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ABSTRACT -
-, ‘

'iNiyﬂAT SENSE 1S IT.POSSIBLE TO SPEAK OF GOOD AND EVIL IN MAX SCHELER'S

DER FORMALISMUS IN DER ETHIK UND DIE MATERIALE WERTETHIK?

‘ - .
\Vn Thaddeus Krasnicki | -
Max Scheler held the view thaf,values'such as good and evil are real
o ) N
\ objects which are given in phenomenological intuition. During his "second
. - .
period¥, he also held the view that there exists an infinitely good God

3

who created everything. From the point of view of metaphysics, these two
views contradict each other. We propose as our thesis that the source of

this contradiction lies in the view 'in which values are said to be objects .

of bhénomenological research. We maintain that Scheler cannot speak of
good and evil on the level of phenomenology. First we begin by showing
that the prgblem of God.and evil can receivé a solution on the level

of metaphysics. Here, we specifically discuss the solution of Thomas
Aquigas and we examine how his mgtaphysics handles values. Second, we
show*that values are not "essegces" in the phenomenological sense because,
tﬁey are not things: Things are intuitable phenomenologically because
they have parts ;hile values do not. .?hird, we also show that .in dis-
closing the ranks of values using_phenomenology, Scheler was-actuilly
doing é kind of'metaphysics. Finall;, we conclude by showing that since

a ﬁerson is not a thing bu¥ is, rather, a vdlﬂg—being, as it were, a

philosophical anthropology is impossible for phenomenology. .
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. ¢ 1InThat Semse Is It Possible to Speak of Good and. 5
Evil in Max Scheler's Der Formalismus in Der Ethik °* -
und die materiale Wertethik? -

. y Preliminary Remarks

Max Scheler, in his Der Formalismus in Der Ethik und djie materiale Wertethik,

attempted to "establish a strigtly stientific and positive foundation for philosophical

ethics ’with respect to all its fundamental pr’oblems“1 by means of the phenomeno-
logical experience which "can be distinguished fromall other experience such as
that of the natural world view, or that of ac:i.ence".2 Phenomenological F:x;;)eri-
ence alone is an immanent experience (_wlg.ch can yield facts "themselves". Scheler
holds the view that values sucg as good and evil are subject to this experience
and therefore they can be spoken of in a very patticularr way. For example, phe-
nomenology requires that reality can o;1ly be spoken of in ;eference to What is
intuited in reality as "essence® or esséntfginterconnexion between "essences".3
But as we shall show, Scheler does not altogegher adhere to such require-
ments when discussing values. The g:ﬂ: that dew.alops betwekn what he can say of
good and evil and what he is forced to say of them in order to discuss the most

fundamental areas of philosophical ethics lands him in a very serious contradiction

in this work and the works that are applications of the results found in this

work, such as his, Vom Ewigen im Menschen. In trying to found a "framework of a
philosophy with a phenomenological b.asis"l' not only does he 'ignore the existence >
of this contradiction, but also its nature and‘extent, ev'en up to his "third pe-
riod”. Yet it turns out to be the Achilles' heel of the entire endeavour of his
Msecond period", one whi:ch reveals the very serious l:l?mitations of his phenome-
nological QttiCude especi;ally in the realm of ethics. But what is this contra-
diction, and how did . it ocfur?

/ I '

In his Der Formalismus..., Scheler holds the view that the "material" wval-

ues that are grasped in phenomenological Aintuities are either positive or nega-

«ow L + oy L T Pt PR r P A P PN T PPN




~are values which appear on the acts of a ;;erson, including those of willing.

- - . [
“ -

tive, and it belongs to the eSsence of each value to hold a particular rank with,

’ .0 N
respect to other vaf/ues. In an hct‘“&i..&refe:’ring" or "placing after", one in-
4/ 3 '

v

/uits a value to be “higher" or "lower" than another one. Good and evil, how-

ever, are values whigh do nmot belong to C%s order of ranks, but, rather, these

LY

?The value 'good'-in an absolute sense- is the value that appears, by way of es-

- sential necessity, on the act of realising the value which (with respect to the

© L3

measure of cognition of that being which realises it) is fhe highest". Futher-
more, the 'good’ "is the value 'tha.t is attached to the act-which realises a pos-
_1._t}_ir_e_ value, as opposed to a negative value, within the higher (or highest) lev-
el of value—x.;anks". Evil, on the other hand, is "the value th;t appears on the
act of realising the lowest value", and "is t‘he one that. is attached to the act
which realises a negative value".5 It is, then, negative and "lower" wvalues
that make evil possible: were there no such values, there voulé be no evil.

But such ‘values do "exi{.st in all nature apart from the. comprehensign of val-
n 6

ues "They exist independent of the organisation of all beings endowed with

spirif", such as man.7 Just as the colour red is a quality of, e.g., & red ball,

"gll values (including the values 'good' and 'evil') are non-formal (i.e. 'mate-

rial') qualities‘of contents” such as "value things" or what Scheler calls

" oc.':ds".8 Goods are the bearers of values, and it is only in goods that values
g . .

become 'real'. "In a good ...a value is objective and real at the same t::l.xpe".9

Nevertheless, they are independent of; goods; "they are independent phenomena that

*

are comprehended independent of the peculiarity of contents as well as of the be-

ing real or the being ideal and the non-being (in this twofold sense) of their

. o

bearers".lo Unlike, e.g., ¢olours, however, "values are facts that belong to a
specific mode of experience” ,11 guch as what Scheler calls "value-feeling".
This value feeliné Ngives us access to existing, objective values" 12 through which

eventually mankind will take possession "“of a realm of objective values and their

o
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./bjestive order, a realm that is independent of mankind as wgﬁ}as of its.own
m

J..; .
anifestations".13 Therefore, since "it remains true that valués ... in general

14

exist",”" and "all values fall into two groups :positive and negative” ,15 nega-

tive values exist in all nature, just as the values ""good" and "evil' exist in

our world:

v
.

Socratic-platonic intellectual idealism was mistaken at the outset in .
e denying wvalues of the bad, with their manifold qualities, as positive N
facts, and in identifying the bad with that which is the greatest®dis-
tance from the highest good, or "the good", as well as in equatinig the
bad with "appearances".... But values of both the ood and the bad oc- «
:ur .'iz all levels of being, if one wishes to distinguish levels of be-

ng. .

The conéequence‘ of having real negative and positive values existing in na-

ture 1s that if one were to maintain, as by way of metaphysics, that there is an

¢

ens a.se who created and thereby willed the being of all valu‘es, such a Being

would have to be both good and evil. An ens a se when considered as a person would
be' Tealising both negative and lower values and therefore would be evil, as "evil
is the value that issattached to the realisatrion of a negative value in the sphere

of willing" A7 He would as well be good when willing the being of both higher and

positive values, for "good is the value that is attached to the realisation of a

positive value in the sphere of willing" .18 It would be a contradiction to main-

tain that an infinitely good ens a se, such as the God of ’Christ:ians, wills into
existence evil by willing into existence negative and lower values. Thus,wScheler"s
position on the being of values would rule ou‘t the possibility that the God of
‘Christbianity exists. \

But this viewis by no means in accord with his beliefs during this Yeriod of
wr:l.t:tng.~ Although he wanted in this work to establish a foundation foxi\gthics ’

without a presupposition of God, or, moreover, of metaphysics, he not only claimed

to be a Christian and hence, a theist, but in.his Vom 'Ewigen im Menschen which is

1

a work in which the prihciples discovered in the Dér Formalismus... are applied

and developed, he maintained only that God exists, but has the attributes.of "ens

: - ¢

N
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-




v

a se (i

v AI\ . R N . ! e "
nfinitude), omnipotence and holiness '1g and‘futhermore,, that He is the

“Bummum _bonum: ‘ v

! On fhe grouhds-of§two ptinciples which I have previously expounded in my
. ‘ethicsf 1. personal value is highest value, 2. concrete apiqit_ﬁostulates
a person as subject- and on the grounds‘'of the (by my theory) metaphys-

o ically knowable propositions that a).God is the summum bonum, b) God is

infinite spirit, it is thought that I should be able to infer, purely
syllgistically, that the summum’ bonum or infinjte spirit must be a person.

Futhermore; in the Dex Fdrmalismus...q he maintained that"the idea of God is

.

cogiven with the unitﬁ‘gnd identity and singularity of the world on the basis of

0
L

an essential interconnection of cou‘:plexes".21 "What guides the formation of ideas

-

of God and.éoncepts of God are peculiar nuances of valué—qualitieq of the divine

that are giveﬁ only in feeling and in the intentionality of love for God."22 in

’ "

this respect, "the essential goodness of God is primally infinite as an indivis-

23

able essential value-quality". But this does.not mean that the phenomenological

dattitude aliows him to prove that God (i.e. the ens a se) exists. In the Der
%drmali;mus, he does say that "if we posit one concrete world as real, 1t would
be absurd (though not 'contradictory') mnot to posit the idea of a qonc;ete spif—
it (Geistes)f.za But the idea of God and God are two different things. Phenom-
enology is not concerned with either rational ;proofs" or existence as such. It
does,'howéver, allow him to speak of God as he appearé to our consciousness or
inner. experience. Nevertheless, if it is the case, and Scheler claimed it is,
that "the reality of 'God' ... ha; its only found;tion in a possible positive
revelation of God in a concrete person“,25 then “Scheler has blatantly coﬁtra—
. RS

dicted himself: even the possibility of theﬁexisé;nce of an infinitely good ens )
a se is in principle incompatible with the existence of evil.

It should not seem strange that such an obvious contradiction should elude
Scheler. Hg was clearly sware that‘hwe'wouié not expect a world made bx a cre-

ator equipped with the attributes of love and infinite reason to be anyéhing

other than a perfectly good and reasonable world, whereas the world wé know con-

@ .

fronts us at every turn with a stark reality of imperfection, evil and wicked-

— \
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ngss...". Yet, he also felt that only theism can make sense of evil and pro-

posed a metaphysical sqlutioh to this problem of the origin of the evil and wi;kid—
' ~

ness of the world: q \ , T L S
v ’ i M .
... after the world's cr)tion, it was drawn by some free mental cause
, into a condition basically different from that which it enjoyed imme-
; diately upon leaving the creator's hands. The real world known to-us '
o/ is far worse than what accords with its basis. So the free action of

some mind superior to human strength, an action whereby the.world has’

fallen into its present condition, becomes an assured truth of reason.

The "fall" is thus a truth of reason insepargble from theism: it is no
- mere proposition from revelation.28 . ' -

The difficulty here is that Scheler was misled‘}ﬁ/to thinking that this "fall.which * .

is a truth of a metaphysical order"29 reconciles the two contrary glements, there-

>

. R
by avoiding the contradiction. In proposing that "the origin 'of the wickedness

'

. -which i:s the ultimate- basis. of this world's evil and also the cause of direct
. !

