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'And now, therefore, after having been long
on the way, we Argonauts of the ideal, our
courage perhaps greater than our p;adence,
often shipwrecked and bruised, but, as I say,
healthier than people would like to admit,
dangerously healthy, recovering health agaln
and again - it woulé seem as if our trouble
were to be rewarded, as if we saw before us
that undiscovered cotxnurys whose frontiers
no-one has yet seen, a land lying beyond all
other known lands and hiding-places of the
idealy a world so overflowing with beauty,
strangeness, doubt, terror, and divinity, that
both our cur1051ty and our lust for possession
are wrought to a pitch of extreme excitement.!'

FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE (ECCE HOMO).

'Nietzsche was the first to see the rich
plenitude of the ethical cosmos... Here for the
first time, with full consciousness,  "beyond"
and independently of everything which in the
course of the ages had been accepted as such
the question was raised concerning the conten% of
good and evil, This question is a hazardous
undertaking, for it touches that which has been
consecrated., And the hazardous undertaking
avenged itself upon the daring doer... His v1sion,
only just freed, fell upon the realm of values
and in the flrs% delirium of victory he though%
he comprehcnded the whole. The discoverer, indeed,
could not dream that what had opened 1tseif before
him was a field for intellectual work of a new
kind, which could not as yct be completecly
surveyed... Seldom does a discoverer know fully
what he has discovered., Nietzsche knew it as little
as did Columbus. The successors inherit the field;
to them falls the task of acqulring what they have
inherited, in order to possess it,'

NICOLAI HARTMANN (ETHICS).
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INTRODUCTION

In a ﬁorld and a time when man is confronted with
but one ultimate choice: either a return to self-respongibility~
or the annihilation of 1ife, in which, because of his now
proverbial techﬁical ascendency and its train of spiritual
impoverishment, he can indeed neglect to relearn the ability of
exercising a wilful choice only at the risk of sacrific;ng his
being as such - in such a world it is a fatal omission to: ‘
neglect any thinker whose object it is to reconstruct fgr us
our sense of responsibility..

In the field of philosophy no contemporary thinker

has done more in this respect than Nicolal Hartmann who

considers Friedrich Nietzsche to have been his immediate

I'4

predecessor, Yet Hartmann is not well-known in the Eng;ish-
speaking world. v
‘ | The following study represents an attempt to
explain Hartmann's position in epistemology, ontology and ethics;
stressing the inter-dependence of these disciplines fo? the
philosophery in the light of ﬁértmann's appreciation o% Nietzsche,
‘to review Nietzsche‘s critique of "Christo-Buropeanm morals! or
the spiritual decadence of the Westj and to show why Hartmamn
made so much of Niétzsche's supra-moral phiiéSOphy of ?ecoming,

the philosophy "beyond good and evil',

Since the Greeks, the case for the responsibility
of man as constituting the essence of his existence, has not
been stated more forcefully than in the philosophy of Nietzsche
and Hartmann., Hartmann is extremely conscious of the need of our
time for a thoroughgoing appraisal of men's position in the
cosmose, At the same time he looks despondently'towards the futuré
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when he considers that man has become the plaything qf petty
politics from which we can expect little, if anything at all.
“The type of statesman, as we know him in our day, add as
history repeatedly shows him," seys Hartmann, "does not act
from a sense of responsibility for the wider future of nation
and State, but from the need and opportunity of the mbment‘

He is not a conscious carrier of the great and far-reaching
responsibility which actually rests upon him. de works for ;
immediate onds, as if beyond them there were no wider and more
important perspectives... To us.it may sound Utopian if we are
asked to consider the children of generations which yill be of
another mind and another circumstance. Nevertheless it is true
that those generations will be our heirs and will reap the fruits
of our actions, and that we bear the responsibilify'for what we
load them with." But, Hartmann continues, "politicai life is only
one example, Our responsibility is wider., It reaches to all the
departments of life, Everywhere the same law of spiritual .
inheritance holds good, the same historical continuity" (E‘II,pgkﬁ.

While Hartmann's philosophy is not by any
stretch of the imagination a programme for social or political
—reform, and while it also fights éhy of an eschatological i
expectation, there is without a doubt inherent in it the hope for
a better world and a future in which man's spirit will approach
what he calls "Ideal Personality" , the exercise of a supreme
sense of self-responsibility as exemplified in the virtue of
Love of the Remotest which Nietzsche, as he thought, had newly
discovered: the capaéity'and the will of present men to rise
above the desire for short-lived glory and to take on themseives
the burden of responsibility for all the futurej basically this
means a return to the ethos of the Platonic Eros.

Wherevef there was Eros, however, there was
an Ideal - indeed, Eros, as Hartmann himself points out,
represented the unconditional passion of man for the Ideal,
However, the difficulty of a philosophic definition of the
"Ideal" is well-knownj; it is still most clearly illustrated by

] 1
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the case of Plato's Gooé; and after Kant's critique of speculative
metaphysics, it was natural that philosophers should bécome
suspicious about, and even antagoniétic to any attempt at positing
an Ideal. Still it is clear beyond a doubt that if there is to be
any faith in regard to the future, and any hope and love to
sustain 1it,; we cénnot do without am Ideal, It is impogsible to

believe, hope and love Nothing,

That philosophy alone is incapable. of renderingA

the Ideal, we cannot doubtj it has always been so and Kant's A

. philosophy has merely repeated a truth which has become obscure.
There remains only one éourcé from which belief, hope and love can
acquire their sanction and ultimate significance - a%d that is
religion, that undeniably vital force in man's Iifefwhich, howvever;,
we must not confuse with the theologic finery of centuries, and
which, after a thinker like Sgren Kierkegaard, meed no longer be

a threat to intellectuwal henesty. Therefore we have found it

necessary in our Conclusion to give a brief appraisal of Hartmann'cs

view of the Ideal, and to suggest that desplite Nietzsche's
rejection of religion and Hartmann's own separation’of the spheres
of ethics and religion, any future ethies which trugly understands
and wishes to overcome the position of Nietzsche and Hartmann, wil:
have to wrestle anew with the problem of its relation to religion,
It is here that Hartmann's basis of ontology
does not saﬁisfy-us. He beiievés in an ideal self-existence of
values, the everlasting Sosein of moral values irrespective of
man or time. This is a great stép forward from subjectivistic
ethics and affords us an idea for getting beyond ethical
relativism - and we believe with Hartmann that Nietzsche broke the
ground for this when he surmised that we have never yet known what
good and evil are. Rationality, however, comp=ls us to discover
an ultimate authority for valwes and everything pertaining to
them. To stop short at ontology does not seem satisfactory. All
through the history of thought we have never really felt that "the-
world is just so" is a sufficient reply tdvthe why about existence;

that this attitude can lead to grave error and presumptuousness

N
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has been.pfoved over and over again in history - we have no |
11lusions about thisj but then it 1s not the fault of the attitudef
as such - we believe, indeed, that this attitude is as much a part

of the'ontoldgical description of the world as anything else.

This primacy of ethics in Hartmann's philosophy
does not obviate the fact that in studying his work we must
attempt an understanding of his ontological works, and more "

especially Zur Grundlegung der Ontologie and Der Aufbau der realen

Welt, as a prerequisite. Tt will not be possible to do Justice to
his epistemology unless we see it against the background of his
ontological research, In any case, Hartmann himseif'ﬁltimateiy
intends the epistémology as part of a single labour '"diesseits von
Idealismus und Healismus", that is as part of ontology. It 1is
preciselj for this reason that he prefers to speak éf Metaghzsics‘

of Knowledge ("Metaphysik der Erkenntnis") instead qf'epistemoloéy
or theory of knowledge ("Erkenntnistheorie'), For Hartmann,all
philosophy 1is onﬁdlogy - but all ontology is metaphgsicé. ‘
Nevertheless we must realise tha§ purely
historically, Hartmann's epistemology preceded his éntology. The
Grundzfige einer Metaphysik der Erkenntnis appeared for the first
time in 1921, followed by the Ethik four years late#, whereas
Zur Grundlegung der Ontologié, the first of the - ontological
works, was only ready in 1934. The order in which the works
appeared is for Hartmann not merely a matter of comﬁon incidence.;
In facty, he considers it as an evidence which itself is | o
metaphysically founded, He says that the ontology forms the .
essential background for the earlier.work, and that the latter
are labours lying towards the periphery of the central task. He
also maintains that it is in the nature of the world and .its
problems that the experience gained on these outskirts of
philosophy - the phenomena of which are the first to force
themselves on our consciousness - , should precede a conspective
view of the world ("Denn so ist der Mensch: was sich nicht '
drastisch aufdr#ingt, ihn nicht erfasst, herumwirbelt, bedringt



.
oder bedroht, das wird ihm so leicht nicht glaubhaft! (GO, p.244)}.
It is only the 1mpatience_of speculétive procedures Which causes
this order of thought to be reversed.

According to Hartmann, ontology's first task'is
a general consideration of the question of being as being ("die
Frage'nach dem Seienden als Seienden in ihrer vollen |
Allgemeinheit! (AW, p.l)); néxt it must inquire into the broadest..
modes of being - reality and ideality - and their relation tp each
other ("das Problem der Seinsweisen (Realitfit und Idealit&it) und
ihres Verh&ltnisses zueinander" (AW, p.l)); then, when the problem
of being begins to differentiate itsélf, ontology aykempts a full
categorial analysis of being ("Kategorielanalyse") and becomes a
theory of catégories'("Kategorienighre"). A Categorj, for Hartmann,
1s nothing else than a mode of existence - he calls it a
"Grundbestimmung" ('ﬁm'die Grundbestimmugn des Seienden aiso, und
zwar in inhaltlicher Hinsicht, soll es sich in den Kategorien
‘handeln. Das ist eine klare Aufgabe, an der es nichtvviel zn
deuteln gibt, Denn fragt man nun weiter, was Kategoﬁién sind, so
stellt sich die Antwort ganz von selbst ein, sobald‘man Beispiele
nennt: etwa Einheit und Mannigfaltigkeit, Quantitét.und Qualitit,.
Mass und Grésse, Raum und Zeit, Werden und Beharrung, Kausalitéf
und Gesetzlichkeit u.s.f. Man kennt die Seinsbestimmungen dieser
Art sehr wbhl auch ohne Untersuchung, sie muten unsévertraut an,
begegnen uns im Leben auf Schritt und Tritt. Sie sind in Gewlssen
Grenzen das Selbstverstindliche an allen Dingen; wir bemerken sie
im Leben zumeist nur deshalb nicht, weil sie das Gemeinsame,
Durchgehende sind - désjenige, wodurch die Dinge sich nicht
unterscheiden -~ , kurz das Selbstverstafidliche. Uns aber ist es .
im Leben ﬁm die Dinge in ihrer Unterschledenheit zu tun. Die |
Philosophie dagegen gesteht wesentlich darin, dass sie das
Unverstandene im Selbstversténdlichen allererst entdeckt”
(AW, pp.2,SXL We can say that Hartmann considers the totality of
being as a system of co~exlsting categoriesy we can never be

definite about thelr number, not to speak of the number of problems
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of whiéh they are the carriers. Philosophy consists in the
"Herauéarbeiﬁung", the forcing to the surface, of these problems,
and philosophy can in any case only last as long as there are
problens, | | ,
' ' This sufficiently indicateé the basic
constitutive character of ontology in Hartmann's thought.
'Nevertheléss; for Hartmenn man is first and foremost a practicai
beingﬁnsoihr as life unceasingly challenges him to agt and make
decisionsj as such, "only ethical reflection can set'him free", and
ethics "is the first and most positive.philoSophicaltinterest of
man... It is the source and innermest motive of philpsophical
thinking, perhaps even of human intelligence in general
" (E-I, pp.31,32). The basic constitutive quaiity of ontology and
epistemology in regérd to ethics can perhaps be expléined by
. saying that before man canm think ethically, he must first of a11,l
appreciate the fact that he finds himself in a world which it.%s
his duty to_think about. | | |

As to the problem of thinking or philosophlzin
Rartmann beIieves that it becomes evident only when we already hav>
at least some knowledge of the object that we want Fo approach. Wé,
have a specific purpose vhen we say "becomes evident" instead of,
for instance, '"is devised" or '"is constructed', sinée Hartmann is
emphatic about the fact that the method of philosophy cannot be
something of our making., In fact, for Hartmann, method is itself anu
aspect of being. Here, he believes, the problem of method acquires
a new dimension ('Damit rfickt das Methodenproblem in eiﬁ neues f
Licht. Es steckt in ihm selbst ein Kategorienproblem" (AW, p.577!) .
Method cannot be our description of & way for approaching'the
problems of the world. The nature of ‘the problems alone can
describe the method for us' The choice of method cannot be a merely
fanciful or arbitrary affair, and it does not precede the activity
of philosophy. That is, philosophy does not proceed in terms of a
pre -established method since it is only in the act ef
philosophizing that the problem of method itself becomes evident
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PDeﬁn alles fruchtbare‘Forscheﬁ hat die Sache allein im Auge und
schreitet im Hinblicken auf sie fort, sein eigenes Verfahren aber |
MerfBhrt" es bestenfalls erst in diesem seinem Tun. Die Reflexion
auf das Verfahren folgt nach; was vorausgeht,ist das unreflektierts
Verfahren" (AW; p.H76)). Hartmann tells us that even historically -
this is truej philosophizing as one ought to; without having
pre—established any method, is what he calls "die arbeitende (
Methode" ’"Auch geschichtlich gilt der Satz: die arbeitende Methode
geht voran, das Methodenbewusstsein folgt nach... eiggntliche |
Methodologie ist Eplgonenarbeit! (AW, p.577)) |

