needs no justification from outside. However,

the notion of intexrsubjectivity that is invoked by phenomenological
approach in support of the values being objective and universal

is based on sympathetic imagination whereby any person/society
would intuit the game values provided the perspective from which

it is done remains alsc the same, Thus the claim is that the
objective and universal chafacter of moral values have for them

@ more secure foundation than can be expected to be provided

by the rationalistic tradition,
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