"
temptation to human wickedness, can lie neither in the world-basis itself nor,

solely, in man" ,30

but rather, that "it must reside in a metaphysical zone lying

intermediate between the two, in a free insurrectlion against God instigated by.a

31

person having power over the world', " he has not shown that God is not the per se

cause of the existence of evil itself. This argument can exonera.te,God as being
the per se cause of the fall, since the freedom given to this person 'with power
ozgr the'woled (presumably the devil) is a gift given to an initially good per-
;on, but who subsequently made h%mself evil by th:a misuse of his freedom. The

/V evil of this person -must be accounted for in the face of an infinitely good God,
that ig, a God who is meant to altogether saturate his creation with his good- - L
ness. In Sther words, this argument does not account for the existence of evil qua
. . )
evil™ as necessary constitp;ant of the world we empirically Kknow" 32 1f, in the first.
place, God is the "ens a se on which all things are dependent” ?3 in so far as "the
world, as a real and therefore contingent{?,-;wgrld, demands an effecting agent to
posit it as real - something which either ca"lls it from not-being into existence

or is eternally 'calling' it and sustaining it :l\.n existence";“ and, in the second ®

place, 1f "God, as ens a se, is8 the sum and epitome not only of essences realised -
) Ens 3 se, | A

L] «
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in this world but of all possible essences" 3~<5-and values, such as "gbod" and

~
N

A
"evil" are, as Scheler callsg,them; "essences". "We .cannot know all possible es- )

- w

. R »
sences which lie in the thought of God, ‘but only those which are realised in our-
o

own de facto world";ié negative and lower velues,.as well as "evil" are essences
that are found in our world. God, therefore, must have created them all. The

+devil became evil. because either negative and lower values existed or evil ex-

+ . -

isted for him to be a bearer of it; the devil1neith'er created evil or negative and

lower values out of nothing. Therefore, the problem for Scheler is not to give a

.

consistent account of how the perfect world was changeci\ into an imeetfeat one, but -

. -
so, but he faileq(cq make this subtle distinction. . w

\

rather .of the existence and origin of evil itself. Scheler not only-failed to do . N
‘ t \ \

Very few comentafors have dealt with this problem that occurs in Scheler's L.

philosophy. P.H. Spader, in his The:Non-formal Ethics of Value of Max Scheler and ' "

the Shift in His 'I'hof.\ght, does point out this contradictiorl.37 However, he sug-

gests that the source of the entire difficulty 1i’és in what he describes as the

area of the realisation of ideal values: ., ’ -

The heart of the difficulties that Scheler fell into in trying to ground
the ideal-real distinction in the second period was his identification of
reality with its being willed, because will was a mental act and therefore
we were led inexorably back to the primal person, the ens a se. The ens a
se being mind, Scheler was hard put to maintain an ideal-rea} distinction
and fell into contrad:Lctions.3 & -

 But this is mistakeh: the source of the difficulty lies not in how an infinitely ’

. g,od God can realise lower values, but, rather, in' the nature not only'of lower

2

values but of negative values themselves. Whether there is a distinction between

ideal and real, or whether ideal values are to be realised ignores the fact that,
&s shown above, negative values for Scheler are objective and real- that they‘exist.
The existence of negative values, and specifically the valué "evil" {s in principle o

8

incompatible with the existence Qf an infinitely good God if this God is conceived ,

as an ens a se. Therefore, since' Scheler claimed that it is self .evident that
' ’ : ‘ . C

{ ] -



/ . "there 1s an ens a se- or existent whose existencﬂe is a consequence of its essence-
which differs from the whole of all contingent things, events, reali'ties, i.e.. from,
the whole of the /('world', and secondly, ... that this ens a se is the prime cause
and basis of the fact that out of all intrinsically possible worlds this one con-
tingent world is real",39 he must be mistaken on one of these two points: either
on the existence__of an infinitely good ng,' or on the existence of evil

v

as related to negative and "lower" values. It is not surprising to find, then,

h that Scheler eventually acquiesced to denying the for'mer: " the <heistic concept of
God.... inadequately explains evil and good only tfrough the myth of the fallen
ar;gel" .'40 He had no other choice but’ that one, if evil as wéll‘ as negative values

are essences which exist in the world.

Yet, metaphysically speaking, Scheler did not have to take this position.
The classical problem of 'God and evil cang be gi\'ren a solution on the level of met-
aphysics, which is the level of solution Scheler's problen; requires. But would
it work for him? 1) '

In traditional metaphysics, such as that of Thomas Aquinas, the problem of
God and evil is given a solution on the level of metaphysics. Like Scheler claimed

n .

to haye done in his Vom Ewigen..., Aquinas also demonstrates that God exists, is

etfect and is good. "God élone is essentially good, for everything is called good

'

according to its perfection', as Thomas says.“ Fgom this he concludes that God is
the tHighest Good":

...good is attributed to God, as was séid, inasmuch as ell desired perfections
flow from Him as from the first cause... Therefore, as good is in God as in

" .the first, but not the univocal cause of all things, it must be in Him in a
most excellent way; and therefbtée He 1s called the Highest good.“2

Futhermore, ) .

( ' ... evil is the opposite of good. But the nature of the good consists in
. perfection, which means that the nature of evil consists in imperfection.

Now, 'in God who is universally perfect, as we have shown gbove, there cannot
be any defect or imperfection. Therefore, there cannot be evil in God.43

L

\ . It follows from this that if thete cannot be any -evil‘in God, He cannot be the cause




of evil, or otherwise that would make Him evil, as an effect derives its "form"

from the cause. If so, then .whence, according to Thomas, come the evils in our

. world? To answer this question we must first understand what evils are. But as we

will see, to ca‘ll something evil requires that we first understand what it means to
call something good. .

(;%) What does it mean to call Qomething "good"? In asking this question, we have
moved from, what Maritain calls, "the level of ‘experiment" into the level of phil-
osopﬂical discourse.“‘ When we taste an apple and find it.pleasam tasting, we call
it a good apple. When we build a house and findl that scaffolding is useful, we call

scaffolding good. And when we see an animal eating food, we call the food good be-

cause animals require food. From experience, we acquire the concept "good" as we

do all other concepts. We "abstract" from our material world and obtain an immate-

rial world of intelligible and universal notions. But as Maritain points c:ut,w

Cette notion universelle de 1'intelligance est virtuellement, non actuellement
métaphysique, elle n'est pas encore dégagée de ses connotions purement expéri-
mentales. Pour passer.au plan métaphysique, il faut non seulement que
1l'intelligibilité en puissance de la notion animale ou purement sensible de
bien ait 8té libérée et actualisée dans une idée, mais que de cetfe idée méme
du bien soit dégagée une intelligibilité indépendante en soi de 1l'expérience,
non liée a l'expérience, non liée & la matidre; et ceci arrive au niveau de

la visualisation métaphysique, au moment ol l'identité radicale entre le bien

et 1'€tre est intellectuellement pergue.45

In philosophy, apart from clarifying and studying the concepts that ve use, we study
a .
man in his relationship to reality: in metaphysics we study how the absolute relates

v

to man; in ethics we, study how man relates to the z;bsolute. The latter cannot be
known without the former. If to study implies using our reason to obtain the knowl-
edge -of things that are true and real, let us see how Aquinas answers this question;
philoé’ophically.' Let us/b gin where Aquinas begins—.\by clarifying the concept of ¢

"the good" that we a}asfract from experience.

In the exa;np’ies of the good that we have just gnentidned, we find that there

is something commen expressed by the term " good™ namely, that an appetitive "feeling',

desire, or tendency exists either in the thing that is sald to be good or capable of

e ' p

‘
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being so, or in somethi;'xg else. A good apple is desired by one who eats it and
finds it tast'y; a good scaffolding is desirable for building a house; food is 1n‘
itself desirableL for animal nature. Or, virtde is ‘itself desirable as it is good
for man. Wh;t'ever is good, then, is in some way desirable. As Aquinas says, '"'The
éssence of goodness consisfs in this, that it is in some way desirable. Hence, the

rn 46[ p

Philosopher says, 'Goodness is what all desire In the first place, then, we

' see that a thing is good insofar as it is desirable.

Futhei'more, something is desirable to the extent that it perfects something. Ya
man 1s perfected by having virtue which 1s good for him; scaffolding is perfected
whengit works well, and so forth. As Aquinas says, "Good signifies the notion
(rationem) of perfec:ticn'x".l‘7 In the second place, then, good is a perfection for

_which, as Klubertanz points ouf, "there is an appetite (tendency) either in the
thing itself which possesses or is capable of possessing the perfection or something

else".48

&
. Futhermore, we find that the good is in the intentional order. The good al-

ways has the aspect of a goal or (Q: end for that whose good it is. '"That to which
an appetite (gam;lency) tends, is the end"l:9 as Thom?{says. This is especially im-

portant for the will which is a rational appetite and therefore tends to the moral

" good as an end.

But in our discussion So far, the conception of the good has been that of
what some call tl:he 'proper good', that is,.it has been a discussion of that géod
which adds a perfection to something. It can properly be predicated of only that
+
which is proper to it; such as the good of an apple cannot be said of a tree or
-y .
a house. The gooéness of one kind of thing is proper only to it. Moreover, as

Klubertanz points out, '"in the beings of our experience, their proper good is a

perfection distinct from their substance and so is an accidental perfection".so

«' ~

What we now have to consider is whether that which is perfected, namely the sub-

stance, can be said to be good.
[

If one is to answer in the affirmative, then substanbe itself as bearer of

.

.- T
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"accidental perfections" must

=10~

in some way be desirable, perfect, or an end.

This requires :hat we investigate the nexus between these properties and substance
!

in general; that is, we must consider being as substance. In other words, we must

now enter metaphysics and study the transcendental good. As Thomas says, ''good-
4

1
ness of anything is twofold.

One is of its essencge; thus, for instance, to be

rational pertains to the essence of man ... Another kind of goodness is that

.

which is over and above the essence; thus, the good of a man is to be virtuous

-

51

or wise'. We have, up till now, briefly considered the latter under the title

of the proper good; let us now look ‘at the. former.
»

Whereas the proper good refers to the specific nature of a thing, the

tram'scendental good refers to

@

all being as beix:xgs in general. It is meant to

signify the dedirability and perfection of being in general:

Now it is clear that a thing is desirable only in so far as it is
perfect; for all desire their own perfection. But everything is
perfect so far as it is in act. Therefore it is clear that a
thing is good so far as it 155 being (ens); for being (esse) is the

actuality of all things

’

To say that something is perfect is to‘say that it cannot be made better, in

thdt it is completely made, needing nothing more. But & thing would not be

complete unless it were actual rather than merely potential. As Aquinas says,

"a thing 1s said to be pert:ect according as it is in act, because we call that

perfect which lacks nothing of the mode of its perfeci::Lcm".53 Indeed, by incor- -

porating Aristotle's doctrine of potency and act into his own metaphysics, he

shows that being (ens) can be

looked at as having a component responsible for

its act, that is for its being here and now in existence, and this he calls its

and this he calls the essence.

esse (i.e. its "to be"); it also has a potential component when compared to esse,

Essence 15 what a thing is as signified by the
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definition; it is "that to which the esse is due". Thus, beings exist because

.

. they have their particular esse; and are determinate because of their essence.

Only in God is his essence His esse, in which case the esse is unlimited by &ny-
thing,‘while that of His creatures is limited by the capacity of the creature's
essence. Now, if act is a perfeéction, then whatever is in;act is desirable to the
extent it is in act. “Hence, 1t 1s.clear that gooi and being are the same really

(secundum rem).  But good represents the aspect of desirableness, which beiﬁg

- does not present."55 That is to say, that every being as being is good. However,

to our 'conception' of being we can add the relation to the intentional order,
that is,we can relate it to the appetite: In this way being and good are distinct
only by virtue of our reason: they are the -same in reality, and hence they are

said to be convertible with eaqﬁ‘other, but they differ in idea.

2

It is evident that if being’and good are transcendentals, then each thing

is good because it has esse:

Every being as being is good. For every- being as being is in act,
and 1s in some way perfect, since every act is a sort of perfection,
and perfection implies desirability and goodness ...56

And 1if act is a perfection, tﬁen, as we said, every being 1s good to the degree

<
that it 1s in act. But "such as everything is, such is the act it Produces“.57

That is to say, since essence is what limits esse, everything of‘a specific na-
ture has a different degree of esse.58 For example; .

A superior intelligence, closer to the First Being, has more act and less

potency, and so on with the others. This gradation terminates in the

human soul which holds the lowest degree among intellectual substances...

Having more potency than the other intellectual substances, the human soul -

i so close to matter that a material thing is drawn to share in its own

act of existing (esse), so that from soul and body there results in the

one composite one act of existing (esse) although in so far as it is the ) 4
soul's act of existing it is not dependent on the body. Posterior to that

form which is the soul, other forms are found still more potential and

’
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closer to matter, to such,a point that they do not exist without matter.
Among these forms, too, we find an order and a’‘hierarchy, until_we reach
the primary forms of the elements, whith are closest to matter.