0f course the problem arises whether such
primal thinking (to call it so) without any trace of’
methoﬁological presupposition can get us beyond the bare
" conscilousness of the necessity for method - what Hartmann calls
"Methodenbewusstsein", That is, can we by such a simplest act of
thinking (not in terms of any "idea" one might have of the world,
but simply in the sense of "letting one's thoughts go"), and so =
becoming comscious of problems, get anywhere beyond the mere |
realisation that unless from this point on : we adopt
methodoIogical means we will not be able to make head or tail of.
the phenomena of and. in the world? Hartmann sees this difficulty
and tries to argue away what he himself calls the-seeming |
circularity of his position ("der Zirkel des Methodenbewusstseins"f 
(AW, p.580)), He tells us that to become consclous qf problems,
that is to begin thinking, is to begin looking for ﬁossible
solutions. But looking for possible solutions presupposes looking
for method (Problembewusstsein ist immer zugleich échon die !
Umschau nach méglicher LOsung. Die: Umschau aber ist die Reflexion .
der Methodenfindung" (AW, p.579)), and when he says that "Refiexion .
der Methodenfindung...lst deswegen freiiich noch kein explizites
Methodenbewusstsein" (AW, p.579), he means frankly that ultimately
philosophy cannot get beyond a mere consciousness of the world as
problematic, beyond mere "Problembewusstsein', Philosophy would be
superfluous, and philosophers idle, if the world could not be

understood as a problem, or rather as a system of problems - and
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the problem of method is merely one in the totality of problems. .
As such, philosophy is primal thinkingj as such also it
distinguishes itself from all other disciplines. The gategorial-l
structure.of the world is necessarily basic also to all science
and all disciplines.of research -~ sclence cannot do without the
fundamental posits of a world and problems. But philosophy alone
is concerned with being in its most fundamental differentiations,
that is with the categorial structure of the world as such. Every
discipline of research wiﬁh a restricted field of enquiry -
‘restricted either through prejudice, or through nece;éity'as in
the sciences'where there is a concentration on highlx;
differentiated and specific forms of being - should fealise that
it is ultimately and inescapably embedded in the metéphysical
foundations of the world ("...da es kein anderes als das elgene
beng gegenwlrtige Problemfeld kermnt, so muss man es ihm auf eben

dlesem seinem eigenen Problemfelde nachwelisen; d.h. &anvmuss ihm

beweisen, dass es selbst die grossen unabweisbaren Problemgehalte

er:th#1t und nur das Wissen darum nicht hat" (GO, pp.2,3)

It is in terms of this metaphysical embeddedness

of all existence and all thought, that true‘phiIOSOppy can be
'distinguished - it 1s recognized by the fact that it allows)for
the greétest'possible maximum of evidence in terms of which alone
it can help to construct the totality of things into>a system, In
this sense systematization is always a preliminary a;fair, a j
contribution; conscious of its limitations,vin the séarch after
possible universal cocherence. Systematization in the'light of
pre~established conviction leads to the reduction of the entire
phenomenon of exlstence to my pdint of view, which, however, can ‘
only be ome evidence within the totality of possible evideﬁce.
Hartmann claims that the critics have not understood his views on
systematization ("Anstelle der scheinbar ,,kritischen" Devise, 0
wenig als m8glich Gegebenes anzunehmem, muss der umgekehrte
Grundsatz aufgestellt werden; so viel als m8glich Gegebenes Zu
{lbersehen, Nur das gg&sétmagliche Maximum an Gegebenheit kann der
wahrhaft kritischen Einstellung genfigen, die bis hinter alle -

. ~/ v
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<'m6glichen;8tandpunkte zurﬂckgréift und auch gegen sie kritisch i
bleibt. Die Durchfithrung dieses Grundsatzes 1st nur méglich, wenn
allé Gesichtspunkte der Auslese'vorlaufig zurﬂckgestellt werden,
und das Gegebeme ohne Auswahl hingenommen wird" (ME, p.43)
Hore Hartmann's appreciation of NiétZSche
explains itselfj for in the field of ethics it was Nigtzsché who
broke most completely with tradition, founded - as Ha%tmann puts
it - on the serpent's lie that man would be like God in his
knowledgs of good and bad. Heroically scornful of ages of wisdom,
Nietzsche has again made possible the asking of the most
fundamental questions. It was "a hazardous undertaking, for it
touches that which has been consecrated. And the hazardous
undertaking avenged itseIf upon the daring doer" (E I, p.é4) .
Hartmenn, thaefore, considered it his duty to try'tovundefstand'
Nietzséhe better than this philosopher undgrstood himself. Our
task now is to try to understand both Nietzsche and Hartmamm in

this way .
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FIRST CHAPTER

THE MAIN FEATURES OF_HARTMANN'S PHILOSOPHY

1. Philosophy as Metaphysics

Nicolai Hartmann{s criﬁique starts from the belief that
there is alﬁays a remainder of pfoblems in the world{ He considers
this seemingly everlasting content of problems in the world itself
to be a metaphysical ﬁhenomenon;("Die metaphysischen;Theorien,
gegen dfe sich die Kritik wandte,” (writes Hartmann) gind
schiiesslich nur Losungsversuche gewisser Problemko@plexe. Ihre
spekulative Vefstiegenheit war ihr Fehler, aber dasé berhaupt sie
sich um die gef&hrlichen Grenzen des Begreifbaren béwegten,_war
nicht ihr Fehlerj das lag in der Natur ihrer Probleme, und diese
zu.ﬁndern, steht nicht in der Macht der Vernunft. Eé gibt Probleme.
die sich nicht ganz 1l8sen lassen, in denen immer eié ungeldster
Rest bleibt, ein Undurchdfingliches, Irrationales" kME, pe12)).

Only Inso fer as this prdblematic content of the world is
always there, is philosophy possible. We ourselves éan do nothing ‘
about this Quality'of the world; it is there in spife of ourselves:
we cannot change it, It is not anm arbitrary'productﬁof our |
-curiosity. We may ignore ip, or purposely brush iﬁ éside, says
Hartmann, but that will not cancel its being. We cannot avoid our
own embeddedness in it, that is we cannot avoid metaphysics. It.isA
common to all our reseérches, which in the first and last resort
are only products of the eternally enigmatic nature of the world
("die owige Ré#tselhaftigkeit der Welt" (GO, p.2)) on which they
are all founded. Man is constantly faced with the problematic
nature of the world ("der Mensch (ist) dauernd und unaufhebbar vor
sie gestellt" (GO, p.2)).

‘A1l this might even seem very obvious, but Hartmann

. e
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believes that generally our contemporaries aré not at all aware’
of ‘this meaning of metaphysics ("(es) ist zur Zelt keineswegs
»Gemeingut des Wissens'" (GO, p.2)).

Metaphysics, says Hartmann, was first
considered as "Gebietsmetaphysik" (ME, p.1l), It was thought of as
& specific field of problems ("éin‘inhaltlich‘bestimmtes
Problemgebiet" (ME, p.11)), a sort of scientific discipline, one
may say, with a field of problems exclusively its own. Speculative
metaphysics ("Spékulative Metaphysik" (ME, p.12)) is something
different. Gebietgmetaphygig was also speculative, byt it was |

considered as mei:aphysics not ihso far as it was speculative, but
insdfaf as it was supposed to describe a certain field of problems.
Kant made this distinction clear and he endeavoured‘fo overcome
“the idea of a speculative metaphysics ("Die Kentische Kritik nun
hat den Unterséhied deutlich gemacht: sie richtete gich gegen Jene
Metaphysik nicht als ,,Geblet", sondern als ,,Spekuiation". Die
Problemgebiete bliében in ihren Gerechtsameny die Theorien nur, dif
sich an sie gewagt hatten, verfielen der Kritik. Metaphysik als :
Spekulation ist es, was seltdem mit Recht fiir lahmgelegt gilt"
(VE, p.12) ' -

However, Hartmann's own view of metaphysics
differs from both these views. His view 1s that of a metaphysic
of groblems.("eine Metaphysik der Probleme" (ME, p.}2)). We may
say - and this brings out his meaning more cleafly'; that for him
- the problematic nature of the world is its metaghzsical nature, It
is metaphysical insofar as it is problematical - evérlastingly
problematical in the sense that there is in its strécture of
problems "immer ein ungelSster Rest... ein Undurchdringliches,
Irrationales'. |

This view of metaphysics, indeed, does not
only represent the beginning of Hértmann’s philosophy; it is fully
definitive of it., Hartmann considers his philosophy as a»critiqﬁe
In the Kantian sense and he maintains Kent's position that no
metaphysics is possible without critique. However, he believes tha?*
he goes beyond this by maintaining also that no critique is
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possible without metiphysies. It is in'this regard that he writes

that metaphysic of knowledge would be a much bette? name for

epistemology than theory of kmowledge -~ not metaphysjcs in the . -
sense of merely another speculatively propounded thegry or
hsolutioh",’but rather in the sense of an indication of unavdidabli
though perhaps even insoluble, problems‘(‘Metaphysik‘der Erkenntni:
~ das will ein neuer Name sein ffir Erkenntnistheorie - besser als -
Erkenntniskritik: nicht eine neue Metaphysik, deren Qrundlage 4
Erkenntnis wire, sondern durchaus nur eine Erkenntnistheorie, dere:r
Grundlagé metaphysisch ist"‘(ME,=p;IIIW. A1l knowledge is an |
attempt to understand gsomething which precedss it and is entirely
independent of 1t (5éin Erfassen ven etwas, das auch’ vor aller
Erkenntnis und unabh#ngig von’ihr vorhanden ist"~(M$, psl)).

When Haftmann therefore tells us that philosoph:
is metaphysics; he means nothihg more  than that phi%osophy has a
humble task. By way of defining his own work, N.P Van Wyk Louw
has adopted the following phrase which purports to 59 the judgement
of “the intellectual" - die intellektueel - ; that is the persoﬁ
who searches for truth without any pretension or'exéectation of

easy solutions and finality:- Because we cannot do énything else,

we must think (Omdat ons niks anders kan doen nie, moet oms dink).
.To the pattern of thisy we may say that what Hartmaﬁn means is that
philosophy, simce it cannbt do anything else, must @raise" the ‘
problems with which the world is always full, But i€ is not simply
a matter of raising problems in that sense of the word which might
suggest a mere fanciful creation of problematics byfthe mind - let
us say the mind in a petulant or perhaps mischievously 1maginé£ive
mood. Philosophy is, indeed, a game ~ but different from, and '
infinitely more serious, than chess { While in cheés we can not
only move, but also make the pieces, so that we kndw precisely how
many piepes there are to reckon-with, it is not so in philosophy.
In philosophy the pieces - the problems -~ are there independent -of
us. They are part of the constitution of a worid which need not
thank us for its being. How this can be so, 1s precisely one of the

problems. In any case, what is important for our amalogy, is that
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we do not know how many pileces - how many problems - there are in-
this geme of philosophyj and moreover, however much we labour at
a particular problem (the problem of What ought’wé to do, for
instance), it éeems that, instead of getting near finality apd a
solution, the problem becomes more and more manifest\gs'a problem -

perhaps we may speak here of the problematics of a problem. Thus

the problem or the question What ought we to do , is found to
contain an indefinite series of problems within apparently
imexhaustive problematics, Chess has its pileces numbefed; philosopr~
has nof. The game of cheés is a game played with an assemblage of
pieces - it takes the totality of the assemblage of its pieces for
granted., The philosopher's game, however, consists p;ecisely in
his trying to assembleiits "pieces'". |
._This analogy between philosophy ang the game of

chess 1s our own and not Hartmenn's, but it serves to throw light
on his view of philosophy as metaphysics. For Hartmahn, philosophy
is nothing more than an attempt at forcing to the surface the.
problems inherent and hidden in the structure of the:world, a task
~ which he describes excellently as a "Herausarbeitung" of the world's
problematic nature. Philosophy remains true to itself only to the
extent that it does this ("sofern es den metaphysischen Gehalt der
Probleme selbst...nicht iberschreitet, sondern einfa;h dessen reine
Herausarbeitung ist" (ME, p.8)). Hartmann's meaning becomes even
more clear when we consider a concrete ‘example., We have been
labouring at the ethical problem, formulated by Kant as the problen

What ought we to do, for more ‘than two thousand years. Yot it was

possible for Nietzsche to stand up in the nineteenth century, "a
solitary figure, warning us with his startling assertion that we
have never yet known what good and evil are" (E I, p.15). This
discovery of Nietasche, Hartmann tells us, "simply shows that in
the realm of values we are only novices, and...we stand again at
the very begimming of a work the greatness of which is difficult
to measure" (E I, p.l6). Thus‘in'the field of ethics, philosophy
can really claim nothing more than that hitherto it has discovered

some problems.
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History itself therefore proves that philosophy 1s
not a matter of solving or settling problems, but rather one of
probing for them, That is, it is of the nature of philosophy that - -
it should be involved in problems, and as such it is metaphysics.
Hartmann is emphatic about this view of philosophys. E#ther one
accepts philosophy as the humble precccupation of "raising"
problems, or one leaves philosophy élone. He tells us that
philosophy is a way and a task whose end we cannot know ("Die
Grundprobleme der Philosophie haben 2zu allen Zeiten d?n Charakter
des Esoterischen gehabt, Man kann sie nicht nach Belieben auf das
eingefahrene Seleise zeitbedingter Interessen umlenken, Sie
schreiben dem Suchenden ihren eigenfﬁmlichen Weg vor, der nicht
jedermanns Weg seih kann, Hat man den Weg erkannt, sb steht man
nur vor der Wahl, ihn elnzuschlagen oder auf weiterés Eindringen
zu verzichtem., Der Verzicht ist die Preisgabe der Philosophie. Das
Einschlagen des Weges aber 1ist das Aufsichnehmen ei@er Arbeit,
deren Ende man nicht absieht! (MW,vp.VIIIJ) There cénnot be
philosophy where there is not & belief in timeless Bfoblemsf("Der
tief elngerissene Relativismus - in Deutschland am Qekangtesten in
der Form des Historismus ~ hat'erschlaffend gewirkt;.. alle
forschende Arbeit geht auf Erringung der Wahrheit. Wie aber, wenn
als wahr alles gilt, was der geschichtlichen Geisteglage einer
bestimmten Zeit konform ist?... dann kann es...keine ProblembestfnA:
mehr geben; die unaufhebbar wiren und irgendetwas uﬁnachsichtig vor;
uns‘erheischen kémnten... So glaubt man schliesslicé nicht mehr an
Probleme, Man nimmt sie so wenig ernst wie dle Wahrheit, auf die
man mit ihnen abzielt. Und damit hebt man den Sinn Aer Forschung
auf - zugieich aber auch den eindeutigen Sinn der Position, die
man mit eben dieser Aufhebung einnimmt. Es ist die Selbstaufhebung
des philosophischen Denkens" (GO, p.3).