This hierarchy which is determined by the measure of essence and hence esse, con-

verts to a hiérarqhy of value when good and being are convertible. Value for Thomas
is an aspect of being. As Simon has pointed out, "le bien peut €tre envisagé dans
sa gualité de bien, dans sa ratio bonl ou éncore sous l'aspegt de la perfection, de

Ll ¥
la plénitude d'€tre; c'est le bien comme valeur... Un bien n'est valeur que s'§,

est susceptible de déclencher le mouvemenf de la tendance qui lul fait face".60

God, being esse itself, is also goédness itself. Since no being is its own esse, or

otherwise it would cause itself to be which is impossible, it must derive its esse

from the esse subsistens, who is God. Thus, just as every being derives its esse
‘ ~

from God according to its proper measure, so does it derive its goodness by partic-

ipation in divine goodness:
»

If anything is good by virtue of the fact that it exists, none of them
is its own act of being; none of them is its own goodness. Rather, each
of them is good by participation in ggfdness, just as it is being by par-
ticipation in existing being itself. ) '

God, then, is the highest value, and all other beings find their value in relation
to Him by the degree of goodness they have. The estimation of the goodness of being,

then, depends not on the ordering it has to any particular thing, but the order

that it has 'in the whole of the universe, where, as just showpr, everything has its
place according to a hierarchy. Therefore, all beingg are ontologically good; they
are, as .Scheler would sair, value-things (Wertdinge)
But if beings are valuable to the extent that they 1n'act, can actions and
specifically moral actions also have value? Moral actions can indeed have value;

they can have moral value which is simply an instance of value in general. It is a

"
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specific ontological good. That is to say, to be in act for Thomas can mean two

things:" The firqt act is the form and integrity of a thing, the second act i; its

62

operation”, And since act 1s a perfection, something is good b§ virtue of both

of these two acts. It is because act is of two ways ere are two types of

goodness’. Thus, one can say that man, insofa s he has a substantial form is good.

. -

Then if we speak of the actions of man, his actions are the operation of his soui,

because like ‘all operations, they come from some form. For Aristotle, and also for

v

Thomas the soul is ;hé form of a liviné body. Thus, we can also say that man 1is
good by virtue of his actions insofar as they are actual operations, and these can
constitute proper goods for man as explained earlier. As Aquinss says, 'We must say

that every action has goodness in so far as it has being (esse)".63 But another

important distinction must be made here. Not all actions of a man are moral actioﬁs;
)
only those that are voluntary can be said to be moral. Nevertheless, either type of

action can still be said to be good ontologically. As Maritain explains,

Le bien moral n'est pas un transcendantal, mais il reste un concept
métaphysique particéularisé & la ligne de l'accomplissement de 1'E@tre
humain; c'est donc un analogué particulier de ce concept analogue qu'est
le bien ontologique ou métaphysique. Je ne crois pas que le passage
du'bien métaphysique ou transcendental au bien moral s'affectue par une
simple particularisation logique; il suppose l'irruption d'une donnée
nouvelle, il suppose l'experience morale. Mais il %fst ontologique dans
sa nature, c'est un bien ontologique particularisé. b

The moral good, then, is somewhat special. It has the aspect of an end particularly
for the rational appetite, that is the will. Unlike Scheler's view on this mat;er,

reason apprehends many goods, and thus, a multiplicity of ends. Other facu1ties al-
§0 present a multiplicity of goods as motivational objects %@nd;) to the will, but ‘

it is only right reason that can present the proper good as an end for each thing or

action to thé will. :

.
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Hence, when the will inclines to act as moved by the apprehension of .
reason, presenting a proper good to it, the result is a fitting action.
But when the will breaks forth into action, at the apprehension of sense
cognition, or of reason itself presenting some other good at variance
with igs proper good, the result in the action of the will is a moral
fault.©>

For ,Aqui;'nas, that what distinguishes man from all the animals is his reason. Man's
essence is to be found in his rationality. Indeed, even his free will is free be~-
cause it is a rational appetite: "the f.act that man 1is master of his actions is due
to his being able to deliberate about them; for since the deliberating reason is in-
differently disposed to opposites, the ;1111. can proceed to either".66 Therefore,
since the voluntary is an act which consists in a rational operation, human acts .
are properly called human when they are voluntary; it is these acts that merit
praise orfblame and are t;herefore morally good or evil. Thus, a man is not said to

be morally good because he has a good intellect, but because he has a good will.67

1f a‘ll human actions are directed to an end, then can we not also speak of a
last end of man in terms of intention, that is to say, is there not an ultimate
goal which man aims for in his 1ife? This is indeed the case, and we find this ex-
emplified in f:he fact that men have an ultimate goal in their lives which they
strive for. For some it is the acquisition of riches; f;ar oth;rs it is some sort
of pleasure; for others again it is something else. People are notLagreed as to

what their consummate good or final end is. 1f there is not one true and therefore

. absolute end for all men, then all last ends are relative each person's inclinatton.

It would be difficult to say which is better than the other unless some standard or
criterion were used;. and if our evaluation of "better" is also not to be relative,
then the standard or criterion mu;st be linked to the absolute. It should not be
surprising to find that when Aquinas proposes his own vigw on what the ultima"te end

of man 1s, this view is consonant with his overall conception of reality: in one
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way or another, everything 1is linked to the absolute, that is to say with God.
Thus, just 88 man's nature and things in general are linked to God, 8o are man's

actions. If God is the highest good, then the best consummate good of man is God.

That is, "God is not the end of things in the sense of Bein?‘mething set up as

g8

an ideal, buﬁt as a pre-existing being Who is to be attained".j  Without con-

sidering here Aquinas' discussion of the existence of the imcSztal human soul, we

can see that the actual attainment of God is the perfect last end of man. As Thomas

.
,

says,
/ 5
... since everything desires its own perfection a man desires for his
ultimate end that which he desires as his perfect and crowning good... It
is therefore necessary for the last end so to fill man's appetite that

nothing is left beside it for man to desire. gnd this is not possible if
something else be réquired for his perfection. 9 .

It is only then that man will attain greatest happiness,

o

For happiness is the perfect good which quiets the appetite altogeéther
since.it would not be the last end if something yet remained to be desired.
Now the object of .the will, that is of man's appetite, is the universal
good, just as the object of the intellect is the universal true. Hence,
it is evident that nothing can quiet man's will except the universal good.
This is to be found not in any creature, t;ut in God alone, because every
creatufe has a goodness by participation. /O

Since man by nature desires to know (i.e. his essence is to be rational), his ration-
al appetite will not be satiated until he knows the causes of the effects that he
But as Aquinas showed, all causes can be reduced to the first cause of all

things, whom he calls 'God ":71 ) s

knows .

.

If therefore the human intellect, knowing the essence of some created
effect, knows no more of God than that He is, the perfection of that
intellect does not yet reach absolutely the First Cause, but there.re-
mains in it the natural desire to seek the cause. And so it is not yet
perfectly happy. Consequently, for perfect happiness the intellect
needs to reach the very Essence of the First Cause. And thus it will
have its perfection through union %c‘h, God as with that object in which
alone man's happiness consists ... .

S
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Thus, if the primary goodness of a moral action is derived from its suitable object,

&

then, by its very nature, 'a human (moral) action has absofute value to the extent
that it is in conformity with man attaining his final end. 1In this way, moral values

as well as all other values (and hence ethics which is the study of values) acquires

@
’

the character of the absolute.

Now that we have shown how good is related fgr ;I'hc;mas to God and reality, we
must consider evil s‘ince it is sald to be 'opposed to good.
(B) In our capacity to be able to know things, we can directly kmow only that which
is, that is being (ens), while its opposite, that which is not, can only be known
from‘ the former. Knowledge is had only by means of the .actual. For example, one
does not know what blindness is unless. one knows what sight is; it cannot be dée>-.
fined except by means of the actuality it deprives such as- when we say that blind-

ness 1s the lack of sight. And so too with 'evil. Since being (ens) is convertible

with good, the opposite of good must be convertible with non-being as it were, that

1is, evil can be known only through the actuality it is meant to be opposed to, and

this 1s the go‘od. For this reason, Aquinas remarks that,

... since every nature desires its own being and its own perfection, it <«
must be said that the being and the perfection of any mature also has the
character of goodness. Hence it cannot be that evil signifies being, or
any form or nature. Thereforp, it must be that by the name of evil is
signified a certain absence .of good. And this is what is meant by saying
that 'evil is neither a being or a geod'. For since being, as such, is
good, the ta g away of the one implies the taking away of the other.
P .

- \
L]

Thus, some things are said to be evil because they cause injury, and precisely be-
cause they cause injury to the good; converaély, it is good to injure the evil,
The important distinction that Thomas wishes to make, however, is mot that good
and evil are simply contraries without qualification, but following St. Augustine, ,
that "evil is simply a privation of something which a subject is entitled by its

origin to possess, and which it ought to have".n’ As he says elsewhere, "evil is

"y

’
FAN——

R, /\ . LT R Y ]



-17-

»

distant both from absolute being and fro;n absolute non-being, because it is neither

0

a habit nor a pure negation, but a privation".75 Not every absence of good, then is-

evil. Taken negatively as a mere absence of g’ood, what does not exist would have'

to be called an evil, as well as those proper goods which belong to something else,

such as a man not having the swiftness of a roe or the strength of a lion. This is

not what we understand by the e;ril th.at: cauvses injury. Rather, it is the absence

of good taken .in a ,?rivative sense that is evil, as when privatiorz of sight is said
to be evil. On .the other hand, every privation has the character of eviv.l because
privation consists in the lack of the fulness of being, that is of perfection, of
something, and therefore it fails in goodfxess. "In its proper acceptation, privation
1s predicated of that which is fitted by its nature to be possesséd, and to be pos-
sessed at a certain time and in a certain manner."76" A thing 1is called evil, then,

”~

only when it lacks a certain perfection it ought to have.

We should mention here that evil, in its common usage, is often spoken of in
two ways. In one way when we say "evil", we understand "that which is the subject
of evil', and this subject is something which exists, that i§ it is a being. 1In
another way, Wwhen we say evil, we understand "evil itself", and this is not anything
but it is a privati.on of something good, that is, it '.’.Ls not a real being. Since
evil is itself nothing, it cannot exist in itself, but must occur in something that
exists, as is said in the first way. Thus, although we often spe;)k of something being
evil, v'le must be careful to recognise that by this we mean that every privation&s
foun&ed in a,subject which is a being, and not that evil it\’self is a substance. As
Thomas remafks, "any instance of a privation is a non-being (non-ens), yet' its sub-

77 It f3llows from this that privations are

ject is a substance which is a being".
not real essences, but only negations in a substance. It is, metaphysically speaking,

nothing.
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] As ve mentioned earlier, there are two types of g‘oodness.' It follows that
2 .
if evil 1s the opposite og good, there are two types of evils: one concerns the
« ' . .
nature or essence, the other the operation. Blindness in man or drought in t"ne

world are evils of the first; type, and these constitute a lack of the fulness of '

@

being due to the mnature of a t:hin;. " Nature failing to :advance & generated being

*

such as man to its proper form and disﬁosition so that monsters are produced is
an evil of the second type, and is a lack of the fulness of being in the due ope-

ration of something. Such "evil in an action that is directed to an end in such

a way that it is not rightly related to the end"), Thomas says, "is called a fault,

both in voluntary agents and in natural agents."78 But, "if a defect occurs in
.
non-voluntary actions ‘that are directed to an end, it is called simply a fault

(culpa). But 1f such m defect occurs in voluntary actions, it is called not only

fault, but sin (Eeccgt:um)".79 Thus, since the actions of a voluntary agent, such

. L4
as man, may-be involuntary as well as voluntary, the former, such as lameness is

still called a fault; but the latter is called sin because a defect in a voluntary

action deservedly brings blame and punishment on the agent. Nevertheless, voluntary

agents can have two types of evils since there are two types of evils. With regards
to the operation of the agent, it can be the evil of fault in both senses; with

regards to the nature or essence of the agent, it is the ®vil of punishment or

pain (poena) for the sin. As Thomas says,

But because good in itself is the object of the will, evil, which
is the privation of good, is found in a special way in rational
creatures that have a will. Therefore, the evil which comes from
the withdrawal of the form and integrity of the thing has the nature
of a pain, and especially so in the supposition that all things are
subject to divine providence and justice, as was shown above, for it

: is 1if the very nature of a pain to be against the will. But evil °

¢ which consists in the taking away of the due operation in voluntary
things has the nature of a fault; for this is imputed to anyone as a



-19-

fault to fall as regards perfect action, of which he is master h
by the will., Therefore, every evé& in voluntary things® is to be
looked upon as a pain or a fault. .

{ ) Y
However, it must be stressed that, "Pain and fault do not divide evil absolutely

considered, but evil that is found in voluntary things".sl Sin, in general, is
an action which is detrimental for a person to reach his final end,82 and is, as
are all other cases of evil, a non-esse. That 18 to say, "A thing is called a
non-being (non-ens) :.. because non-existence (non esse) is included in 1its defi-

83

nition; and this is why blindness is called & non-being". Privations, in other

words, are such non-beings, or'if we prefer they are non-esse. Evils, then, are

[
nothing in the literal sense, and thgrefore they can only be caused or produced ¢
accidentally. A person, for instance, may will a good that is arrived at by the
sensible ;ppetite, and which is contrary to propef reason. But he still wills a
good, even though it is not the proper good. And since it is qygkthe proper good
that is willed, it is an evil that is Qilled accidentally insofar as 1t is still
a good that is willed. All such evils, then, are non-esse which can only be caused
indirectly, that is, by accident. - , |
(C) This is not to say that Aquinas' doctrine is without any difficulties. But
it does nevertheless overcome in a consistent manner the problem of God and evil.
1f evil is not an essence, then there is no inconsistency in claiming that a God,
whose goodness gas no limit allows evil to exist in his creation. For evil, as we
said, is ontologically nothing. Therefore, the source of all esse, co-existing,
as it were, with non-esse or nothing is not a contradictory proposition. It can

always be objected, for instance, that God is the cause of some non-esse insofar

as they are privations. . But i1f God causes no-thing, which is what non-esse or non-ens

is, then it cannot be held against Him, especlally if as a result He will be giving

a greater plenitude of esse, and therefore of goodness, as a result.’ This can be

O —
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seen 1f we first consider the opposite, that is, what would happen were there no .

-

privations in the universe. In this case, St. Thomas points out that,
I3 , ] - s
..:many good things would be taken away if God permitted no evil i
to exist; for fire would not be generated if air was not corrupted, Cpy
nor would the life of a lion be preserved unless the ass were killéd. : -
Neither would avenging justice nor &Be patience of a gufferer be
praised if there were no- injustice. '

. ' ( \

And because there is inequality in things, there are different grades of goodness,

for instance, _ ) N .

A o~ ’ .

... in natural things species seem to be arranged in degrees; as .
the mixed things are more perfect.than the elements, and plants-than .
minerals, and animals than plants, and men than other animals;cin ’
each of these one species is wore perfect than the others. There-
fore, as the divine wisdom is the cause of the distinction of things
for the sake of the perfection of the universe, so it is the cause of

inequality. For the universe woub% not be perfect if only one grade . °
of goodness were found in things. ' ' .
. N e [T a
And as noted earlier, the perfection of things‘is mea%ured bf the degree of beiné . , :
- . po.
{essé) a thing has, which itself converts to the degree 'of goodness. r
b
RN

. Moreover, the objection that God, by His very nature, would not allow any’ .

evil to exist in His works does not hold either, for "As Augustine says, (Enchir.XI):

?
'Since God is the highest good, He would not allow any evil to exist in His works,

unless His ommipotence and goodnesé’were such as to bring good even out of evil.‘"86
1 . - h . *
By willing the good, God wills evil accidentally. In this way, although one ,can

say that God does will the evil of a natural‘aefect, this simply means that God

wills the good to which nothing, that is evil, is'attached. Indeed, even in the

realw of the action of a natural thing, it does ndt mean that God actually causes . "

.

faults in thése actions. As an agent, God is without fault because He is ‘perfect.

Faults, rather, are caused by the imperfection or evil in the agents themselves,

’ o
" A
1
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requirement for the greatest perfection in the universe; buE the tendency or
action towards non-esse is not‘Faused gy God, but by the creatures themselves.

But on the other hand, although God‘dogs not will the e&il of sin, He does
will the evil of its punishment. PuniSh;ent or penalty is inflicted not out of
. malice pu; as a redress for sin whiéh in itself is a disturbance of the right
order of the universe, and which is caused accidentally by a voluvfary agent, such as

“

man. As Thomas notes, 'the order of justice belongs to the ordgr\gf the universe,
and this requires that penalty should be dealt out to sj.nners".s7 Hence, "a return,
to right orderfof justice is effected by punishment, whereby some good 1is withdrawn
-from the sinner's will"gaa So, aithough "é;d is the author of evil which is penalty,

89

)
but not the evil which is fault",” Gbd is not evil by gccidentally causing evil,

and therefore His infinite goodness is not compromised. Indeed, '"one becomes evil

by the evil of fault, but not by the evil of pain".90 4
Furthermore, God's omnipotence is not compromised either when it is said,

for instance, that He could have created this universe better fhan,it ig. This

universe cannot be made better than it is even though evil is part of it.

To see this, we must look at how any thing can be made better. -Since, as men-

tioned earlier,'the goodness of anything 1is twofold, a thing éan be made better

either by an increase in the goodness of the essence, or in an increase of that

which is over and above the essence. With regards to the former, a thing cannot

be made better. A lion, for instance, cannot be made any better than it now is,

for it would then no longer be a lion but, say, a man which is better than a lion

because it has a greater degree of esse. Thus, although a thing cannot be made

bettér with regards to it2 essence, another thing can be made better than it. In Y

this way, God can create anotheér creature wﬁich is better than, say, a lion but not

as good as a man thereby increasing the grades of goodness in our universe; but

N

N
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this would ‘no longer be our universe, and nor;would the lion or any other thing

in our universe be made better in its essence. With regards to the latter, a
thing can always be made better, such as a man can always be made better by in-
creasing his virtue or wisdom or anything else that is over and above‘ﬁhe essence.

Howevef, the goodness of the universe doés not consist in these accidents, but

’ L]

in the essence of things. As Thomas says,

7
The universe, the things that exist now being supposed, cannot be -
better, on account of the most noble order given to these things
by God, in which the good of the universe consists. For if any one
thing were bettered, the proportion of the order would be destroyed,
just as if one string were stretched more than it ought to be, the
melody of the harp would be destroyed. Yet God could make other
things, or add something to those things that are made, and then
that universe would be better.

In the latter case, the other universe may be better than ours, but in either

case, each individual thing cannot be made better than it is in its éssence,

and thus, in its position in the order of good; that is to say, its degree of
esse would be the same in either universe. _Thus, the judgement "of the goodness

of anything does not depend upon its reference to any particular thing, but rather

.

upon what it is in.itself, and on its reference to the whole universe, wherein

every part has its own perfectly ordered place...".92

.

From what has now been discussed, it can readily be seen that Aquinas’' solu- -
tion to the problem of evil is effective because it makes it meaningless to ex-
plain evil without asserting the existence of an all good God. The existence
.of evil presupposes an order of being, that is, an order of good, because ''there

would be no evil if the order of good were taken away, since 1ts privation is

evil".93 Thus, the existence of evil implies an order of esse. But the order

of esse also implies the existence of God, for '"this order would not exist if thereé

94

were no God". ¥ith Thomas' solution, then, one, cannot give meaning to evil
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without affirming the existence of an all gboa God.
(D) From this metaphysical”solution in which evil is a privation of gopd, _~
severai'implications'follow that are ;ery important for Scheler's views. First,
it fcl}ows that there is no highest evil whiﬁh would be the primary source of

all evils, and which, for example,'quld be the principle or being that is
’

opposed to God. For,

v

if the highest evil be anything, it must be evil in its own
essence, just as the highest good is what is good in its own . *
‘essence. Now, this 1s impossible, because evil has no essence,
as we proved above. So, it is impossibl§5to posit a highest
*  evil which would be the source of evils. .

‘
1

We see here that Scheler's position of holding that evil is an gxisting thing is
the very conclusion that Thomas had‘to avg/d. Since evil, for Scheler, is some-
thing that itself exists the way good exists, it must comelfrom some other than
God who is the source of all good: fhis, as we saw, is for him the devil. But
as we also saw, 1t inadequately explains the existence o£ an all good God with

evil present.

Second, this alsc means that for Thomas evil cannot be a subject, but is in

a subject or substance as a certain privation. Indeed, "every evil is based on some

good, for it is present Iin a subject which is good as having some sort of nature".96

Thus, no person can be completely evil as no sin can completely corrupt one's

nature, including that of man. As Thomas says, "For the substébce of the act or

the affection of the agent could not remain unless something remained in the ordér

~

of reason".97 Thus, even the devil to the extent that he exists 1s good. Scheler's

devil is metaphysically impossible for Thomas.
Third, since non-esse is part of the definition of'privationsp "It is impos-
sible to conceive, either in our imagination or in our intellect, any form for

such non-beings (non entis); and evil is a non-being of this t:ype".gB Thus, we
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can say that God knows evil only tﬁrough the good. Consequently, God cannot be

-

said to have even the idea of evil in Him. In Scheler's terms, this means'that
God cannot even realise the idea of evil because He does not have it.

Fourth, Thomas' metaphysical approach still allows him to speak of evil as
a being, although in a qualified sense. We saw that for him, "to the extent ’

that something 1is intelligible, to that extent it is in act".99 Since evil has

non_esse in its definition, it has no intelligibilfty of itself. Yet even if

there 1s no essence that is actualised it does not mean that we cannot speak mean-
dngfully or intelligibly about it. For “not-being (non ens) has nothing in itself
by which it can be known, yet it is known in so far as the intellect renders it
100
"

knowable''. We do, in other words, speak of evil, not as an essence, but as a

privation. In reality we say that a privation does not exist, that it is non

esse. But as Aquinas tries to show, we do, nevertheless, speak of evil as well as

of other privations as existing or having esse. But in this way we are in effect
saying that nothing exists. If we are giving esse to that which in reality we judge
does not have it only in order to speak about it, then we are left with only one
source for this other " unreal esse, as it were, and this is the mind itself.

This can be seen from the way in which, according.to Thomas, we graép priva-
tions themselves. As we saw earlier, privations are known through the positive
being they‘ére meant to deny. This means that a privation can only be known if
one first knows 'what thq_positive being 1s. It 1is, in other words, by recalling
the positive being and becoming aware that it is not in existence that a invation
is grasped. Since by privation one means " the lack of 'a good that ought to be

it signifies the truth in a judgement. That is to say, one judges that the positive

‘being recalled to memory does not exist in reality, and this is what we call a

privation. Consequently, when we say that a privation exists, we:-call a priva-

L
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tion a being in the sense of the truth in a judgement; being and truth, in other

words, are convertible, just as good and being dre. In this way, - ‘;,»R';

+4s the Philosopher says, being is twofold. In. one way it is
considered as signifying the entity of a thing, according as
it)is divided by the ten predicaments; and in that sense it l

- convertible with thing, and in this way, no privation is a . i
being, and neither therefore is evil a being. In another semse, i
being signifies the truth of a proposition which consists in !
composition whose mark is the word is; and in this sense being :
is what answers to the question Does 1t exist? and thus we T ’
spéak of blindness as being in the eye, or of any other priva-
tion. In this way, even evil can be called a being. Through :
ignorance of this distinction, some, tonsidering that things are |
called evil, or that evil is said to be in things, believed !
that evil was a kind of thing.l()l

A privation, then, is not an essence in the metaphysical sense, that is to say -
. .
in the sense of an ontological principle of real being. They are, rather,

"meanings" or definitions which signify the truth in a judgemént of existence,

- and 'therefore, they exist only in our minds. As such, they élre simply called

beings of reason, that is to say, they are things that exist"only in our&mind.

Thus, the evil that Scheler admits as a real object is for Aquinas an ontological

impossibility. | ,
. 4]

Let us now return to Scheler and see why his phenomenological approach brings

about a contr?diction .

III

t
— !