For Hartmann, then, this belief in problems is a
perspective which must be gainéd before philosophy becomes
possible\ The‘question arises: What are these problems? What sort
of problem is it that can be called a philosophical problem?

Hartmann considers that a philosophical problem becomes
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distihguishable as such by its metaphysical character ('...alle
efgentlich philosophischen Probleme ~ auch die ganz nilchternen,
nicht himnmelstiirmenden, wie das Erkenntnisproblem - (éind) im
letzten Grunde metaphysische Probleme" (ME, p.8,), And again, its |
‘metaphysical character means nothing more than its lasting
/problematic'quality, that quality by virtue-of which it maintains
itself as a problem throughout time, and despite the ﬁretensions
to finality of any particular system of philosophy. Only problems
(1f we may put it thus) which defy solution, and therefore "
destruction (for a problem which is solved is no longer a problem),
are philosophical. Ultimately, therefore, if we wantito know what |
sort of problem is philosophical, our appeal will have to be to
time itself. |

| Philosophical prqbleﬁs are known as such because
of their fimelessness. Thus, for instance, ethical p?oblems can be
philosophical beceuse of an indebendence of particular periods and
berSons:'"The noral sithation_is never wholly merged:in persons, it
is always something else lylng above and beyond them, even if not
something existing independently of them, It is, besides, a cosmos
in itself with its own manner of 2eing and its own légitimacy; not
less a determinant factor for the person thanm the pefson is for-it"
(E I; p.40)§ and problems of ontology can be philésophicallbecause
of the sane 1hdependence of systems ('Sie verhalten sich ebenso
indifferent gegen Idealismus und Realismus, wie gegeé Theismus und
Pantheismus. Das beste Zeugnis daftir ist die Tatsach?, dass dle
idealistischen Theorien es zu aller Zeit und unter ailen Ums t&nden
mit denselben Seinsphfnomenen zu tum haben wie die realistischen"
(GO, p+40)), There can, however, be no such timelessness of problems

/

if the structure of the world itsélf does not allow for it .

2. The Structure of Being: Hartmann's
Theory of Categories -

Hartmenn considers the worId, or more correctly

Being, as ideal and real under the two aspects ("Seinsmomente") of
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being-there ("Pasein") and being-such ("Sosein"). Further, Being
can be either possible, actual, or necessary. Reality is the mode
of existence of everything ha&ing a place and duration in time
("Realit#t (ist) die Seinsweise alles dessen,was in der Zeit seine
Stelle oder Dauer, sein Entstehen und Vergehen hat - einerlei ob
Ding oder Person, Einzelvorgang oder Sesamtlauf der Waelt, so bietet
sich die Bestimmung an: das Selende Uberhaupt ist das Reale, Sein
ist Realit#t" (GO, p.73»; real being, we can say, is concrete,
sensually obéervable being., Ideal being is ﬁainly mathematical,
logical, and eﬁhical being « Hartmann speaks of mathematics énd .
logic as busying themselves exclusively with modes. of ideality
("auéscbliessiich mit dem idealiter Seienden als solchem" (GO,
p«92)), and ethics is concerned with an ideally exiétent realm of
values ("das dem idealen Sein zugehdrige Reich der Werte" (AW,
Pe57)). j'

Modern positivists might be vexed t@ hear of
mathematical and logical being, but Hartmann tells ?s that the
copula is clearly more than a mere symbollc factor in a proposition,:
-or Jjudgement or expression . It is that also, but above and beyonc
its copulative function in the mere grammatical sen?e, it indicates
a type of being entirely independent of the eXpression as such
‘ ('Die Aussage also ist so beschaffen, dass sie sichléelﬁst
tranzendiert. Sic sagt nicht sich selbst aus - das ;ﬁre ein Urteil
fiber ein Urteil - , sondern den bestimmten Inhalt; pnd dieser ist
schon in der Aussageform als eln seignder gekennzei;hnet. Darin
besteht der ontologische Sinn der Copula. Das ,,13t5 im Urteil ist
zwar identisch mit der Setzung, aber die Setzung selbst meint ein
anderes, ein Sefendes" (GO, p.247)). The "is" of "3% is 720" , or
"a® is 1" , expresses a defimite "Sosein"; an entirely independent
"Sosein" in terms of which alone the expression 1is or 1s not trues
Its truth is entirely independent of the expréssion, precedss it,'
and is presubposed by it {'Darin zeigt sich deutlich, dass ein
Wirklichsein der Grdssen a° und 3% in ihrer Sphire, ein Sein sui
- generis, im Sinn der Aussage schon vorausgesetzt ist, auf welches

bezogen die Aussage wahr oder unwahr sein kamm, an dessen Bestchen
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abor das Wahrsein oder Unwahrsein der Aussage nichts mehr #ndern
karm" (GO, p.249)) - "a® does not cease to be equal to 1 when it is
not "thought" or "kmown", but...it nign equal to 1 always and under .
all circumstances" (E I, p.223) .

As for ethics, Hartmann believes that morel velue:
. have an ideal self-existence, are supra-temporal, end have a being
comparable to that of mathematical truths. The ideal §e1f-existence
of the latter "furnishes the analogy according to whigh we must
understand the ethico-ideal self-existence of values" (B I, p.225).
Men is t‘he carrier of moral valties only Ine& far as in every
generation he senses them and attempts to form his life with them
as norms. Hértmann denies a relativity of mdral valqés; Man cannot
meke them, he can only meke them real. He depends oq them for the.
good 1ife, Their being is not relative to him - "thqre 1s a realm
of values subsisting for itself" (E I, p.226). The realm of moral
values has a "Dasein" and a "Sosein" independent of the flux of
‘time and human temperament. Inso far as man 1is mbral¥y conscious, he
is the link between ethically ideal and real being. |

Having pointed out these first and most basic .
differentiations’of'being,'we have alrcady named a number of
categories ("Dic Modalit#tsstufen sind die allgemeinsten und
fundamentalsten Kategorien sowohl des Seienden als auch der
Erkenntnls des Selenden" - "Alle Ontologie, wenn sie ins
Bésonderq geht, wird zur Kategorienlehrej genau so wie auch gllé |
Erkenntnistheorie wnd alle Metaphysik" (MW, p.VI)) This makes it
clear that categories for Hartmann are really nothlng else than’
aépects or evén‘parts of belng - but aspects (and this is very
important)vwhich throughout have a principial and normative nature. -
Thus, for instance, men or stones (as real existences), or nﬁmbers,‘
triangles, amd ellipses (as ideal existences) are not categories;
they are aspects or parts bf being, but only inso far as they are,
that is inso: far as they have being. There is nothing "Gesetzlich"
about them, end for Hartmann nGgsetzlichkeit" 1is a distinguishing
feature of categorial being. In the case of numbers, for example,
Hartmann writes: "Zahlen sind ideale Gebilde, aber sie sind nicht
Kategorien" (AW, p.56) . |
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Men, stones, numbers, triangles, and so on, are in
every instance a Concretum, normatively determined by a category,
or alsot a Concretum of a category, the category itself not being
as immediately evident as the Concretum {"Nun liegt eS...im Wesen |
der Kategorien, dass sie den Inbegriff aller notwendigen und
allgemeinen Zlige an dem Concretum ausmacheny zu dem s;e geh6reh.
Das eben besagt ja der Prihzipiencharakter in ihnen, dass sie das
.,,Prinzipielle" im Concretum sind" (AW, p.50) = "Kategdrien sind
Uberhaupt nicht in gleichem Masse erkennbar wie das Cbncretum, das
sie determinieren" (AW p.60))

When we speak of the normativeness ("Geltung") .of
a category, we must, however; be careful; 1ts "Geltung" is not
" pnormative in the sense of a merely prescriptive and regulative law
or formal judgement, says Hartmann (and least of all has it to do .
with relative historical and empirical judgements). We know the
distinction betﬁeen constitutive and regulative principles from
Kant's philosophy, and in the 1light of it we might expect categories
to be of a ﬁerely regulative nature in the Kantian'sénse, whereas
Hartmann believes that fhey are in fact constitutive’("Kategorien
sind ,,konstitﬁtive" Prinzipien. Man kennt nun aus Kant den |
Unterschied der ,,konstitutiven und regulativen" Pri@zipien; man
erwartet daher vielleiéht'eine gewisse Gleichstellun? des Modalen
mit dem Regulativen. Damit indessen wilrde man das Préblem der
Modalit8t von vormherein verfehlen. Jener Kantisché ?egensatz.ist
ein rein efkenntnistheoretischer, er scheidet @das Ingaltliche der
Erkenntnis vom Methodologischen, beridhrt also das Seiﬁsproblem
fiberhaupt nicht, Methode gibt es nur im Gange der Erkenntnis als
solcher. Das Seieﬁde als Seiendes hat keine Methoden" (MW, p.VI))
A consideration of categories cannot be the task of epistemology
¢('Nicht von Verstandesbegriffen handelt die Kategorienlehre, sondern
- von den strukturellen Fundamenten der realen Welt" (AW, p.V) The
orientation and breadth of ontological research alone is’favourable
to such a task ("Kategoriecmlehre ist nicht Sache der
Erkenntnistheorie; sie ist fir diese zwar unentbehrlich, kann aber

von ihr allein nicht bewdltigt werden. Nur ontologische Frageweise
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hat fir sie die rechte Einstellung und die nétige Wéite" (AW, p.V»
Categories are therefore "Gesetzlich" in the sense
that they are aspects or parts of being that are such—and—such anﬁ
not different, despite us or anything, and in this sense are.of
determinative consequence for the particulars within their
_respective fields. Taking the two fundamental categorial )
~differentiations of being - ideal being and real being - 4 We can
say that one: particular, a triangle'y, and ancther
particular, a stone (let us say), are determined in these
categories, the former by ideality and the latter by reality. The
triangle cannot avoid idehdlity of being and the stone cannot avoid
reality of\b@ing, since being is categorially so differentiated anc:
they belong to these different categories. It 1s, of course, not
_possible to déscribe.or to name all the categorles ipto vhich real
being and ideal being are in their turn differentiatéd. We can
point out that the stone is a single, or one, thing and also that ,
it can be seen as a member of a plurality of things, or that it is
subject to efficient causality, and so on, so that iﬁ falls under
the categorial determination of unity, plurality,'caﬁsality, and so
ong we can point out that a nﬁhber is a quantity or ? measure, or
that a triangle is a sﬁacial proportion, thus 1ndica§ing ideal
differentiations or categories of quantity, measufe,?and spacej we
‘can further indicate that the stone, as one thing, cén be counted,
and is therefore also subject to a quantitative determination, and
in this way we would draw attention to the phenomenon of the
interplay of categorial functions between the different layers or
spheres of being; we have already shown how, for Hartmann, man 1is
the agent of the relationship between the realm of moral values and.
‘the realm of real being . o
Hartmann discusses a number of thesé categorial
differentiations and relations in detail, but the main purpose of
his work, he says, cannot be more than to give us an idea of the
complexity and scope of the task in hand ("...wir (stehen) fiberhaupt
heute erst in den Anf&ngen der Kategoriemlehre... 8o ist es denn
auch heute nur ein Ausschnitt aus der kategorialen Mannigfaltigkeit
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ﬁas i$ch auf diesen Blittern vorlege... Denn so'steht es einmal im.
Kategorienproblem: es hingt alles unaufhebbar aneinander, und men
kann die Anf#ngs erst zur Klarheit bringen, wenn man mit der
Kategorialanalyse bedeutend {iber sie hinausgelangf ist und etwas
vom Aspekt des Ganzen erfasst hat" (AW, pp.VI,VII)) Hartmann does
not consider his work to be more than a basis ("mehr als einige '
Grundzfige" (AW, p.IX)); as yet he could see the categorial system
‘of the world only as a loose network of problems: ("ei@ loses |
Geflecht, ihdem manches hypothetisch und vieles ganz offen bleibt"
(AW, p.IX)). |