) |
Scheler's phenomenological attitude can be viewed,. as he himself says, as .
.. f
"the most radical empiricism and pos:Ltiv:i.sm".m2 Only the facts that are intuited
immediately in our experience of the world are relevant to ph'enomeﬁology,\ ‘only

what is intuitively in an act of experiencing (even if this should point to a ‘

a
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content beyond itself) - never anything that is meant as a content outside of, or

n103 This attitude excludes all

separated from, such an act - can belong to it.
forms of reasoning such as deduction and 1nduction,‘ since ‘the conclusions that we
obtain from these will At:ranscend the intuitional contents, the '"pure®™ facts of this
experience, It is precisely because these facts are indépendent of induction and
deduction that Scheler can call “them "a priori" or "pure"’f‘acts, or, since they can
nei.ther be perfected or improved by observation or reasoning, they can also be
labelled "absolute".

But without ratiocination, intuition is of crucial importance for phenome-

‘nology. It is through the content of an immediate intuition that these pure or

phenomenological facts come to givenness, that is, that we become comscious of
them. It is through this intuition that the phenomena of our experience become
knowledge. Pi’\enomenologi‘cal intuition, can rightly be called "phenomenological
experience", ' That which intuition furnishes is the determ)inate or, in a narrow
sense, :Ln’r.elligible "what" , namely essences and essential conne;(ions. For this
reason, Scheler also call’s this intuition "essential intuiting". All facts in
this intuition are either essences or their interconnec‘tions, and "either this
‘what' is intuited and, hence, 'self'-given... or this 'what'is not intuited and,

b
hence, not given".loa

-
-

These essences that phenomenology in general claims tt: intuit are of the
objects which are given in the act of perception, such as seeing. Scheler's.
novelty consists in the claim that this sphere of intuitable essences and their
interconnexions alsg includexs values. Values, however, are not objects of per-
ception as are the things of nature and their properties Rel Schgler claims that
values are given in a special act called "feeling', and, moreover, in the feeling

of loving or hating. As he says,

©OWO wadikt A
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The actual seat of the entire value-a priori (including the
moral & priori) - is the value-cognition or value-intuition

, that comes to the, fore in feeling, basically in love and
hate, as well as the "moral cognition"” of the interconnexions’
of values, i.e., their '"being-higher™ and "being-lower".
This cognition occurs in special functions and acts which 105
are toto caelo different from all perception and thinking.

But how justified are his novel claims? Can phenomenology intuit good and
evil as ;ell as all the other valﬁes? We have just seen that traditional meta-
physics rationally deduces a hierarchy of values - and not without effort - and,
how jdzgément is the necessary condition for the valuation of any beiné in tﬁis
hierarchy. Evil is thereby reduced to nothing and '‘as a consequence it cannot be
in logical conflict with the eiistence of'ih; Summum Bonum. Scheler, on the other
hand, claims to intuit a hierarchy of real Jalués, to intuit evil as well as good

i

and the other values: '"'the order of the ranks of values can never be deduced

06 As he insists, "The value itself always must be intuitively given

107

. ]
or derived".

or must refer back to that kind of givenness'". If values dre intuited, are

values given to the same intuition as essence? Can values then still be treated

as essences, that ig, are values essences?
3
A

A) One way fo answer our question is by formulatﬁng a test which we yould apply
to values to see whefher they qualify as essences. Such a test would determine
whether values have some essential factor that all essences must have. If values
uére found not to have it, then they could not be re;arded as essences. This
would mean that Galue; could ngt be given in essential intuiting. Is there such
an essential factor, and do values possess it?

1

It must be said at the outset that the essences of Scheler's phenomenology

are not the essences -of metaphysics. For the latter, an essence is what is signi-

fied by the definitiong it is that by which something is what it is, that is to

say, it is a limitation of esse as pointed out earlier. Since a definition can

.
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refer to many individual things which it -cas éncompass through its meaning so

that they fall under it, essences, when abstracted by our minds, are universal concepts.
They are universals existing only in our minds or in the mind of God, or even
"separately"” as the Platonic ideas. '

But to conclude in this way that an essence is a universal is a deductive
procedure or needs at least induction. Scheler's essences, if they are to hsve
epistemological certainty, cannot be regarded as universals unless thi; "universality",
is actually given in phenomenological yexperience. Nor can they be regarded as

particulars unless this too is given. As he says,

The differences between universal and particular meanings come

about only in relationto the objects in which an essence comes to
- . the -fore. Thus, an essence becomes universal if it comes to the

fore in a plurality of otherwise different objects as an identical

essence: in all and everyting that 'has' or 'bears' this essence.

The essence can, on the other hand, also constitute the nature

of an individual thing without ceasing to be such an essence.

»

Nor, moreover, can Scheler's essences be definitions in the sense used above
or in any seunse that views definitions as conveying more information than a2 mere
description of the thing. If the a priori belongs wholly to the given and the
sphere of facts, then the a priori character of the essences of phenomenology meaés
that phenomenology itself is a purely descriptive endeavour. What is outside the
;phere of facts is gxtirpated from consideration. This attempt at making phenome-

nology presuppositionless, and hence to give its results certainty, must exclude

the attempt to define things. such as by genus and difference which relates the

species to an abstract formal cause not immediately found in the content of an

intuition. If we keep within the realm of the given, we would be using for our

-

definition the very concepts we are trying to define. As Scheler remarks, 'con-

cerning concepts, however, which are a priori because they find their fulfill-

ment in essential intuiting, there is the criterion that in attempting to define

RO
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them, we are inevitably trapped in a circulus in demonstrando." What, then .
are -.the gssences of Scheler's phenomenology? 2 .

Recalling that phenomenology is a descriptive endeavour, its results must
A . . L — <
be "déscriptions” of the given. They must also be a priori even though they are
in the sphere of facts of an immediate intuition. This means that .
I » . ] I3 k3
In phenomenological experience, nothing is meant that is not
given, and nothing is given that is not meant. It is precisely
in this coincidence of the "meant" and the "given" that the
content of phenomenological experience alone becomes manifest.
In this coincidence, in the very meeting point of fulfillment
of what is meant and what is given, the phenomenon appears.
Whenever the givgn surpasses what is meant, or whenever what
is meant is not given ™tself", and is therefore incomplete, . .
there is no pure phenomenological experience. ,///

Essences, therefore, must be the meanings that are given in intuition, which are

both in a sense "descriptive" and yet a priori. As he says, "essences are ideal

units of meaning: '"we designate as 'a priori' all those ideal units of meaning

and those propositions that are self-given by way of an immediate intuitive con-

I8

tent in the absence of any kind of positing of subjects that think them and of

the real nature of those subjects, and in the absence of any kind of positing of

objects to which such units of meaning are applicable".ll] Scheler calls essences

. . . ol .
*ideal" not simply because they are ideas that are’immanent to consciousness.
When phenomenology was described as a radical empiricism, this we saw meant that

phenomenoclogy.is an attempt to acquire certain knowledge from the emprical world
4

.

of facts which, from the natural or ordinary standpoint, is characterised by contin-
gency and change. It is in fact this contingency and change that makes the knowledge
of the real world uncertain - that is a posteriori. The intui;ed essences, therefore,

must be necessary in so far as propositions about them are necessarily true:

N
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... the truth of propositions that find their fulfillment in

v such essences is totally independent of the entire sphere of

' observation and description, as well as of what is established
in inductive experience. This truth is also independént,
quite obviously, of all that enters into causal explanation.
It can neither be verified nor refuted by this kind of 'expe-
rience'. )

Neither are they amendable or changeable by this experience since they are

"a priori 'given' 'prior' to all experience (of this kind’)".“3

Not conformpi
to the exigences of the real empirical world, they stand out as non-efipirical 2

114

objects having no piace in space and time. Like the objects of logic they

- are "ideal ideas" in the Platonic sense. So although meanings are ideal, they

are to be found in the phenomenoclogical experienceyof the world. "Whatever is

. N ' g . 1 13 3
a priori glven rests on "experience’', as does everything else given to us by

. v . . . w)I5
'experience’' in the sense of observation and induction.

’

But what are meanings? Restricting ourselves to the sense of the term as
it is used in ,phenomenology, the following remarks taken from Gerd Brand's comments
on Husserl's later manuscripts.”6jf1ects "Scheler's position. 1In his manuscripts

Husserl remarked: }'I experience things, I do not experience 'meaning of Being' |

(Seinssinn), things as meaning".”7 Brand explains this by pointing out that,

... although it is true that in experiencing things "only", we do
not experience them as meaning, we nevertheless experience them yet
in their meaning. Whenever we experience an object, we experience
it as what it is; and this object is what itﬁsa in the "whence" and
"whither” of the functioning intentionality.

That a being jhas meaning signifies that we understand it. This
understanding can be made the subject matter of our investigation
by thematizing the being itself. This is why Husserl says: 'being
as such has its most original existential meaning as ‘'the me'".
And in so doing we are no longer simply occupied with being only,
'3 ‘ but we make that being into our theme. For Husserl "theme” means'’
) * planning to explicate something. Because being has meaning and
thus is already a possible theme, being itself, even taken in the
way in which it is given)in the simplest experience, always implies
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the demand of realising this possibility, of delivering its
meaning - horizon from-anonymity:

I f -

But it is not our functioning intentionality that creates meaning.

There is no meaning-less being just as there is no objectless
meaning. That a being has meaning means that it is objective,
given, intsitable, but also that as such it is only on the
basis of our functioning intentionality which gives it its
ground. .

Furthermor&, Husserl had already established that apprehending essences requires

a procedure. As he explained, . <:w

~
... in general the methpd which is a basic part of the method
of eidetic science generally is ong of going forward step by .
step. The particular intuitions which minister to.the appre-
hension of the essence may already be sufficiently clear to
render possible a completely clear grasp of some essential
generality, and yet not so adequate as to satisfy the main
intention; there ig a lack of clearness as regards the closer
definitions of the interwoven essences; thus we need to scru-
- tinize our illustrative instances more closely or to contrive
others that are better suited, in which the pertinent single
feature left confused and obscure standsout_and can then be
transformed into data of the clearest kind.

These excerpts show that Scheler followed the generaf trend in Husserl's

o
phenomenology and his views on meaning. The essence does not come forth in full
' .
clarity from the very outset of %Fs being given in intuition. It must be inves-
tigated so that it may become progressively u@derstood; until its meaning emerges
‘in its plenitude. This means that meaning is const}ucted"steb by step" as it
makes its appearance in consciousness. However, these meanings are not construc-
ted arbitrarily by the supject but constructed according to the meaning itself
as it unfolds in its horizon. "We cannot separate the object f;om its horizonm,"
as Brand explains, "the ego from the ;orld, the subject from the object; nor can

we ask ourselves how it is possible that they Qre so closely connected, because

in that case, too, we relinquish the principle of all principles, that is, the
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principle of the original intuition, and posit an object on one side antl a sub-

w122 The unity of meaning that Scheler speaks about, then,

ject on the other.
is that aspect of the object, that thread, as it werg, which ieeps together the
.various parts of the meaning in the progress of its being understood. This ungty
of the esséﬁce is itself given in its meaning. And if meanings are constructed,
then they must have parts which'are nevertheless unitied according to the essence.

Scheler observes that when phenomenological experience reaches the essence "itself"

it attains "the prelinguistically given which is, as it were, still untouched

by language, and, thus, the (the phenomenologist) sees what aspect of the given

123 But in constructing the meaning,

functions as a mere fulfillment of language".
L 4

°

language is used "both as an instrument of discovery and as a means for exhibit-

wié

oy

ing results. Yet is must not be forgotten that phenomenology "uses language

only in order to bring to sight that which is essentially indeterminable by any

125

possible symbol because it is determined in itself and by itself." Although

language is used to construct the meaning, to bring out the "determinateness ¥,
the essences or their interconnections are not dependent on it. Thus, since es-

sences are a priori "given", "the propositions that find their fulfillment in

126

]
them are a priori 'true'". "A proposition is only a priori true (or false)

-

insofar as it finds its fulfillment in such 'facts'. The concept 'thing' and
the intuited 'thingness', the concept equality and the intuited equality, or the

being-equal (as distinguished from the being-similar), etc., must be clearly

distinguished".]27

From this discussion, we can draw one inevitable conclusion: one of the
characteristics of essentiality, according to the phenomenological attitude, is

- that the essence must have parts. Phenomenology requi;es this "step by step”
1)

intentional 'penetration' of the- essence. What has no parts cannot

constructed.

1
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Therefore, it cannot be a phénomenologically intuitable essence. With this es-
I3 - . . ' 1] 13 g
sential factor of essentiality, we have established a criterion to enable us to

answer our earlier question as to whether values are essences. If so, values

have to have parts.
D

Although we have been primarily concerned with individual,essences as inde-

pendent units of meaning, we have noted after Husserl and Scheler that there are

always interconnexions among essences. Individual essences are independent only
L J

insofar as their meaning is independent of the meaning of another essence. When

we examine any thing, we find that it has many parts to it. Phenomenologically

speaking, when we divide it we find that it is.comprised of many individual es-

sences which are interconnected to form a gnity which we call a "thing'". When

the thing is given to intuition, the essence "thingn;ss" is itself intuited.

This essence "establishes” the unity of the various parts, (that is essences)

that comprise this thing. As Scheler says, thingness is "the essence of the form
128

of unities". A thing then, will have its particular essence, but it will also

"bear" other essences as is symbolised through the act of predicaticén. The unity

- of all these parts constitutes the thing's thingness which, therefore, is the

foundation for the interconnexions between the parts.
All this is true if one regards an object as a thing. A pure thing is value-

less; it has no value. But an object may also be regarded as a value-thing, that

is, as a good; or, it may even be regarded as both, as a valuable thing. /Z;\\\\\-/’

Scheler explains, - "

.

From the point of view of the originality of the genesis we
‘ prefer to say that in the natural view of the world, real :
objects are "at first" neither pure things nor pure goods,
but "complexes" (Sachen), i.e., things insofar as ‘they are
of value (and essentlally useful ); d that from this
intermediate field, as it were, the collection moving
towards pure things (with deliberate setting aside of all

e e e e ae a L R -
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values) and towards pure goods ig%th deliberate s i b

aside of all thingness) begins.

+
I

* in the sense that it must first be a thing in order for it to be-a good. The

4

e ' existence of either depends exclusively on how one chooses to form the collec-

tion of complexes. Just as thingness guidéh the formation of a thing, so it
O

is value that guides'gﬁe formation of a value-thing, that is, a good. A thigg

may have value, but it is not formed.by the value.: "A natural thing of pe{-

'ﬂ" 13 . 3 n\
ception may be.a bearer of certain values, and in this gense a valuable thing.

But insofar as its{?nity as 'thing' is comstituted not by the unity of a value-

t
. quality but by a value that we fortuitously find on the thing, it is not yet a
: . Y

’goodl"

contrary, goods are totally permeated by values'.

130

not founded on a thiing

3

A good must be totally permeated by, a value. bFor, according to the

.

essence of a good, its value does not appear to be situated on a thing; on the

131

v But if goods are not founded on things; then on what is the unity of a good -

founded? This, for Scheler is founded on the value that guides the formation of

the good.

s .
ties or value-complexes which is founded in a specific basic value".

As he explains, "a good represents a ?tﬁinglike' unity of Qalue-quali-

132

The unity of a value guides the synthesis of all other qualities

. of a good - other value qualities as well as those which do not

represent such qualities, such as colors and forms in the case

< .
. of material goads. The un%}y of a good has its foundation in a
- , specifi¢ value that fills, as it were, the 'location' of thifg-
., ness (but does not represent it). Therefore, in a world of the’
same qualities things could be quite different from what _they
are, and yet the world of goods could remain the same.
—
If a thing or a good is a unity of qualities or complexes, then it would
“ « H
& seem that each of these has parts. In the case of a thing, the uhity of its
' parts is founded on its "thingness". Thingness, then, has several parts to its
[ »
. ‘ . :
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meaning and essence. For it must have withip its essence the various aspects
which guide into’a unity the various parts of a thing. This can be seen if we

consider that the unity of a thing is characterised by the various interconnexions

that exist among the parts of the thing. It is not the existence of the parts

but the existence of the interconnexions among the parts that forms the unity

a

of the thing. Thingness, then, is a source of the unifying interconnexions.
Without certain parts there is no need for certain interconnexions. For thig
reason, removing one part of the thing does not necessarily destroy it. Nor does

dividing a thing into its parts, that is analysing the thing, destroy it. We

can always .investigate phenomenologically each part of the thing without the thing

. s . .13
being destroyed. This is so because -the connexions among the parts remain. 4

Thingness, therefore, has parts. And this is verifiable in the concrete thing.

.
®

But can the same be said about value? Is the unity of 2 good constituted
by a value in the saqg yay as a thing by its thingness? For Scheler there is &

an important dlfferen%‘eketween the unity of 2 thing and the unity of a good:

. >

The difference between unities of things and goods becomes clear »
when we consider that a good is destructible, for instance,
apart from the destruction of the thing representing the same
real object, e.g., a work of art (a painting) whose colors fade. .
Also, a thing can be divided, but the same real object as a
'good' is not divided but annihilated; or it may be that such
a division does not affect the object's character as a good,
namely, when the division pertains only to unessential factors.
Thus, changes in goods are not identical with changes in they
: same real objects as things and vice versa. 7

Here we see that there is a sharp contrast between the unity of a thing and’
the unity of a good. Whereas we can remove or modify parts of a thing without
necessarily annihilating it, this capnot be done with a good. To remove or modify

parts in a good would mean that it is divisible into such parts. As this example

illustrates, a fading colour in a work of art will annihilate'it as a value-thing. as

o e ————
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Scheler himself has admitted, then,/goods are indivisible while things are *
diirisii:le. A good cannot be broken down into parts even conceptually, and yet’
still remain a good. Thu‘s, the unity of a thing differs from the unity of a good
vin that a thing is a divisible unity, whereas the unity of a good admits of no’
division. v '

\

Without parts, goods are fundamentally different from things. Goods cannot

-

be reduced to things even though things bear values. Scheler, then, is quite
misleading to speak of a good as having "'thinglikeness' not 'the' thing”, 136
or as a thinglike unity of qualities or complexes, which seems to suggest that
Lhese qualities or complexes are parts of a good. Things cannot be compared to
goods. Although primordially one can speak of complexes or qualities as parts,

these parts put together into a unity through interconnexions do not constitute
b .

a good but rather constitute a thing. Otherwise, as we said; a good could be divided

into these parts. A good as a good must be one, unanalysable unity as the example

of the painting shows. The unity pf a good, then, admits of no p'arts.

I1f, as we said, the unity of a good (or i11) is founded on a basic value,

then a unique characteristic of this unity - its indivisibility ~ also comes from
the founding value (or disvalue). "This value itself must be non-divisible, or
otherwise it would 'give various aspects to a good according to the values' parts
were it to have any. It is no wonder, then, that for Scheler, values seemed to
be not definable - having "parts" is a requisite for a definition in any sense
of the term -:
It is entirely certain that, for example, the aesthetic values ,
which correspond to the terms pleasant,.charming, sublime, \
beautiful, etc., are not simple conceptual terms that find their
fulfillment in the common qualities of the things which are
bearers of these values. This is shown by the simple fact that

each time we attempt to detarmine such 'common properties', we
‘find our hands empty. Only when we have already classified ’
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things according to a non-axiological concept can an attempt

to grasp such common properties - of pleasant vases or flowers
or noble horses, for examp}le - have success. Values of this
kind are not definable.13 ' -

In other words, he even admitted that a value has the "unity of an axiological

concept”. 138 . .

Goods or values, then, are not constructs of meaning; hence, they are not

essences in the phenomenological sense. They are not given to essential intuiting

As a phenomenologist, Scheler departs from
L]

phenomenclogy's common notion of givenness. When he states that "goods and things

Coe ot . 13 .
have the same originality of givenness" 9, he seems to overlook the difference.

as an a priori or an "absolute".

'

He should perhaps distinguish between the givenness of a thing and the givenness

of a higher order, that is, the givenness of values. 1In short, values, such

B

as good and evil, are not objects of phenomenological research.
B) Does this mean that the rank of values is not an object of phenomenological

investigation? In a remark that is relevant to our question, E. Gilson while
S

discussing the traditional definition of truth in terms of the likeness of the

known object to that of the knowledge of the mind, once said that "Likeness is

always a matter of comparison and therefore of degree and approximation."“’o

: ’ . 4
This means that "transcendental trutl' obtains to a greater or lesser degree.] ]
But even though metaphysically one can speak of degrees of truth as one does

of degrees of being, things are what they are. A thing either has a certain

essence or it does not. Essences, whether for metaphysics or for phenomenology,

We saw that for.phenomenological intuition, "'What' this

. sos . . 14
intuition gives cannot be given to a lesser or greater degree...". 2 For pheno- °

.
menology, then, truth must be reduced to essential interconnexions. For that

admit of no degrees.

reason it cannot have a doctrine of th#Z degrees of truth, just as it cannot have
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a doctrine of the degrees of being. ’Phenonﬂnology does not khow esse because it is
appropriated in a degree according to the essence. Metaphysics and phenomenology
operate on different‘}'eahs of reality.

| Then should we say that the goods Scheler is speaking of are essences in the
traditional metaphysical sense? As. the metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas made mani-
fest,‘it belongs to the nature of good to admit of degrees, just as there are
degrees of being. We call some things good because we assert that 'th;re is for
them a certain likeness, a likeness in terms of value. We saw that God is the
"standard" of measure of value.in that the more a being has a likeness to God,
the greater is its goodness and hence the greater its value. A thing is valu”able
because it has goodnes's. Scheler also stressed this Point by calling a good a
"vaiue-thing" (Wertedinge) as distinguished from a mere’ "ttgit'ng—v.alue".M3 But
fc;r metaphysics, not every thing has the same degree of value, that is to say,

the same yalug. . Some things have more value and others have less. For Scheler,

what corresponds to the degrees of value in the metaphysical sense is expressed

- differently because phenomenology cannot tolerate such expressions as "degrees

of value'., For him, the d‘egree of value had to be expressed in terms of the a

priori and he had to say that some values are "higher" while others are "lower"

with respect to each d‘ther, forming a rank of values. This means that a good thing
has more value if it bears a "higher" value, that is, when its .good is founded on
»

& "higher" value. With the nature of good, then, there goes a hierarchy of values.

The intuition of the rank of values goes also against the phenomenological

“attitude as does the intuition of the value itself. When Scheler says that ''the

height of a value is 'given', by virtue of its essence, only in the act of pre-

44

fer:f::i.ﬂg"l does he speak as a phenomenologist? Were values phenomenologically

intuitable, he would be correct in saying that,

F.
e
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One must not assume that the™eight of a value is "felt™ in
the same manner as the value itself, and that the higher value
is subsequently "preferred” or "placed after". Rather, the
height of a value is "given'" by virtue of its essence, only
in the act of preferring.
equates this preferring yith '"choosing" in general, i.e., an
act of conation. Without\doubt, choosing must be grounded in
the cognition of a higher value, for we chodse that purpose
among others which has its foundation %n a higher value. But
"sreferring" occurs in the absence of all conationr,’choosing,

and willing. For instance, we can say, "I prefer roses to car-
‘nations," without thinking of a choice. All ''choosing" takes

place between different deeds. By contrast, preferring also
occurs with regard to any of the goods and values.

Whenever this'is denied, one falsely

Scheler's use of preferring

as phenomenolqgist.

not take, namely, valuation?

preference, then what is this act? Does it have any other function than to give

and choosing is the camouflage of his embarrassment

Does he not try to introduce into phenomenology what it can-

If indeed value height or measure is grasped in

the height of value as Scheler seems to imply? If by judgement is meant the af-

firmation or denial of a certain relation between two things or aspects or rea-

lity, then to prefer is to j

udge.“‘6 The meaning of "preferring" itself suggests

that there is some judgement of value. Thus, Scheler is correct to point out the.

difference between preference and choice, but he confuses the "givenness" in pre-

ferring with judgement.