Hartmenn's so-called four categorial laws ‘
("kategoriale Gesetze") merely constitute a synopsis of the main
foatures of his philosophy of the categories. The first law ("das
Gesetz des Prinzips") states that the being of a category is
principial being, it is being which functions principially'fbr its
Concretumi the second law ("das Gesetz der Schichteﬁgeltung") stateg
that the determination of a category is absolutely éinding for
every Concretum falling within the sphere of its deﬁerminatien -
nothing can possiblyremowatheConcretum\from the range of its
determination;-according to the third law ("das Gesetz der
Schichtenzugehdrigkeit!), a cétegory is absolutely ﬁinding only for
the Concretum of its particular layer of being ("Seinschicht"),
outside of which it can only have a 1imitéd and modified normative

property;jthe farth lew (Was Gesatzch'%ﬁchbmdebermination"i ,
states that categorial being does not only absolutely
deternine its Concretum , but alsc determines 1t

throughout - the Concretum is categorially ssturated ("kategorial

H

saturiert") and requires (“bedarf") no other determination for its
being: (AW, p.412 ete.) & |

o Trivial and even tautological though these laws .
may appear at first glance, Hartmann considers them to be
of fundamental importance - éo much so that he finds‘it possible
to maintain that they actually form the central theme of the
doctrine of categories (""dass in den kategorialen Gesetzen dér
elgentlichen Schwerpunkt der allgemeinen Kategorienlehre liegt"
(Aw, P«205))+ The importance for Hartmann's philosophy of (for

1nstance);the fourth law begomes clear when we consider his ethical
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research wﬁich is intended as a labour on the basis of, but also
in the face of all the insight of history into the problem of the
"Ought'", with Nietzsche‘é judgement that we have never yet known5
what good and evil are, as the key ~ for this whole labour ;s
undertaken to prove the ideal self-existence of values, that~1s_to .
prove the supra-temporal existence of a realm of beiqg (ethical
being) so "eategorlally saturated", so much detefminéd in being
what it is, that it requires no other determination for being,
whether men or anything else . ‘

In the theory of categories we indeed encounter
the most basié features of Hartmannts philosophy. It is "primal and
foundation-laying philosophy" (E I, p.31) par excellence B
("Kategorienlchre 1ist ausschiiesslich FUndamentalontqlogie“ (aw,
pe«42). It is also not the problem of one or a few philosophies, but
that of time or philosophy &s such itself - neither sceptical nor
critical philosophy could avoid it ("Die grosse geschichtliche
Linie des Seinsproblems stellt sich, wiewohl vielfaéh unterbrocheﬂi
verdunkelt, flberwuchert, doch als klar und eindeutig heraus., Weder |
skeptische noch kritische Philosophie hat sie ablenken kénnen"

(60, p.XI)). |

1 The first groundwork was done by Aristotle. For
him the problem of categories was a problem of essences, says
Hartmann, énd he took over this prejudice in favour of essences
'.'from Plato. Pre-Socratic philosophy was never a philosophy of
essences, but of substances, and also powers which éovern reality.
In pre-Socratic thought the nearest approach to a pﬁilosophy'of
essences 1s Pythagoreanism with‘its theory of numbers and table of
opposites., The Mediaeval ¢ ntroversy over universals is as clear an
evidence of the problem of categories as any - so much so ﬁhat
Hartmenn tells us: "Der Universalienstreit ist nicht ‘abgetan, nicht
eine Sache ferner Vergangenheit, fiber die wir glucklich
hinausgewachsen wiren. Er ist, so méchte ich behaupten, noch eine
heutige Angelegonheit... Oder ist es ctwa nicht wahr, dass dem
Katégorienbegriff heute noch dieselbe Zweideutigkeit anhaftet, die
damals gdie Streitfrage der Universalien hervorrief? Ob Kategorien
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Auffassungswelsen des Menschen oder unabh#ngig von aller Auffassung
bestehende Grundzfige der Gegensténde sind, ist heute noch die
ohtologische Grundfrage der Kategorienlehre. Was aber war es, woruxu
zwischen Roscellin und Ansélmus, Thomisten und Occamisten die
Kontroverse ging?" (GO; p.X) .

Kant took over the problem of categories in the
form in which it was left to him by Descartes and Leibniz s Whose

simplices (" ,,die ersten Ideen" oder simplices, wie Descartes und
Leibniz sie schildern" ) |, according to Hartmann, are not

merely ideas understood as essences of the mind ("@a)msbggrifflich
verstandenc Wesenheiten dem Intelleki angehSren),  but aiso ’
intended as basic categorial units of being as such ("kategoriale
Grundiagen des Seienden und der Welt" )I ’ for their
presupposition was that the human mind carries within it the
categories of divine being since the mind of God 1s architectonic
with regard to the world. Kent's theory of transcendental
apperception as a matter of understamding the possibility of
synthetic judgements a priori in the light of the cgtegories as
"reine Verstandesbegriffe', and also as‘"Bedingungeﬁ def MS8glichkeit.
der Gegensténde" (Hartménn calls this "eine doppelte Funktion der
Kategorien" ) 5 is also mere speculation. The view that
categories are essences of the mind is therefore aléo to be found:
in Kent's work,whence it proceeds as the theme of the philosophy
of the nineteenth century. (AW, p.45) . ‘
Hartmenn considers that it is oniy the critical
labours of Nominalilsm that prevented a return to the ancient
ontology of essences, and for him these subjectivistic tendencles
which falsify the problem ("die Subjektivierung der Kategorien!
(AW, p.46)) can only be overcome by epistemological research which
understands that the gmoseoclogical relation is not a basic
ontological relation,and that being cannot be divided into
"subjective" and "ebjective" being ("Das Erkenntnisverhfiltnis ist
kein ontisches &rundverh#ltnis. Es spaltet das Seiende nicht in
eine Welt des Subjekts und eine des Objekts" (AW, p.1l72)k Hartmann
maintains that being 1s transobjective ('"ilbergegenstindlich" (AW,
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pPel72)), énd equal for "subject" and "object" alike .

3 The Subject-Object Relation: The
Primacy of the Irrational -

For Hartmann the problem of knowledge is
entirely bound up with the phenomenon of the duality of subject
and object, He tellé us that there are three possible%wéys of
resolving this dualism, which are alsa the three ways indicated
by the history of the problem. Firstly, it 1s possible to consider
the object as set over the subject {"Das Objekt 1ist dem Subjekt
lbergeordnet"), so that the subject is determined by the object in
the act of knowledgej secondly, the subject can be. considered as
set over the object ("Das Subjekt ist dem Objekt ﬁbgrgeordnet"), sc
thét the subjéct produces the object in the act of knowledge
('bringt es im Erkenntnisakt hervor") without receiving'anythiﬁg
from if; énd finally, it can be considered that a third factor is
set over both subject and cbject, itself not appearing in the act'
of knowledge but constituting the original unity oflsubject and |
object and meking the relation between them possible. In the first
case the subject-object relation is an 1nner-objec£ive ("inner-
objektive") relation; in the §econd case an inner-sgbjective o,
("irmer-subjektive') relationj and in the third caéé‘the relation
is one outside both subject and object ("sowoh1 ausger-subjektiv ’
als ausser-obaektiv") (ME, p.128 etec,) .. |
Epistemological theories of Realism, says |
Hartmann, are all of the inner-objective type. The most nalve form o
of eplstemological Realism is Natural RealiSm. Hére man 1s supposecC
to be simply aware of things in the world, whether these things
are material objects or creations of the 1mégination, it does not
matter. All is "Dinglich" ( "Auch der Mensch ist ein Ding, und
auch die Seele in ihm ist ein Ding")h To be is to be a Thing
("...der Mensch (ist) von einer Welt dinglicher Wirklichkeit
umgeben, in die hinein er geboren wird, in der er lebt und stirbt,
die also»unabhangig von ihm besteht und sich gleichgliltig gegen
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sein Dasein und sein Erkehnen verh#1it"), Knowledge becomes a mattei.
of mants adjusting himself to the "Dinglichkeilt und Konkretheit dex
Welt!" , to the world as a Thing ("eine Welt als Ding") in which he
himself is the central thing., The world is anthropocentric, and the
measure of man's knowledge of the world depends for him on how
exactly he succeeds in copying it ('"Die Erkenntnis hat die Tendeny
ein getreues Abbild des Wirklichen zu sein") . (ME, PP.133,134). .

| The Pre»Socratics already revolted aninst this
primitive view of the world and knowledge, Hartmann télls us that
the second phase of Realism is Scientific Réalism. The mythologica’ -
admixtures‘of Natural Realism now disappear in the face of the new
belief in a thoroughiy natural causality which ultimétely develéps
into the modern idea of the function of the natural laws ("die
Funktion des Naturgesetzes" (ME; p.138)). Hartmann maintains that
we can already discover all the basic features of our modern
scientific view of the world in ancient Atomism ("Diese gewaltige
Revolution des Réalitétsgedankens vollzieht sich in langatmiger
Entwicklung seit den Zeiten der Vorsokratikér.'In der alten
Atomistik finden wir schon fast alle Grundztige des neuen Weltbildes
beisammen" (ME, p.137). It is, however, still the world's
"Dinglichkeit", the werld as an Object, which is definitive for
the act of knowledge.

Thaf scientific principles cannot account for the
experiences of spiritual being, has been known of ol?. Beyond mere
scientific experience, therefore, there exists a‘praptically'
unlimited field for speculation. This fact gives risé to what
Hartmann calls Metaphysical Realism which proceeds by borrowing
from empirica1 or anthropomorphic experience for its so-called
"principial" clarification of spiritual being. Metaphysical Realism
s a matter of analogy} it works with borrowed terms ("“entlehnten
empirischen oder gar anthropomorphen healit&tsziigen, die auf das
Prinzip iibertragen und so ins Kosmische und Metakosmische potehziert
sind... Die rinzipienbildung wird zum vagen Analoglespiel" (ME,
Po143)). Such principles are Aristotle's forms and first entelechy,
the Stoic logos and world-soul; the ontological substances of the
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Scholastics, Schopenhauer's "Welt als Wille', and so on. Hore also |
the "Dinglichkeit" of the world 1s of determinative significance.

Idealis‘:m adopts the second view of the subjectokject
relation., Its tradition begins with the Empirical _
or Psychological Idealism of ancient Scépticism. Hére, says Hartmann,
it is maintained that we cannot kmow anything about oﬁjects as '
objects, The individual subject is the measure of alljthings,
Wbrked out to its ultimate consequence, the theory 1s summed up dy
the formula: esse_est percipi.

Hartmann tells us that Kant tried to overcome
this position by considering.the process of knowledge not as the
projection of the individual subjecf\on the object, but as a process
in which the individual subject can partake although the process
rises above it, He consifered the process of knowledge In so far as
1t 1s one and the same for all subjects allke ("Erkenntnis im
Grossen, -den ,,sicheren Gang‘der Wissenschaft'y der in
geschichtlicher Entfaltung fiber das Einzelsubjekt hinweggeht und
niemals in ihm aufgeht. Die Stufen dieses Sanmges haben dem Erkennén
des Individuums gegenitber etwas Objéktives, Ubergreifendes, an dem
der Einzelne wohl teilhaben kann, das aber gegen dieses sein
Teilhaben gleichgliltig dasteht" (ME, p.149)). As such the subject
is universal or transcendental ("gemeinsam und einheitlich fir
alle' (ME, p.151)); the categories are aspects of transcendental
subjectivity and as such "reine Verstandesbegriffe" ;'Tein"
especially in so far as, at least for Kant, psychologiém is not
involved. But transcendental subjectivity also contains the
"Gesetzlichkeit" for the appearance in kmowledge of the object, so -
that the categories are also determinations or conditions for the |
objective éontent of knowledge ("Bedingungen der M8glichkeit der
Gegensté&nde"),
' As we have said, Hartmann considersvhiéself to be
continuing Kant's criticism, breaking, however, with this -
Parmenidean aspect of Kant's work and all the neo-Kantianm
elaborations on it., It is in this respect that Hartmann interprets
his own work as a new critique of pure reason ("rein kritischer

Arbeit, und zwar auf einem Wege der, wie mir scheinen will, der
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' Weg efner neuen Kritik der reinen Vermunft 1st" (AW, peV)). It

was ‘Parmenides who first identifled thought with being, and altﬁoggh
Kant's work was directed against the pretences of speculative
metaphysics, Hartmarm believes that he did not yet see that it was
precisely because of the attribution to the thinking éubjectvof
~such a pre—eminent,plgce in the world5 that speculative metaphysics
is possible at all, Hartmarm maintains that while the?e can be no.
doubt abﬁut the blow dealt to dogmatism by Kant's formula "keine
Metaphysik ohne Kritik", there cah, however,; also be no doubt that
this philosopher's work did not yet erase the unwarranted
distinction between subject and objectin sofar as itiscmsidered as
" £inal distinction belonging to the mature of the world itself.
Kant did not yet appreciate the fact that the carrier of the
apparatus of knowledge, even inso far as it is considﬁred as
supra-individual, that is from the aspeét.of logic, and, in Kant's
terminology, as "trenscendental', as "Subjekt fberhaupt", is

itself merelyfohe evidence in tho total flux of evidence in the |
world -~ one which can, oflcourse, be recognized and pointed out but
which cannot be made the guiding evidence for sll otﬁer evidences
in the world,

‘ ' Metaphysical I¢ealism and Logical Idealism result
from the post-Kantian concern over Kant's position o} Transcendentsal
Idealism which left the problem of the "Ding~anésich? open and in .
that sense tolerated irrationality. What happens in ﬁetaphysical )
Idealism, says Hartmann, is that the transcéndental subject is
itself made the "Ding-an-~sich", The possibility of a real object ic
entirely erased., The object lies entirely within the subject, it is
the subject ("Hier aber liegt Uber das Objekt hinaus kein Reales
‘mehrs Denn das Ding en sich ist in das Subjekt hineinverlegt., Pas
grosse ,,X" llegt nicht vor, sondern hinter dem Bewusstsein., Damit
ist der natﬁrliqhen Tendenz der Erkenntnis nach aussen, auf ein
Reales, dem sie zustrebt, der weg.abgeschnitten" (ME, pp.158,159)).
According to Hartﬁann it was Leibniz who showed the way here. The
monads represent the development of individual subjects from the
mind of God‘whiéh is the carrier of the eternal truths - the
distinction between subject amd object has disappeared, Metaphysicéi
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Idealism posses over Fichte and Schelling into Hegel's Logical
Idealism in which all distinction between the real and the ideal
is finally wiped out ond the process of the world is seen as one
of its internal amd dialectical self-development, the process of
its self-realisation as Subject and as "Ding-an-sich', |

The scientism of Logical Idealism, &gain, is
opposed by the anti-scientism of Phenoménological Idoalisﬁ.
Hartmann maintains that the subject is here no longer understood
to be merely self-identical ("als Setzung zu verstehen" (ME, |
P.169)), but acquires once more a really objective significance
("gegensfandliche Bedoutungﬁ (ME, p.169)). The subjeot can be
confronted with itself once more, and assumes the aftitude ,
characteristic of phenomenology, that its labours 1n the attempt
te understand its place and significance in the problem of
knowledge must remein of a preliminary mature ("Sie bleibt in dex
Vorarbeit stehemn" (ME, p.170)). |

‘ In Realism, then, the subject is of secondafy

significance. In Idealism the possibility of a self-sustaining
object disappears. Monism wants to get beyond both'Roalism and
- Idealism to a unity in terms of which the twofold appearance of
objectivity and subjectivity can be interpreted ao mere
appearance, All monistic procedures root in Eleatic Metaphysics,
'says Hartmann, Parmenides, although he did not comsciously seek
it, touched the core of Monism when he equated being with thought.
In Plotinus' anism, the duality of subject and object is
considered as a secondary evidence;j of primary'signiflcance is the
irrational foundation, or God, in which subject and objJect
coincide. In Spinoza's ‘Pantheistic Monism s thought and extensio:
the two attributes of God which the human mind can grasp, connot
be recomclled in human expérience. Marr cannot understand how a /
mode of thought can reproduce ("kann wiedergeben" (ME, p.178)) a
mode of extension. But the parallelism of these attributes is
resolved in God in whose substance they fall together. God 1is not
in the modes or the attributes - they are in him ; ‘

According to Hartmann, Schelling's philesophy

of idéntity is the most comprehensive execution of a monistic

~
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standpoint. In'échelling's Absolute, subject and oﬁject not only
unite, but become identical - here Idealism and Realigm coincide,

| , Hartmarm himseif wants to overcome all these
positions. He cannot see how a return to any one of them can throw
more light oh the problem of knowledge. All of them méintain more
than can possibly be known. |

Hartmann reiterates his own ontological

position. We should face all problems without thinking that we can
golve all problems ("Gewiss darf diese kein Problem abweisen. Aber
sie braucht auch nicht ein jedes zu 18sen. Sie‘stellt:sich vielﬁehr
von vornherein auf den Standpunkt, dasé es prinzipieli unliésbare,
mataphysische Problemgehalte gibt" (ME, p.201)). Only when the
problem of knowledge is approached as part of the coyéring
ontological problem, does it-manifest its true'probiematic nature.
| It is part of the primal deed of trying to
knowy says Hartmann, that a knowing subject should be distinguished
("Pass alles Erkennen an ein erkennendes Subjekt gebunden ist,
1888t sich wohl nicht im Ernst bestreiten. Es geh6rt mit zur
Urtatsache des Erkenntnisph&nomens" (ME, p.17)). We have seen that
misunderstanding of this phenomernon, when the subject is considered
as supra-individual_in’the light of logic, leads to subjectivistic
transcendentalism, On the other hand, when the subject is viewed
empirically, epistemology falls into psychologism. Hartmann warné.
us that we must therefore be carefulnot to think of the problem of
knowledge as either a logical or a psychological problem.

4 _ Although the problem is entirely one of the
subject—object relation, we must understand, says Hartmann, that
this relation exists also independent of any problem of knowlcdge
in forms more fundamental than, and indeed presupposed by knowledge
.OBie stehen auch abgesehen von aller Erkenntnis in mennigfaltigen
Relationen, durch dié~sie in einen realen Seinszusammenhang gebunder
sind, einen Existenz-~ und Lebenszusammenhang der weiter, grSsser |
und fundamentaler ist als der‘Zusammenhang der Erkehntnisrelation
wid in diesem schon vofausgeéetzt ist" (ME, p.205)).
| For Hartmann it is also important that we

reallse that the relation between subject and object is merely a
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~ ¢correlation. An object 1s an object only for a subject, and a
Subdect'is a subject only for an object ("Ihre Relation ist
Korrelation" (ME, p.44)) - and the subject itself can also become
~an object, and not only an object for itself but one also for othep
subjects - an object among other objects. ,
'Gnoseologically,.within this relation, the
function of the spbject consists 1h trying "to lay hold of"
("Erfassen") or to comprehend the object, and that of the object
in being open t6 such a function on the pért of the subject. This
relation changes nofhing as regafas the 6bJect, and as regards th: -
- subject there 1s a change, but only one like the change occurring
in a mirror with the play of objects reflected in it ("Das Einholen
des Erfassten bedeutet nicht ein Einholen des Objekts in das
Subjekt, sondern nur die Wiederkehr der Bestimmtheiten des Objekts
an elnenm inhalflichen Gebilde im Subjekt, dem Erkenntnisgebilde,
oder dem ,,Bilde" des Objekts. Der Gegensténd a}sé verhdlt sich
gleichgtiltig gegen das Sﬁbjekt, aber nicht dleses gegen ihn. Nur
in Subjekt wird durch die Erkenntnisfunktion etwas ver#ndert, Am
Objekt entsteht nichts Neues, im Subjekt aber entsteht daé
Ge genstandsbewusstsein mit seinem Inhalt, dem ,,Bilde" des
Objekts" (ME, p.45)). | /
For Hartmann, this'representation'" of the object
is a third factor inextricably bound up with the subject-object
relation and in its turn an entirely autonomous evidence -~ it is
not there because of either subjJect or object, or because of their
rélatibn; it 1s simply an essential aspect of the complete
phenomenon of the subject-objecf relation (";o folgt, dass
notwendig in aller Brkenntnis jenes Dritte in die Subjekt-Objekt

Relation schon eingeflochten ist, und folglich unabhingig

von seiner Bewusstheit oder Unbewusstheit - ja unabhiingig auch yom
Grade sefiner Aufzeigbarkeit im Einzelfall ~ immer schon vorhanden

iste. Das aber heisst, dass das ;,Bild" oder die ,,Vorstellung" ein
notwendiger Wesensbestandteil der Erkenntniérelation ist" (ME,
Pe47)). Hartmann calls this phenomenon '"gnoseologisches
Ansichsein" (ME, PeS1l)e |

Now each subject 'covers" only its limited part

of being, which may even be entirely different from that "covered" \

-
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by other subjects.vwe know, however,‘thet intelligent communicatio:n
between men is possible; and that truth can thefefore be eought as
a common factor beyond mere individualistic subjectivism and |
Protagorean relafivism. For Hartmann it is at this point that it
becomes manifest that there are categories or principles of
knowledge (as evidenced by-fhe laws and relations of 1egic) in‘
terms of which communication is possible., But it remains for him
anm irrational affair, since truth, as he tells us, has nothing to
do with psychology or the act or process of knowing.

The content of knowledge may be particular, but
not its truth - its truth, in fact, precedes the act of knowing,
That Socrates died in 399 B.C., is true independent of whether it
is known or not. As a matter of intersubjective correspondence
("1ntersubjektive.Verstﬁndigung" (ME, p.336 etc.)), truth is
irrational as far as its possibllity is cehcerned.'we discern that
there are primciples, and we can know the forms they take, but why

.they take on just these forms and what they are or mean in
themselves, we do not know ("Bedirgungen der Erkenntnis darf man
also nicht schlechtweg als blosse Geseﬁze bezeichnen, sondern in
streng allgemeinen Sinne nur als ,,Prinzipien" oder , ;Kategorien"
der Erkenntnis. Das Gesetzesmoment mag das relatiy Fassbarste in
ihnen sein, ihr Wesen erschdpft es nicht".(MEé DPe343)).

» -Fof Hartmann, knowledge is indeed ﬁltimately'
possible only because it is founded on irrafionality which, for
him, is an‘ontological manifestation rooted not in the object but
in the subject ("Es steckt also hinter der gnoseologischer
Irrationalit4t - oder, was dasselbe ist, hinter dem ,,bloss
gnoseclogischen' Charakter der Erkermbarkeltsgrenze am Gegenstande
- doch eine echte ontologische Verwurzelung, nicht anders als sie
hinter allen anderen Teilphéno-menen der Erkenntnis auch steckt;' |
Aber es ist eine Verwurzelung nicht im ontologischen Wesem des
Gegensténdes, sondern in dem des Subjekts. Der schelnbare
Widerspruch 18st sich eimfach: es gibt nicht das an sich Irrationaae:
es gibt nur das flr uns Irrationale!" (ME, pp.249,250)). _ -t

' - Hartmann distinguishes four possible
gnoseological determipations of the object ("Gegomstand der
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Erkenntnis'): as known {"das Erkannte (oﬁjectum)"); as what 1s
to be known ("das zu Erkenmende (objiciendum)")j as unknown

("das Unerkarnte (Transobjektive)"); and as unknowable ("das
Unerkennbare (Irrationale oder Transintelligible)"). These
-distinctions of objectivify can exlst only for the subject. It is
quite possible, for instance, that even an "unknowable! may have
being - whether we can ever know it or not. The designation
'objective" never describes the object-whether as known, to be
known, unknown, or unknowéble - 3 but only the representation of
the object to the subject, this being the third 'autonomous"
evidence in the subject-~object relation ("Objektiv ist niemals das
Objekt selbst, weder das Erkannte noch das Unerkannte an ihmg
sondern das immanente Erkenntnisgebilde (das Bild) ist ,,objektiv",.
sofern es die Zilge des Objekts trdgt oder irgendwie streng
repr&sentierend auf sie bezogen ist"). The being-in-itself of the
object remains what it is despite "objectivity', or any of its
determinations ("das Ansichsein des Objekts wird durch sein
Erkanntsein nicht aufgehoben")., (ME, p.88 etc.)

‘ Hartmann points out how the primacy of the
irrational in the process of kmowledge becomes abundantly clear.
when we consider mathematical and loglcal knowledge. Our most basic
preéuppositions for knowing‘are irrational. We are ignorant, for
instance, of what the Law of Identlity, or the Law of Contradictioﬁ ,
mean in themselves; we know them only inso far as they are necesSary
presuppositions for kmowing. Their validity is something we do not
understand (Das logische prius ist wohl erste Bedingung der
Erkenntnis aber nicht erstes Erkanntes, nicht éognitio prius" -
"Die Mathematik gibt als Prototyp elnes rationalen Gebietes. Aber
sind ihre Axiome auch_rationai?" (ME, pp.273,274)).

| Here again man's role in the relation between

ideai being and real being becomes manifest. The problem of a priori‘
Imowledge of the real ("Problem der apriorischen Realerkenntnis® |
(ME, pe474)) makes it clear that in knowledge, i1deal kmowledge
penetrates deep into knowledge of the real, and that ideality can
have a significaniée for reality down to knowledge of the most

concrete particular. We know how mathematics and logic can be
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applied ("Idealerkenntnis (erstreckt) sich tief in die
Realerkenntnis, und keilneswegs nur in die wissenschaftliche,
(hinein) - wie denn die Strukturen des idealen Seinms die des
realen bis in dessen konmkrete Binzelffille hinein durchsetzen und
bestimmen" (ME, P+473)). This gnosecalogical function of being a
Ibridge between ideality and reality is inherent in man's
ontological nature. And this is why real knowledge (knowledge of
- the real) is at the same time a posteriori as well as a priori
('"Realerkenntnis (ist) immer zugleich a priori und a posteriori"
(ME, p.491)), while all ideal knowledge 1s exclusively a priori .