But how does ome deliberate? Does not a deliberation lead to a conclusion? _Does

not such a conclusion indicate which value is higher, that is, is conscious

Indeed, he even says that,

As an act, "preferring" must be sharply distinguished from
its kind of realisation. The realisation may consist in
the special activity that we experience in its execution.
This is the case in a clearly conscious preferring, ac-
companied b{ha “deliberation", among several values given
in feeling. 7 )

¢

1

preferring not a judgement as to which value is higher? -
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If the value ranks are not intuitable phenomenologically, then Scheler, in

his Der Formalismus... must be doing metaphysics to arrive at these value ranks.

Although as we said earlier Scheler claims that value ranks cannot be derived

or deduced rationally, nevertheless he gives us a phenomenologically obtained
"critér@ological principle" that "can bring us nearer to the meaning of j%eing-
higher'", and from which certain criteria for the height of value can be derived:

"I assert it to be an essential interconnexion that values given in immediate

intuition 'as higher' are values that are given as nearer to absolute values in
148

feeling and preferring (and not by way of deliberationy'. The followingf%x-

.

cerpt illustrates what he means by "relative" ang, "absolute™:

. We cagnnot assume that God, like men and animals, has a lived
experience of all values of the agreeable. 1In this particular
sense I maintain that the wvalues of the agreeable and dis-
agreeable are "relative” to a "sensibly feeling being", just
as the values '"noble and vulgar" are relative to "living

\ beings"” in general. In strict contrast to this, however, I
maintain that absolute values are those that exist in "pure"
feeling (and preferring and loving), i.e., they exist in a

type of feeling that is independent of the nature of sensibil-
ity and of life as such .49 4

Scheler cahnot deéfine the terms "absolute" and ‘"relative™ with reference to a

phenomenological description. We see here again that phenomenology cannot intuit

values. Then what he may mean by these terms is rather their relation to the
cognising agent. But in this case, the cognising agent, that is man, has to be
‘so conceived as to be able to intuit degrees of values. There is of course a

relation between the nature of the being that grasps the value and the nature
J

of the value that is grasped. As he says,

Y, .
The basic mutual interconnexion between the act and its
correlate implies that we must not presuppose any objective -
existence of values and their types (let alone of real :
goods that bear values of a certain kind) unless we can

v
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find types of acts and functions belonging to the experience
of such types of values. For instance, for a non-sensible
being there are no values of the agreeable.150

Scheler definitely steps over the boundary of phenomenology when he asserts that
beings that are less material (i.e. sensible) are more capable of grasping the
absolute. This is rather an Augustinian notion. 151 Scheler is unwittingly
doing a kind of ;netaphysics.

For instance, let usrtake the example of endurance: "it is the hi'.gher
values (and wot goods) that, in their relation to lower values, are given as
'enduring’' by a phenomenal necessity. ‘'Endurance' is, of course, basically an

<

absolute and qualitative phenomenon of time".152 But, to assert a relation be-

’

tween two values is to make a judgement: '"the lowest values are at the same time
Judg

essentially the most 'transient ones'; the highest values, at the samt time 'eter-
153

nal' ones". The eternal ones are the highest because they are less bound to

time, and closer to the eternally existing Being, Who is also the highest value.

2
The highest values are those that participate in God's eternity and hence, their

~ f

height can be measured by their de‘gree of endurance. .

We frequently come across Scheler's metaphysical excursions in his Der Forma-

lismus...: "I maintain," he writes, '"that a value B is the 'foundation' of a s |
»
value A if a certain value A can only be given on the condition of the givenness

of a certain value B, and this by virtue of an essential lawful necessity. If

this is so, the 'founding' value, i.e., the value B, is in each case the ‘'higher' Cove
value. Thus the value of what is 'useful! is 'founded' in the value of what is '

n134 If we continue this line of reasoning to {ts ultimate conclu-

'agreeable’.

sion, then all lower values would be founded on a highest value. As he himself

concludes, -"all possible .values are 'founded" in,the value of an infinitely

personified spirit and its correlative 'world of luezls'."ISS
7

But is this not
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another way of restgting the conclusion of Aquinas' me&aphysics that God i; the
source of all value, and that wiFhout God there could not be values? Eliminate
the "infinitely personified spirit" and you eliminate all value;, Without the
phenomenclogical intuition of values, Scheler rationally ded;ces spe hier;rchy
of values, and was therefore practisihg metaphysics. '

Were values objects of phenomgnologicaf research, Sch?let could easily deny
all of this. He had assumed that values and their rank are intuitable and pro-
ceedea accordingly even giving plenty of consideration to showing that the rank

® .

of values is not a déduction using judgements. This should have meant that were
.
phenomenology able to intuit-walues, then it should also be able to reveal theo
rank of values and its specifications in a coherent manner. We say 'should'
because the doctrine, in point of fact, is incoherent when taken from the point

of view of phenomenology itself. This in itself suggests phenomenology's ina-

bility to deal with values or their rank:

v

»*

. 4 s,
As we saw, it belongs to thes very essence of value to be higher or lower!?

In the totality of the realm of values there exists a singular
order, an "order of ranks' that all, values possess among
N themselves. It is because of this that a value is "higher"
or "lower" than another one. Thik order lies in the essence
of values themselves, as does #hé difference between "positive"
and 'negative' values. It Eoes not simply belong to 'values
known" by us. ., .

Again, there are "a priori essential interconnexions between the higher and lower

S~
levels of a value and its other essential properties".}57 Yet, even if "the

height of a value is given 'in' preferring, this height is nevertheless a ref;-

%

tion in the essence of the values’ concerned. Therefore, the 'ordered ranks of

values' are themselves absolutely invariable..."158

“Now, in the 3gtaphysics of Thomas Aquinas, we saw how privations are always
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defined in terms of Fhe positive thing or being which they are meant to‘deprive.,
For example, blindness is the lack of sight; ugliness is the lack\of beauty; the
unholy is the privation of the holy, and so forth. But Scheler, as wé saw,
claims that positive and negative values such as these exist &s "objects™. It .
is here that a difficulty arises.: %ince ip the tbtality oé values there exists
a singular order of ranks that all values possess among themselves, negativg

values are included in this order. Scheler explains that "a priori relations

obtain as an order of ranks among the systems of value qualities of non-formal

values which we call modalities. They constitute the non-formal a priori proper

159

- .
in the intuition of values and the intuition of preferences". A value modality .

constitutes value of a specific type which ranges from its positive to its nega-
tive value, e.g., from the agreeable to the disagreeable. Si@i}é?i;:/the essence o /
L]

of the other values differ from these in such a way as to be correlated to vital

EY

feelings, and these constitute vital Galues, é.g., those ranging from the vulgar
to the noble. The realm of spiritual values also constitutes another modality,
e.g., values ranging from the ugly to the beautiful; another modality constitutes

values ranging from the holy to the unholy. Among these modalities tﬁsse is an

a priori relation:

oo

... these modalities have their own a priori order of ranks
that precedes their series of qualities. This order of value-
ranks is valid for the goods of correlative values because

- ¢ it is valid for the values of goods. The order is this:

" the modality of vital values is higher than that of the
agreeable and the disagreeable; the modality of spiritual
values is higher than that of vital values; the modality
of holy is higher than that of spiritual values.d

'

But does this mean, e.g., that the value "unholy" is higher than the value

"beautiful” ?- Is not a positive value meant to be higher than a negative one

f

in "proper preference'? Qught not a good person place a negative value after

7
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a positive one? "The affirmative is indeed suggested by the context of Scheler's
views: "The proposition that the agreeable is preferable to the disagreeable

(ceteris paribus) is not based on observation and induction. The preference

lies in the essential contents of these values as well as in the nature of

sensible feelings."l6]

But if so, what is the rank of the negative value
'unholy' in a&: example? Where is it to be placed in the hierarchy of values?
We cannot place it higher than the beautiful, yet Scheler says that the modality
of values ranging from the unholy to the holy is higher than that of the ugly/
beautiful.

Scheler's writings do not suggest any solutioﬁ to this probleg. Could a
possible solution be to have negative values to be lower values, and positive
values to be higher? If so, at what point would lower values become negative,
or how low could a value be for there to still remain a value? Again, the dif-
ficulty is inpsurmountable. Another solution, and this time more radical, uould‘

be to have two hierarchies, one for positive, and 3pe for negative values, the

former originating, say, from God, the other from %hg author of evil, as seems
. )

to be suggested by his earlier metaphysics where, as we saw, the devil is intro-

duced as the cause of evil. But this not only contradicts his assertion of a
single hierarchy which he claims to be a priori given, but it is also unsatis-
factory because it leads to our original difficulty, viz. to the question of

whether negative values are "real objects": all negative values as real  existing

.

objects are incompatible with the assertion of an all good God who created a
single hierarchy of values. It is unfortunate that Scheler shrinks away from

the problem of the "t:heor’y"‘62 of ordered ranks of values saying: "a more de-
tailed attempt to found these propositions cannot be undertaken at this point".|63
If we put aside for a moment the distinction thati Scheler makes between

goods and values, wegcan see that Aquinas' way of dealing with disvalues as

ol -~
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privationsh of esse could be a solution to the problem: Had Scheler looked at
‘negative. values as privations of the positive, a single ﬁ)iéi'archy of positive
values would be left. In this case, negaéive values would not be existing
values, and cherefore,‘th;re would be literally nothing to place in this hierar--
chy. Everything save negative values 'could remain untouched.

But this solution is a metaphysical one and it is not possible for pheno-
menology. Scheler accepts into his phenomenology of values the a priox"i axiome
that relate values to existence and non—existence which were originally disco-
vered by Brentano. According to the second one, '"the non-existence of a posi-

164

tive value is itself a negative value". Since such a non—-existence is what

is otherwise called "a privation", this means that where there is a privation

of positive value, there will eéexist a negative value, that is, there is always

.

a value albeit a negative one. A doctrine of the privation of any value, which
is required for the above solution, cannot be incorporated into Scheler's pheno-

menology. Since Scheler was- unwittingly doing metaphysics, he should have pur-

.

sued his investﬁigations by using metaphysics in the first place.

)
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CONCLUSION
4

(A) The unfortuna.te consequence of phenomenology's inability to invesiiéate values
and their ranks is that Scheler is unable to investigate man himself as esseffe
_ (absolute) using phenomenology. But this shortcoming does not seem to hinder him
" from making other important contributions to ethics; one of them is the nqtion of
person. Without inquiring into their validity as conclusions of a phenomenological

investigation, Scheler makes the important observations_that,

*~

... the person is not a thing; nor does the person possess the nature
of thingness, as is, necessarily the case with all value things. As a
concrete unity of all possible acts, the person is ouside the sphere
of all possible 'objects' (including the objects of internal or ex-
ternal perception, i.e., psychic or physical objects); the person is,
above.all, outside the entire sphere of thingness, which is a part of
the 6;’8 of objects. The person exists solely in the pursuance of his
acts. '

This last 'poinc is part of a long tradition \{hich views man as being essentiall};
constituted by his at;f:ions.l66 In the Aristotelian School, for instance, we saw in
the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas that man's essence is to be found in his rationality.
But rationality is one aspect of man's soul albeit the dominant one; here Thomas
-accepts the ancient Greek notion of the soul as the source of motion o.::r that which-
produces movement., .Man is thus the being that acts by virtue of the soul. The
peculiarity of his ISOul is its rationality; man fullfills his essence when his actions
are rational. Expressed metaphysically, an existing man is not his potent.ialities,
for these do not really exist until they become actualised in action. Existing man
is his actualities; his actions characterise him. But actions, as we saw for Thomas,
are also always directed to an end or goal. When man acts freely, he alcts for a
good. As we said, only those actions that are free can properly be called human, and’
merit praise or blame and actions that are in confomityt with reason can be called

free and good.