In Zur Grundlegung der Ontologie Hartmann

explains that a priori knowledge touches ("bestreicht") three of
the four basic ontological determinations of being, namely 1
ideal being-there ("ideales Dasein'"), ideal being-such ("ideales
Sosein"), and real being-such ("reales Sosein"), Real peing-ther.
(reales Dasein') can be known only a posteriori since it is a
matter of sense perception. (To know that a stone is there, to

‘know 1its beingnfhere, is possible only a postefiori, through sens:.
experience.,) It is casy to see that knowledge of ideal being is ‘7
a priori, and that knowledge of real beiné-there ("reales Dasein"; _
is a posteriori. As far as the a priori as well as a posteriori
nature of khowledge of real being-such ("reales Sosein") is
concerned, we may explain that to know the stone's being-such,’
which ultimately means knowing its constitution and the conditions
for its "behaviour", is in the last resort a matter of ‘
mathematical explanation - its'behaviour" is empirically observed -
(and as such it is known a posteriori), but mathematically
explained (and as such i1t is known a priori),., According to
Hartmann, then, @l.Die Erkenntnis a priori bestreicht drei von den
ontischen Gegensatzfeldern (1.8s., 1.Ds., und r.Ss.)., Nur das

reale: Dasein ist von ihr ausgeschlossen./2.Die Erkenntnis a
postériori bestreicht nur zwei Felder (r.Ss. und r.Ds.). Die

beiden Felder des idealen Seins sind von ihr ausgeschlossen,/3.Dic

a priorische und die a2 posteriorische Erkernntnis haben von den

vier ontischen Feldern nur eines gemeinsam: das reale Sosein./

4 ,Reales Dasein ist nur der Erkenntnis a posteriori zugénglich./
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5.Ideales Sein (sowohl 1.8s. als auch i.Ds.) ist nur der Erkenntnic
a priori zuginglich" (GO, p.144 etc,) .

Hartmenn believes that thc concepts a priori
and a posteriori in the definition of knowledge are both
ghoseologically false ("Beides ist gnoseclogisch falsch" (ME,

.49)). either is essentially definitive of the subject~object

relationy they simply signify whether some insight was achieved
at the hand of real being or not ("A posteriori ist alles Erfasseng
in welchem der reale Einzelfall als solcher gegeben 1ist und an‘ihm
als vorhandenem und vorliegéndem‘etwas eingesehen wird... A priori
dagegen ist alles Erfassen bei welchem ein einzelner realer Fall
nicht vorliegt" (ME, p.50)). | 1

The problem of a priori knowledge, Hartmann tells
us, canmot, as with Kant, be the problem of "synthetic a priori
Judgements"s it is,; indeed, the ﬁroblem of the irrationality of the
principles of kmowledge as suchy since a priori Jmowledge has den
Charakter des Bedimgungen fir alles besondere Gagenstandsérkennen"}
(ME; pe340), And the problem of a posteriori knowledge 1s as much
metaphysical as that of a priori knowledge - it ultimately
remains impossible to explain, and therefore irrational, how there
can be objects of knowledge at all,;since consciousness on the one
hand does not proceed outside itself through the senses in the
process of "grasping" them, and the objects on the other hand do not
enter consciousness through the senses ta form in it an immanent
content (“"Wie kénnen bestimmtheiten des realen Objekts unmittelbar
durch die Sinne dem Bewusstsein gegeben werden, da doch weder das
Bewusstsein durch die Sinne aus sich hinaus greifen und ein ihm
Transzendentes ergreifen, noch auch der Gegenstand mit seinen
Bestimmtheiten durch sie in das Bewusstsein eintreten und ihm
immanent werden kamn?" (ME, p.387)). o

As for the structure of the act of knowledge,
Hartmann says that a posteriori knowledge is symbolic, that is it
has a2 medium - he calls it an "Organ" -~ 4 namely sense perception.
Knowledge which is not symbolic, is intuitive knowledge ("eine
Erkenntnisart, die nicht symbolisch ist, ist ndtwendig s gintuitiv’
(ME, p.529))¢ A priori knowledge is therefore intuitive knowledge.
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Also, it 1s not at all mediated by anylother form of knowledge, and
as such it is stigmatic.

' When intuition is ndt only directed.towards
single evidénces (when it 1is not merely "Einzelschau!), but becomcs
a matter of appreciating coherences, it becomes conspective,
Conspective intuition 1s more fundamental than stigmatic Intultior
(which is merely aspeétive - "agpektiv") , and is not merely a
matter of deduétion in the 1light of its awareness of relations, It
is not bound to any one method. It is therefore left free to
discover as much as possible ("Das aspektiv Geschaute als solches
ist ein anderes als das konspektiv Geschaute,-wiewohl es derselbe
geschaute Gégenstand sein kamm... Konspektive Anschawung als solcle
hat fiberhaupt nicht oine bestimmte Richtung des Vergehens, an die
sie unbedingt gobunden wire, Sie ist allen Richtungen gegentlber
 frei, stellt nach allen Seiten Yerbindungen her. Sie schreitet
ebensowohl aufsteigend wie absfeigend fort, analytische und
synthetische Methode umfassend - je nach der Lage des Gegebenen
und des Unbekannten, Sie verbindet Deduktion und Induktion,
reflektiert aufwirts wie abwirts..." (ME, pp.520,521)).

And what Hartmann holds to be true of
conSpective Intuition, he holds to be true of philosophy as such.
Philosophy must remain frec to allow for as much evidence as
possible; free of the ldea of constructing a system on.the basis
of preéuppositions, the internal coherence of which should make the
world "intelligible" - for that will simply not make it soj free
also as we have seen in our Introduction, of any pre-established
unity of method, Systom belongs to the world itself and not to
phllosophy. Philosophy cam only attempt an understanding of the

system of the world .




SECOND CHAPTER

HARTMANN'S ETHICS

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS

I. The Person as Ethical Object

Man is a person hso far as he is a mediator between the
realm of the ideal self-existence ¢f values and real being in the
sphere of ethics; Nietzsche discovered that values are a manifold
but his view of %he person as a ‘''révaluator of all values" leads
to ethical relativismj in Scheler's work the independent existence
of values 1s stressed; but moral action is ultimately rendered
impossible if personal being is considered to be correlative to the
world; man is not only the ethical object par excellence, but also
a subject, _

2 Moral Values, Goods-Values and
Value-Feeling

Hartmann is appreciative of Kant's view that there are
non-causal determinants of human actionj moral values as non-causal
determinants account for the person's freedom in the face of his
complete determination by natural causality; the ancients were aware
of the problem of freedomi the relation between moral values and
goods-valuesy value~feeling and the problem it raises as to the
sanction for the claims of moral values. :

3. Freedom, God and Rellgion

Responsiblility implies freedom, and freedom responsibility;
teleology in ethics is man's concern, not God'ssy the challenge of
religiong the antinomic relation between ethics and religion, and
the separation of the spheres; Hartmann sides with ethics ané his
position is Iinconsequent - nevertheless his overstatement also
Il1lustrates his merit. ‘
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SECOND CHAPTER

HARTMANN'S ETHICS

1, The Person as Ethical Object

In his desire td get beyond the ethical philosophy of

the nineteenth century, which he accuses of subjecfivity, Hartmann

feels that values must again be allowed to speak for themselves,

‘and this is what he calls "the idea of a concrete etﬁics of values'is

According to Max Scheler, of whose work Hartmann makes |
very much, every ethics which proceeds from the question as to the
highest good or the final goal, was once and for all rendered
untenable by the work of Kant, The implication is that suéh an
ethics must necesssrily be metaphysically_speculative ("alle Ethik,
die von der Frage: was ist das h8chste Gut? oder: was ist der.‘

Endzweck allen Willenbestrebungen? ausgeht, halte ich durch Kant
ein fiir allemal als widerlegt" (FEW, p.29).

o Appreciative of the relevant aspect of Scheler's ethies,
Hartmann says that we have indeed never yet known what good and
evil arey, and that it was Nietzsche who brought us to this
aWareqess. Speaking of the subjectivity of the nineteenth century,
he says that "it was far‘from troubling itself about the objective
contents of moral claims, commandments and values, There stood
Nietzsche, a solitary figure, warning us with the start'ing assertion
that we have never yet known what good and evil are!" (E I, p.l15).

" Instead of sterile speculation as to the'highest good'", Nletzsche
undertook a task which caused him to be "the first to see the rich
plenitude of the ethical cosmos" (E I, p.16). | |

It is this consciousness of the pluriformity and
~heterogeneity of values which describes Hartmann's own task in the
field of ethics: "I have chosen as my central task an analysis of

-37-



\ ~38- ‘
the contents of values",hevrites(E I, 15}, and maintains further that
when man senses the pluriformity of the ideal self-existent realm
‘of values, he also senses that he is not their author and creator.
They are there despite and independent of him.

We have seen to what extent Hartmamn's fourth
categorial law is impoptént for an understanding of his position
in ethics., We know that for him moral values have an 1ldeal and
independent existence, are not man-made, and do not change with
time} they have a supra-temporal and supra-individual existence,
and always are what they are. They are ontologically determined
and absclute. This simply means that for Hartmann their being, the
being of cach individual value, is such and such and cannot be
different; and is therefore existentially se1f-sufficient, requirin;
'"mo other determination for its belng".

But the ideally existent realm of moral values
is only one half of the ethical phenomenon, the other half being
the persom and his acts: "Together with the concept of value,"
writes Hartmann, "that of personal being is the central concept of
ethics.,.as every reaching forth of values out of the ideal realm
intO‘the'éctual depends upon the part played by the subject. Among
all real entities only the subject has the power of mediation...
The subject is a person in so far as he is a carrier of moral
values and disvalues" (E I, p.317). |

~ Man, then, is not a creator of values, but the
mediator between the realms of ideal and real being, and therefore
also the medium of the actualization of moral values. It is by
virtue of his function as mediator that Hartmann calls him a
person, S

Examining Nietzsche's view of the person, Hartman:
finds that it led to othical relativism, Despite Nietzsche's
discovery of the manifoldness of values, Hartmann tells us, this
philosopher did not yet appreciate the ontological foundation of
values "as a determining prius" (E I, p.206) for our actions and
attitude in and towards life, Niestzsche was not yet aware of the
ideal self-existence of values, and that man's actions are

conditioned in their l1ight, rather than they'in the 1light of his
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actions. Here, Hartmann believes, Nietzsche was still a child of
the nineteenth century, He clearly saw how sterile the search for
an absolute and highest value had been. But, Hertmann maintains,
Nietzsche went to the other extreme, so that in his philesophy the
person became lost aﬁong the values now opened to his view in such
rich pluriformity., It is true, says Hartmanng that Nietzsche
showed us:that'"the prophecy of the serpent is the great deception.
Sin has not opened man'sieyes, he has not become as Godj to this dso
he does not yet know what good and evil are" (E I, pp.83,84); but
in another sense Nietzsche's ethicé does sec man as a god, since
for him man's choice of values now becomes absolutely free and not
determined from cutside himself in any way. Man can be an evaluator.
or rather a revaluator of all values: Man is actually above values -
they are dependent on hims This is how Nietzsche understands the
person as the "carrier'" of values, In Nietzsche's "doctrine of the
"revaluation of all values" lay hidden the idea of valuational
relativism", writes Hartmann - "If values permit of being revalued,
they alsc are capable of being deval&Zd, they permit of belng
manufactured and of being destroysd, They are the work of maﬁ, they
are arbitrary, like thoughts andphentasies" (E I, p.85).

Nietzsche's error here is, of course, the reverse
side of his discovery, and according to Hartmanm it ought not to
blind us to the significance of his work any longer,

However, in Hartmann's opinion the main
contemporary example of ethical personalism is found in Scheler's
ethics. It is Important for us to note this,; since Hartmann consider:
Scheler's work to be a bridge between Nietzsche and himself,

Schelery in his characteristic way, defined the
person as "dle konkrete, selbst wesenhafte Seinseinheit von Akten
verschiedenartligen Wesens, die an sich allen wesenhaften
Aktdifferenzen...vorhergéht. Das Sein der Person ,,fundiert" alle
wesenhaft verschliedenen Akte" (FEW, pp.393,394), It is this
definition Hartmann‘has in mind when he writes that '"his (Scheler's)
theory starts from the position that person and act belong
indissolubly together" (E I, p.319). This means, as Scheler himself

puts it, that the person is not a mosaic of acts ("Aktmosaik") or,
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in other words, that the essence of a person cannot be assessed
by evaluating the sum-total of his acts. Scheler's meaning becomes
clearer when we consider his distinction between person and subject
or ego ("das 'Ich'"), The "I", he tells us, can be an object of
experience for the individual. But the person itself cam never be
an object of experience, since all experiemnce 1s pre-conditioned
by it. For Scheler, the person is the whole behind experience
which, precisely because it is that whole, canmot itself be
objectified. Only what the person experiences is capable of
objectification, but not the'person as such., Since acts issue from
the persom, the person and his acts, indeed the persomn and every
individual one of his acts, "belong indissolubly together" - more
exactly even, they fall together, they coincide. Hartmann comments
that for Scheler "the persom is not something behind or above the
~acts, but is already contained in them; he is their real unity,
inseparable from their essence" (B I, p.319). Acts, therefore, like

the person, cannot be cbjectified ("Ein Akt (ist) niemals eln
| Gegenstand... ¥st aber schon ein Akt niemals Gegenstand, so ist
erst recht niemals Gegenstand die in ihrem Aktvollzug lebende
Person' (FEW, p.397»; Here, writes Hartmann, "we may very well have
an inner experience of the ego amd its functions, but not of the
person and his acts" (B I, pe320),

For Scheler,; therefore, the person is above and
beyond the subject, above and beyond experience, above ard beyond
the world, The world is correlative to the persom. To every
individual person there corresponds his individual world which 1is
concrete precisely in so far as it 1s the world of a person. Every
province of objects ("Gegenstandsbereiche" ) ’ whether
it be psychological, empirical, ethical, etc., is concrete in so
far as 1t is part of the world - the world of, and correlative to,
a person. But the person is not part of the world ("Als das
Sachkorrelat der Perscn flberhaupt nannten wir die Welt. Und also
entspricht jeder individuellen Person auch eine individuelle Welt,
Wie Jeder Akt aber zu einer Person gehdrt, so ,,gehért" auch Jeder
Gegenstand wesensgesetzlich zu einer Welt. Jdede Welt aber ist in
ihrem wesenhaften Aufbau a prioril gebunden an die
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possesse Scheler revolutionized ethics by emphasiging the-exisfenc;
of values indepeﬁdent of man, but in Hartmann's cpinion he was led
to a theory of the ﬁerson‘which must ultimate®r make the realizatin
or actualization of values impossible. ﬁartmann, however, recagnizes
the achievements of both Nietzsche and Scheler,; and this allows him
not only to build out the description of the ideal self-exlstence
of values,but also to bring into perspective the role of man in the

realm of morality .

2, Moral Valuess, Goods-Values and
Value-Feeling

In its broadest outline, Hartmann's ethics can then
be described by the two propositions that moral values have a
self-existence, and that man is a peréon. The question now before
us concerns the relation between the self-existing, ideal realm of
values, and man as an inhabitant of the sphere of real being.

The situation is reminiscent of Kant's view of man

as being at the same time homo phenomenon and homo noumenon. For

Kant, man belongs to the natural world, to the sphere of reality
"as a part of it" 3 as such "his doing and his leaving
undone are entirely drawn into it and into its regularity" .
This 9 says Hartmann, is what Kant means when he speaks of
man as homo phenomenonj further Kant presupposes '"that the totality
of the cosmic processes is throughout causally determined" .
Consequently , as homo phenomenon, man can in no way escape
the causal mnexus. Nature will not tolerate any gap in its network
of sequences. As homo phenomenon, man is fully determined causally.
(E ITI , p.53).
However, man does not belong "to nature alone, (he)
at the same time rises into a second realm with a law of its own"
(E IIT, pe54)e Man is also homo noumenon, not only a natural, but
also a rational being. As such,man is in no way exempt from
causality, but he 1s the bearer of a determination which is
non-cadsal, the latter being, for Kant, the will or reason under its
practical aspect. Here, Hartmann points out, "all the causal

determinants which accompany the human will (let us say, as "motives)
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and are efficacious in it, remain unaffected. But to them 1s addec
a new determinant" (E III, p.55). The will is non-causal not in
regard to the matural order, but in regard to itself in so far as
it is not caused by anything but is the absoluteliy autonomous power
of man to formulate universal moral laws and, as such, it can and
does act causally in thevphenomenal world, the causal nexus of
which "does not allow itself to be suspended or broken but does
permit of being diverted" (E III, p.55). Takling a concrete example,
we can point out that the commandment "Thou shalt not steal" whick.,
for Kant, is a universal formulation of the will (or, as he would
also say, a rational prescription of duty),has causal implications
when either kept or brokenj and either keeping or breaking it can
also be causally inspired - a man may, for instance, keep the
commandment simply because he fears a retributive law or he may
steal because of hunger, and so on.

Génerally speaking, Hartmann accepts homo
phenomenon as described by Kant, He considers Kant's achievement
to consist in the fact that he saw that there are moral factors
which are non-causal and determinate, and which manifest themselve:
at that point in the world where they become causally significant,
where they make their Qught for man feltj also that Kant reaiiZed
that such Oughts can be experienced ~indeedy that man is,above all,
the parrier and the only carrier of such Oughts. Hartmann says that
we must concede to Kant "first, a demonstration of the fact that |
there 1s a power in the moral Ought, which as a heterogeneous,
non-causal, determining factor, strikes into the nexus of causal
trends, and,; sccondly, a demonstration that the structure of the
causal nexus makes such an intervention possible, without any
interruption to itself" (E III, p.60). Hartmann, however, rejects
the i1dea that these moral factors and the Oughts which they eXpress,
are created by and situated.in homo noumenon: "(Kant's) homo
noumenon...1ls quite subordinate to his achievements and may be
discarded along with the rest of his idealistic metaphysics" (E III.
Pe60)e

Hartmahn clearly saw, as did Kant, that the

cardinal problem about moral action is the problem of freedom, the
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problem as to whether and how man is free to act in a way differen’
from the way of his causal determination in the realm of nature.
"It is the peculiarity of moral value and disvalue," writes Hartma;
"that these are attributed to the person, that upon him fall guilt,
responsibility, merit, The person is not simply marked by the
value (or disvalue)j he is also accounted to be the originator of
its fulfilment or of the:failureyto fulfil it" (B III, p.20). If
in the whole world man is not determined otherwise than causally,
then clearly morality is impossible, since man cannot be held
responsible in any way.

Hartmann tells ﬁs that Pléto was already aware
of the problem, Plato disberned that there must be "another realm
of being than that of existence, than that of "real" things and of
consciousness which is not less "real"" (E I, p¢l83), and in the
light of which alone man is a moral being., Hartmann indeed maintain:
that his notion of the self-existence of moral values 1s Platonic:
"in their mode of Being," he writes, '"values are Platonic ideas,
They belong to that further realm of Being which Plate first
discovered, the realm which we can spiritually discern but cannot
see or grasp" (E I, pp.184,185)., And, says Hartmann, even Aristotle:
ethics was in the last resort not empiricist, despite "the wellknow:
difference between the Platonic and the Aristotelian procedure”
(E I, ps202); he believes that "if one examines the method of the
ancients in close detail, one finds that under the various forms of
procedure - even when it is apparently empirical - there is
everywhere a kernel of purely aprioristic research" (E I, p.202).
It is probable, he says, that Stoicism's poverty of contenf in so
far as itvrejected the real world in its endeavour for apateia |
and its denial of ﬁg;gg, which amounted to '"a renunciation of all
human goods, a contempt for them, for even the noblest of them"
(E I, p.133), was due to an exaggerated apriorism.

In aﬁy casé, it 1s in this regard that "Plato,
Aristotle and the Stoics have remained a model for all later ethics"
(E I, p.203). Hartmann is a firm believer in their apriorism as such.
We have already seen that for him there 15 no coming-intb—being of

values, since "knowledge of values is genuine knowledge of Being"
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(E I, p.219) end moral values sre given completely in the
ontological structure of the world.

Hartmann maintains further that moral values
should be distinguished from other values which &a.re not so given -~
economic, legal, social, aesthetic values,; etc. He holds that in
a purely material sense, non-moral values form the groundstuff of
moral (personal) relations, and that the dependence of moral values
upon non-moral values is an ontologically '"unequivocal, irreversible
dependence" (E II, p.25),

The goodness of a goods-value (the name which
Hartmann gives to non-moral values), is always a matter of how
good it is to or for someone, It is clear that a goods-value
adheres also to every moral value, since every moral value involves
some good for someone ("every moral value is also a goods-value
indirectly" (E I, p.211)): chivalry is advantageous to the weak,
love for one's neighbour benefits the needy and the burdened, and
so on - "Wherein would an honest man be superior to a thief, if
the things purloined were not somehow of value? What one man can
steal, what another can treasure as a possession, is not merely a
thing but a good. Honesty, then, if it is a moral value,
necessarily presupposes the positive worth of material goods. It is
inherently dependent on the latter. In the same way, chivalry
which secures an advantage to the weak rests upon the worth of that
advantagej love of one's neighbour, which gives, or which takes
upon jtself another man's burden, assumes the worth of the things
given and of the relief from the burdenji not otherwise is veracity
rélated.to the worth (for the other person) of the truth asserted”
(E 11, pp.24,25) .

' However, it is not its goods-value which
distinguishes a moral value as such. Chivalry is not a moral value
because of its advantageousness to the weak,; or neighbour-love
because it favours the needy and the burdened - the moral
phenomenon here merely involves what Hartmann calls "life as the
ontological basis of the subject... the earthly weight which holds
(man) down but also the root which sustains spiritual life (B II,
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p.131), In this sense 1ife itself is a value, although a non-moral
value, the corresponding disvalue being death which is '"not only
an annihilation of physical life, but with it also of the
spiritual and personal'" (E II, p.131). Hartmann iells us that "in
all these cases the value of the act 1s altogether different from
that attributed to the external good, whether this be some simple
material possession or some complex situation. And indeed the wortk
of am act is piainly of a higher kind, the character of which is
seen in this, that its degree does not increase and decrease with
the greatness of the non-moral good, but according to a standard o:f
a totally different order" (E II, p.25). The moral act is ultimately
entirely indifferent to its goods-value. This is so because, while
the éxistence of moral values, as we have seemn, presupposes the
extstence of goods as non-moral values, "the converse is not true.
The existemce of the world of goods does not involve the emergence
of a world of morality and immorality. The basis of the latter is
provided only where a community of persons exlists within one and
the same  world of goods. The content of the moral world lies on
~another planej it is a structural novelty face to face with the
whole mass of values from other quarters. Hence the novelty of its
Iinherent quality. And indeed its peculiarity - both material and
axiological =~ subsists without prejudice to the fact that the
moral conduct of the persons touched by it has, mediately and
dependently, the character of a '"good"" (E II, pp.25,26). The
actualization of moral values therefore depends entirely on the
fact that the person is an object unte himself., Moral values are
distinguished by the recogmition on the side of the person that
they ought to‘b@ actualized by him even if by him alone, and even
if no goods-value whatsoever accrues either to himself or to anyonc
else from such an actualization they ought to be actualized simply
and solely because of themselves as~mora1 values for him. Personality
is essentlially not for others but for self - only because of this
can it be for others alsoc, Hartmann's position means in effect that
the distinguishing mark of moral values is not any utilitarian
effect they may have in life, but simply that they comstitute the
possibility far the individual to become a better person, |
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It seems as if Hartmsnn here immediately leaves
himself open and vulnerable to the question as to his cfiterion for
"good", "bad", better'", "worse'", etcs., and an imputation of the |
- very relativism and arbitrariness in morals to which he is oppdseda
We must point out, however, that Hartmann's idea is that of "a
systematic co-~ordination of diverse values (which 9xist) without
culminating in one supreme point" (E II, p.6?). The problem of the
highest value is not settled one way or the other in Hartmann's
ethics -~ he does not consider ethics to be capable of settling suéh
a gquestion. We can say that, for him, imstead of a single value
forming a criterion, every discernable value does so - this appliec
in the case of purity, justice, wisdom, courage, self-control,
brotherly love, truthfulness, fidelity, humility, personal love ,
~ to mention some of the values which Hartmann examines individually.
He also wants us to understand that his list of values is not at
all complete or nearly exhaustlive of the realm of moral values. On
the contrary, he believes that our knowledge here is only just '
beginning, Certain values are now for the first time being
discovered or nemed - nut'created, since they were always there
like continents or stars, only we were not yet able to discern
them; Thus, for instance, Nietzsche was the first to pronounce
Love of the Remote ('"Fernstenllebe") and he was also the first to
name Radiant Virtue ("schenkende Tugen&").

We feel that the question as to what sanction there
is far Hartmann's ideal self-existent realm of values, constitutes
a serious problemj first of all, however, we must try to understand
the philosopher, and he believes that the ontological and
axiological phenomena involved in his researches do not allow for
the absolute standards and ériteria of so-called rationélity. This
attitude will not appear strange to us if we call to mind the
parallel case of mathematical being which we have already described;
That it should be so, and not otherwise, that a = a , a® = 1 ,
36 = 729 , amd that we shoﬁld clearly "see" and accept that it is
so and consequently arrangé all our scilentific experiments according
to this knowledge - this is basically irrational. Yet we are not in
the least indignant about this irrationality. Why then should we be.
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so when confronted with a discovery which tells us that moral
values are what they are irrespective of time and us, that we can
know them to be so, and thét as such they expr a3s a claim - they
claim of us that they Ought-to-Be and that we Qught-to-Act (Ought-

to-Do) in their light.

It remains true, however, that Hartmann does
not want to discuss the problematics of the authority for such a
claimy, and ultimately we cannot accept as an explanation that "it
is just so', The furthest Hartmann gets here is to speak of 'der
Apriorismus des Wertbewusstseins" (GO, p.306) in terms of which he
maintains that moral values are known a priori, that our first
awareness of them may be empirical or a posteriori, but that suéh
awareness of them 1is only in a secondary way Gemonstrative of thelr
existence. We cannot be aware of moral values in the actuality of
life if they are not kmowable beyond actuality: "Insight into that
which is first 1is never the first insight... Values are not to be
recognized by the fact that they are, or are not, contained in the
real, They subsist even where the given case, indeed where all
actual cases; contradict them... Bthical values are not to be
discovered in the conduct of man" (E I, pp.95-99) but through "an
aprioristic intuition, which 1is independent of the posterius of
actual phenomena and of the part they play as guides. Even here the
posterius - just as with the knowledge of theoretical principles -
is only a roundabout way to autonomous aprioristic insight" (E I,
pol04). But must not this aprioristic insight, this intuition, have
a sanction beyond 1tself? Hartmann himself tells us that In choosing
our exemplars, our models in 1ife, the cheoice everytime constitutes
a "valuational preference" (E II, p.48), that is, our stand on the
side of values which are known outside of, and which rise above, the
temporality of the exemplar: "It camnot be an accident that I choose
precisely this onej that the Steic chooses Zeno or'Socrates, the
Christian the figure of Jesus" (E I, p.195). But are we here not
once again damgerously near to ethical relativism?