But for Scheler, man's essence is not to be found primarily in his rationality.




o ey e e . trw s s R R L A i o RN ) L P B - e

19}

-47-

Yet man is still characterised for him by his actions. He would agree that those
pétions that are free are always directed to an end or goal. As he explains, there

is a certain conation or striving (Streben) that at any moment wells up in a man, -

“and by virtue of which his actions are directed to a goal: "'Conation' here designa~
tes from all having of objects (representation, sensation, perception), as well as
from all feeling (Fuhlen) (feelings (Gefuhlen), etc.).’"166 But the goal of “conation”

is not a thing as such, or its picture-like representation in consciousness:

.
B

With respect to any "goal', two components must be distinguished: the
value—component and the picture-component. They are peculiarly related
in that in conation the picture-component can be entirely absent or
present in all degrees of '"distinctness'" and "clarity" when, at the same
time, the value component is already given in a manner that is perfectly
clear and distinct. Hence, the ontic relation between them is such that
the value-component founds the picture component; that is, the picture-
component is differentiated auxrdinf to its possible suitability to the
vealisation of the value-component.

o

.
¢
.

i
The goal of conation, then;’tj}the value-aspect of the goal:

The contents, range and differentiation of our lived conations are in no
case distinctly dependent on the contents, range, and differentiation of
our intellectual activity of representation and thinking. The latter
posgesses its own origin and level of meanings. This implies, second,
ghat the picture-contents of conation are not its "primary" but, as we
have shown, its "secondary' contents, which are selected in terms of
value-contents from possible "contents" of "consciousness-of-something"
not yet differentiated by '"conation" and "representation'. Only those
picture-contents that can become the carriers of such a value-content
enter into the 'goal" of conation as a picture-content.

Thus, even in the case of pleasure, what is striven for as goal is value of pleas-

ure, not the pleasure itself: "Not the pleasure but its value is the immediate con-

l".169 For®in those cases where pleasure 1s the goal of conation,

170

tent of the goa
*

it is in terms of its value or disvalue that pleasure is intended". This means .

that a goal is also definitely distinguishable from its purpose:
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.»» the purposes of willing are, first of all, the represented

" contents (of a somewhat variable kind) of poals of conation. That
is, what distinguishes "purpose" from a mere ""goal", which is al-
ready given "in" conation itself, and its directionm, 'is_the fact
that a goal-content (i.e., content already given as a goa 1 is
conation) is represented in- a special act. It-is only in the
phenomenon of "withdrawing" from conative consciousness toward
representing consciousness, as well as .toward representing com-
prehension of the goal-content given in conation, that the
conscilousness of purposes comes to a realisation. Anything that is
called purpose of the will therefore presupposes the representation
of a goal! Nothing can become purpose that was not first a goal!

" The purpose is grounded in the goal! ...171

Thus, even purposes of willing are founded on values, and therefore so is choice in-

~

sofar as we will to choose according to such a purpose. For "the purpose in willing

originates in an act of choosiﬁg, whose occurence is based on value-goals of given

conations and has its foundation in these value-contents through the act of»p{e-

172

ferring among them'. As he continues,

v

3
For it is far from being the case that the mostbasicvalue—difference,&
among human beings is to be seen in what they posit as purposes in
terms of choices, This difference 1ies, rather,in the vaiue-contents-
as well as in their structural relations given already in terms of drives
(and automatically) -among which alone men must choose and according to
which they must posit purposes. Value-contents and their relations fonm
the possible field for the positing of purposes. Of course, one ~can—
not immediately call "inclinations", conation, and welling up .
(Aufstreben) (in our sense) "good"; rather, it is the act of willing in
which we choose the (feelably) higher value from the values J'given" in
conations that we call good. However, this value is already the "higher

value" in: conations themselvgs, and %no means does this height .originate .

in the value's relation to willing.

.

o

man's actions. Everything that man freely does, all his accomplishmentf, are di-
rectly related to value. Even his knowledge is subordinated undér his culture and

ethos which.in turn are founded on value and an order of value rank. To speak of man

For Scheler, then,the cognition of value and its height is presupposed in all

is to speak of "value-being", as it were. Man's essence is directly related to 'val-

ues, for man is-not a .thing, as things per se are value-less. + =~ . .
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But as we showed, phenomenology can only have things #5 objects of its in- .
Vbstigatioﬁ. As the phenomenologist Van Der Leeuw once pointed out, "phenom-
enology seeks the phenomenon, as such; the phenomenon, again, is what 'appears'.

This principle has a threefold implication: (1) Something exists. (2) This some-

thing 'appears'. (3) Precisely because it 'appears’ it is a 'phenomenon'. But

'appearance’.refers equally to what appears and to the person to whom it appears;
the phenomenon, therefore, is neither pure object, nor the object, that is to say,

Ed
the actual realityﬁrwhose essential being is merely concealed by.the 'appearing' of
. \ .

the appearances; with this a‘specifit metaphysic deals".”4 But value is not some-

thing that appears; it therefore is not a phenomenon in that sense. Even in terms

of conations and goals phenomenology is limited. Only what “appeags" in these are
phenomena, namely the picture-contents". The value-contents are not phenomena. So
too can ft only investigaée the picture-content of purposes. Beypnd these experi- .
ences of plctures, beyond what appears to consclousness, phenomenology cannot in-
vestigate. And withodt belng able to investigate the foundation for all of man's
';oluntary actions, a_philosophiéal anthropology is impossible for pﬁg@omenology.
Phenomenology cannot answer the fundamental questions of philosophical anthropology,
"What is man?", "Where is he going?", "What ought he do?", "What can he hope for?.
(B) It is in applying phenomenology to areas beyoné its Qalid domain that has

»

brought about for Scheler the contradiction between God and evil, Good and evil are

not real objects. If phenoménology can only investigate what 1§ an object, it can~-
not investigate values, 11e., good and evil. But having ovérlookgd this, Scheler
treats good and eﬂi% phenomenologically and regards them as a priori essences.
Subsequently, when he proceeds té do ;etaphysics, he uses thesé essences of phenom-

enology in the sense of, eg.,’Aqdinas, giving them at the same time esse. Evil there-

by acquires‘real being. But this position is incompatible with his other metaphfﬁical

. ' o v
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: / position in which an all good ens a se is said to exist. Scheler contradicts him-
. . -
. self metaphysically because he does not reslise the limitations of phenomenology,
) * \ * *® ' .
. namely- that phenomenology cannot discuss values. . :
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Ibid.

Ibid., p. 176.

Ibid., p. 230.
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Vom Ewigen im Menschen, English translation, page 150.

Philosophical Perspectives. p. 131 fn. 16. .

Summa Theologiae (from hence forth, this work will be abbreviated as S.Th.),

Ia,6,3c. )

Ibid. 1Ia,6,2 c.

Summa Contra Gentiles (abbreviated as C.G.) I, 33.

Maritain, Jacques. Neuf Lecons sur les Notions Premiéres de la Philosophie

Mdrale. (Paris: Pierre Téqui, 1949). pages 26-28.
0p. cit., p. 27. - . .
S.Th. Ia,5,1 c.

Ibid. ad Im

Klubertanz, G.P., Introduction to the Philosophy of Being.

Commentary on Aristotle's '"Metaphysics", Bk. I, lect. 1l.
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Ibid., 1Ia,5,1 c.
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De Ente et Essentia, Ch. 1.

S. Th. 1la,5,1 c,
Ibid., Ia,5,3 c.

Ibid., Ia-Ilae,18,1 c.

Cf. S.Th. Ia, 45, 4 c. See also Carlo, William. The Ultimate Reducibility

of Essence to Existence in Existential Metaphysics, (Hague: Martinus Nijhoff,
1966) for a discussion of esse as the intrinsic limitation of essence in the
metaphysics of Thomas Aquinas.
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De Ente et Essentia. Ch. IV.
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Simon, René. Morale. (Paris: Beauchesne et ses Fils, 1961), p. 77.
C.G. Bk, 3 part 1, 20.

S.Th. 1la, 48, 5 c. . .. i\‘~\

Ibid., Ia-Ilae, 18, 1 c.

. Op. cit., p. 31%

C.G. Bk. 3 Pt. 1 Ch. 10.
S.Th. Ia-IIlae, 6.', 2 ad 2.
cf. S.Th. Ia, 19, art 1, c. .
C.G. Bk. 3 Ch. 18.
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8. Th. Ia-Ilae, 1, 5 c.
Ibid., Ia-Ilae, 2, 8c.
Cf. S.Th. 1Ia, 2, 3 ¢, the "second way". \
§.Th. Ia-Ilae, 3, 8 c.
Ibid., Ia, 48, 1 c.
C.G. Bk. 3 ¢h. 7,

S. Th. 1Ia, 48, 2 ad 1.

Aquinas, Compendium Theologiae (abbreviated gs C.Th.) Ch. 11l4. *
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S.Th. 1Ia, 48, 5 c.
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Cf. S.Th. Ia-Ilae, 1, 7 ad I.
De Veritate. 3, 4 ad 6. .
S.Th. 1Ia, 48, 2 ad 3.

Ibid., Ia, 47, 2 c.

Aquinas, S$.Th. Ia, 2, 3 ad 1.

S.Th. Ia, 49, 2 c.
C.Th. Ch. 121,

S.Th. 1Ia, 49, 3 c.
Ibid., Ia, 48, 6 c
JIbid., Ia, 25, 6 ad 3.
Ibid., Ia, 49, 3 c. -
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De Veritate 3, 4, ad 6.
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p- 68.
p- 89.
p . 14-15.
p - 48-49.
p- 50. '//
p- 51.
p. 48. X

p. 49.

Théorie de 1'intuition dans la phénomenoclogie de

Husserl, Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, Paris,
a further discussion on the ideality of phenomenological essences.

Der Formalismus..., English Translation. p. 51.
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1963. pp. 152-174 for

-

Brand, Gerd, "Intentionality, Reduction, and Intentional Analysis in

Husserl's Later Manuscripts" in Phenomenoclo
Cripts, .

: The Philosophy of

dmund Husserl and Its Interpretation , edited by Joseph J. Kockelmans
New York: Doubleday and Company Inc.).pp. 197-217.

Ibid.,
Ibid.,
Ibid.,

Ibid.,

p- 201. This excerpt is from Ms. K III 6, p. 54.

p. 201.
pp. 201-202.

p. 202.

Husserl, Edmund. JIdeas: General Introduction to Phenomenology, tr.

by W.R

.R. Gibson,(London:

Op. cit.,p. 203. . .

Phenomenology and Theory of Cognition., p. 178.

Ibid.
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Ibid., pp. 21-22,

Ibid., p. 20:

Ibid., p. 22.

IL}Q., p- 20. .

Ibid., p. 22. ! . i \

[
So too in the real world the thing is not necessarily annihilated
when it is physically divided. , This"can be seen in two ways: first .
accidentally, as when we say of the divided thing that a certain part
belongs to it, e.g., the door in the yard belongs to that house.
Second essentially, as when we say of the divided parts that comprise
the thing, e.g., the pieces of an apple after it has been cut up.

Der Formalidmus... English Tramslation. p. 21.

Ibid., p. 20.

Ibid., p. 13.

Ibid., p. 4.

Ibid., p. Tz'l_:\ ’ —

Gilson, E. The Unity of Philosophical Experience, New York: Charles
Scribner's Soms, 1937. Pp. 113. ¥

. . %

'On this point ¢f. Klubertanz, op. cit. Pp. 227: 'First there is the
subsistent truth of God Who is pure act, perfectly known to Himself.
Then there are the participated truths, which are primarily true inas-
much as beings by participation are conformed to the creative intellect,
and secondarily true, as such beings are conformable to some created
intellect. ‘In a derived sense, true designates the absolute (that

éon-relative) perfection of a being, and here, too, there are
degrees of truth. That is most true which is pure, subsistent act.

. That is more or less true which has more'or less of act-primarily

the act of existing (esse), secondarily other acts, especially sub-
stantial form and essence.

Der Formalismus... P. 48 (English Tr.).

Cf. Der Formalismus.... P. 87 (English Tr.).

Der Formalismus... P. 87 (English Translation).

Ibid.
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This is the traditional definition of 'judgement'. Cf. E. Gilson,

- op. cit.,, P. ll4. A

Der Formalismus,.. p 89 (English Tr.).
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Ibid., pp. 97-98.

Ibid., p. 97.

Ef. Augustine, SE., Confessions, Book 2, Chapter VII. ‘
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Ibid., p. 110. : .

Ibid., p. 26.

Ibid., p. 29. @

We shall not consider here the question whether the person possesses
the nature of thingness or has parts, nor other similar questions
such as the question whether what is not "object" can be given to
phenomenclogical intuition or not. The answers to these questions

should become clear later.
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