Hartmann's.own choice of exemplars would evidentl:

be where the valuational comnsciousness has the greatest range, that
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is where the greatest possible number of values is allowed to
"break through" the person into actuality. We can indeed consider
this observation as of fundamental lmportance *n any assessment of
Hartmann‘s\view of the morel man, For him the ultimate criterion of
personal worth is the fullness of the valuational content of the
person.

The obvious difficulty about this criterion is tha‘
the boundaries between values amd disvalues very often remain
extremely shadowy and doubtful., It is true that Hartmann leaves us
with no rigid measuring stick for fixing boundaries between values
and disvalues except what he calls value-feeling ("Wertgefithl'),
the intuitive feeling of value which, according to hinm s has
nothing psychelogical or empirical about it but is purely an
autonomous axiological faculty within the ontological structure of
the world as a whole: "The primal consciousness of value, the prime.
recognition of a commandment 1s a feeling of that which
unconditionally ought to be, the expression of which is the
- commandment, This priority of feeling has nothing to do with
empiricism" (E I, p.177). Hartmann is quoting Scheler when he
speaks of the "Wertgeftthl" as "eine apriorische "ordre du coeur"
oder "logique du coeur", wie Blaise Pascal treffend sagt" (FEW,
Pe84; E I, p.177). '

Whatever the case, however, when moral values and

their character of Ought-to-Be have been discerned, the
value~-consciousness of the person transfers their
Ought-to-Be into an Ought-to-Do for

himself. He finds their actualization imperative and binding on him~—
"behind every Ought-to-Do there stands an Ought-to-Be, behind every
wise imperative, a mass of values'" (E III, p.29). But "between the
commandment and the actual conduct of man stands his free decision,

the open For and Against" (E I, p.99) .

3, Freedom, God and Religion

The possibility of the open For or Against, moral

freedom based on personal decision, becomes unthinkable. for Hartmanr
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if we accept the attitude of non posse peccare as formulated by'

Augustine. This ﬁay or may not be "a higher attitude to which man
must rise" (E III, p.274), but it denies the evidence that man can

consciously actualize or refuse to actualize values. Posse peccare

et non peccare is an attitude of man and as such a phenomenon that

cannot be argued away says Hartmann. But then we are compelled to
acknowledge the 'moral freedom of the person even in face of the
commandment of Ged" (E III, p.274).

Hartmann's position amounts to a belief that, from
an ethical point of view, the fact described in the phrase posse

peccare et non peccare makes nonsense of the religious doctrine of

predestination, or the idea that anything exists which can be
co~-responsible for the actions or omissions of marms, ngtmann's
ethics is an ethics of perscnal responsibility, and it will be
perfectly correct to maintain that for him the notion of freedom
amd the notion of responsibility coincide,

We have already seen that, for him, man 1s a
person, that is a moral belng, solely by virtue of the fact "that
upon him fall guilt, esponsibility, merit" (E III, p«20). Between
guilt and merit stands responsibility, but .
responsibility implies freedom: if freedom 1s demied, there can be
no room for responsibility in life, but them, also, any imputation
of guilt or assignation of merit to a person would be meaningless,
Hartmann does not think that the reality of the latter phemomena
can be doubted, however: "The moral consciousness does not confine
itself to the weighing of actioms and dispositionsj it also imputes
the discerned moral gqualities to the person. It not only judges, it
also condemns, It metes out guilt and reSponéibility to the deer,
and this without discrimination as to whether it be oneself or
another person... The moral consciousness turns, incorruptible and
relentless, against one's own egog it permits‘the ego in its sense
of guilt to renounce itself, to consume itself in remorse and
despair, Or it leads the ego to conversion, to a change of heart,
ard a moral remewal of its own nature" (E I,pp.198,199).

Hartmann argues that man cannot shove his

responsiblility on so~called divine causality, and it has almady becn
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established that natural causality cannot be fully descriptive of
human behaviour. The person cannot "surrender his speclal rights
to the Creator or to the world" (E I, p.291). Bthics must "restore
to man what is man's" (E I, p.282), In Hartmann's philosophy,
according to his own classic expression, "the metaphysical heritag:
of God falls to man" (E I, p.282), This, he says, may sound
blasphemous to some, but it is at least not pretentious. It 1s a
humble view in so far as it does neot claim to know what it cannot
know, As far as we know, he says, man alone 1is capable of ordering
the world teleologically, according to a conception of ends, A
- finalistic scheme 1s a scheﬁe of consciousness, and according to
Hartmamm we know of no higher consciousmess tham man's, Again,
there may or may not exist such a consciousness - according to
Hartmamn, ethics should not quarrel with religion, but it can also
expect of religion not to interfere with its enquiry which can only
follow the avallable evidence.

However, we should not forget that Hartmann's
final criterion for the discermment of the self-existing values, is
the "Wertgefthl", which he himself admits to be completely
intultives indéed, he goes so far as to call it an emotiomal act
("*der direkte erfassende Akt ist hier gar kein eigetiicher
Erkenntnisakt, keln theoretischer Akt, sondern ein emotionaler, eir
Akt der Stellungnashme, ein Gefithlsakt: Wertgefithl" (MB, p.554)h It
would be a quite legltimate question to ask Hartmann what happens
if religion claims a similar intultive grasp of divine being?
Whereas we fully agree with him that ethics should not quarrel with
religion, it does not follow that we can with Justice expect religicn
to adopt the same attitude towards ethilcs if relligion clalms
awareness of a higher consciousmess thaﬁ that of mant religion is
then the more encompassing discipline and can claim that mam is in
fact teleologlically and finalistically determined from a sphere
of consciousmess above and beyond himself.

In any case, Hartmann believes that "divine
providence threatens man in his independence ard, wﬁen taken
uncondlitionally (as iﬁ the theory of predestination) must logically
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reduce him to nothing" (E III, p.32). He thinks, however, that this
position has been surpassed, and maintains that Spinoza's pantheisr:
has secularized the idea of Godj God's personz”. rharacter was lost:
God and Nature became indistinguishable, Thus ''the religious
antinomy between divine and human efficacy" (B III, p.32) was
changed into 'the ethical antinomy between matural necessity and
human freedom" (E III, pe32), and it became "possible to discuss
the ethical problem of freedom" (E III, pe33).

Hartmann goes on to say that in Kant'®s third
~antinomy, the antinomy of freedom, Spinoza's pantheism 1s in 1its
turn overcome, and the problem of freedom is seen in full clarity.
It is the problem of the situation of man between the determinatio:
of natural causality and another determination which he senses or
lmows, and which inveolves his person, but which can no longer be
vested in God. As such, it 1s the problem of man's situation
between the "causality of nature" and the "causality of freedom",
to use Kant's own terminology which Hirtmann himself prefers since.
he saysy it shows clearly that Kant did not see man as though he
could be 1ifted out of the causal nexus, or nature, but that the
definition of man's personality itself introduces a further causal
factor into nature, which does not suspend nature's causality (for
that it cannot do) but is capable of diverting the course of it.

From inside itselfy philoscphy has therefore
been freed from '"the dictatorlal aggression of religious thought"
(E ITII, p.261). Hartmann's five antinomies between ethies and
religion are intended to illustrate how critical philosophy has
vsecured what he belleves to be the mutual independence of. two
entirely separate disciplines. We will name the first three
antinomies (1) the antincmy of Man's Destiny, (2) the antinomy of
Responsibility, (3) the antinomy of the Origin of Valuesj Hartmann
himself names the remainding two antinomies (4) the antinomy of
Providence, and (5) the antinomy of Salvation.

Ethlecs Relligion
(1) Ethically, man is directed | Religiously, man is directed
only towards this world § | towards a world other than this



(2)

"~ be ethically perverted; it

(3)

- without it he would be
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Ethics
moral conduct 1is conduct.*=
here and now, amd
invclves no expectation

of rewards "hereafter' :

"the tendency itself loses
ité ethical worth as soon
as it casts longing
glances towards a better
lot in the Beyond" (E III,
De263)0 | |
Etﬁically, man is the sole
arbiter of his lot j his
responsibility, his
personal integrity, is the

key to his humanity

nothing: "That anything
whatsoever in heaven or on
earth, even though it be
God himself, should take

precedence over Mam, would

would not be moral" (E III,
DPe264).

Ethically, moral values must
exist entirely independent
of any authoritys; horal.
values are axiological
absolutes amd '"no authority
nor any fiat of power nor
any will - not to mention
man's sanction - stands
behind ethical values"

(B ITI, p.265), |

. Bellgion
worldé.towards a better Beyond.
"A21 values which are of inherent
worth 1lie in the Beyond. The true
1ife is another life" and "within
this world only that 1is good}which
tends beyond it" (E III, p.263).

Religiously, Divinity is ultimately
in sole command of life; the key to
an understanding of man is his
responsibility to the dictates of
God .,

Religiously, moral values are
commandments.of God.amd as such
they have no autonomohs existence.
"It is inherent in the nature of
God that, in a world which is his

jthought and his value, nothing can

be of value on any other ground,
except that he wills it, that he

commands it, or that it in some

jother way issues from his essence,
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(4) Moral freedom means that
man finds himself
confronted on the one
hand with moral values
which do not at ali
determine his choice
direétly, and on the
other hand with natural
causality - but the
latter "is blind, it
points to no geals to
which it binds man'

(E III, p.267), Man
alone is capable of
setting up ends for
himself, his teleology
is not finalistic, his

providence not

predetermined. Moral values

are there, amd nature is

there, but moral 1life '"is
like the art of the sailor,
who, when there is no wind,
is himself unable to sail,
but who, when the wind is
up, by the mere guiding of

the sails and rudder can

give the ship any course -
even indirectly against the

wind" (E I, p.293).
(5) Ethically, guilt means a

loss of man's

Religion

‘only thus does it have the power
of an Ought-to-Be" (E III, p.265).
Religliously, freedom is a

contradiction in terms; 1lts
possibility 1s excluded by the
finalistic determinism involved in
the will of God: "if we grant
validity to personal freedom, it
inevitably abolishes the finalisti:
determinism of divine providence'
(E IiI, pP.267), and the converse

| 1s also true. Nevertheless religilo::

teaches a doctrine of rewards and
punishments in the Beyond, and
indeed "it 1s pre-eminently
religion which takes into accbunt
responsibility, imputability and
human guilt, as 1s proved by the
central position assigned to the
concept of sin" (E III, p.268).
The problematics involved in the
notion of divine providence are
insoluble. |

Religiously, guilt or sin is am
impediment which "blocks: (man's)



Ethics Religion
responsibility and personal, | way teo moral advancement'", and
integrity; but the guilty the only way in which it can be

person must not run away from| overcome is through "forgiveneésﬂ
his guilt, he must shoulder which is dispensed by God as he
the responsibility, he must wills, This is salvation and it
have a "Will-to~Guilt" (B IIL| is "the work of God" (E III, p.270:.
P»272). Guilt "lasts as long
as the values exist which
condemn it" (E III, p.271)
but alsot ‘as long as these

~ values existy, there exists
the possibility of man's
‘return to responsibility.
Both guilt and merit survive

man,

-

These antinomies are insoluble, sayé.Hartmann,
and amy reconciliation between the ethical and the religious
attitudes must be referred to a domain beyond that of reaéon. Hore |
again Hartmann is seemingly not aware of the inconsequence of his
position: elsewhere, we have seen, he is prepared to stand on the
side of irrationality and openly defend it; not here, however, He
even considers that everytime one attitude within the antinomy of
attitudes "must necessarily be illusory" (E III, p.263) - and it is
not the ethical attitude! Yet Hartmann also maintains that
v"antinomies prove nothing against the co-existence of what is
antinomically divided, oeven though they should be proved to be
genulne antinomies, that is, should be insoluble. They only prove
the inability of thought to comprehend the co-existence" (E III,
pP.262)., '

We feel, however, that we must allow for
Hartmann what-Hartmann allows for Nietzsche when he says that the
mistakes of a true discoverer are "Quite hatural ones' and that it

is not nearly so important to thrash them as to take note of the
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discovery; And Hartmamnn's outstanding discovery, even if everythins
else in his account of ontelogy and axiology could not be doubted,
1s the tremendous responsibility to which man is committed in life.
In the whole field of philosuphy, we do not
‘¥now a more forceful representation of human responsibility than
Hartmann's ethics. If Hartmann overstates his case, it is an
overstatement in the right direétion. If he antagonizes religion by
suggesting that God must be done away with if man is to become
fully aware of what he 1s, then it is perhaps because a certain
type of theology has spoilt us by exaggerating the ldea of God!s
‘co~responsibility for our destiny. .

' Especially to-day we should be able to
appreciate Hartmanh‘s portrayal of mam as a Prometheus with the
attribute of foresight in terms of which "the future belongs to
him... Indeed, to speak exactly, the future is the only thing
which practically does belong to him. The past stands eternally
still and is not to be changed. Nor is the present to be changed...
Only that which has not yet entered into the present, that which
is coming to us - for this is the meaning of the word "Zukfinftig" -
can be guided, can be influenced" (E II, p.148). Perhaps man shoulc
also be happy to be a mere Prometheus in Hartmann's sense, capable
of setting up ends, capable, that is,of teleology in the light of
values aprioristically discerned, and of directing himself towards
these ends, knewing that he may succeed or fail, but nothing more;
happy that he 1s not a god or a Cassandra whose "prophetic vision
poisons her 1life; for (whom) the divine gift becomes a cursej (and
who) envies the happy ones who are struck with blindness and can at
least spend unembittered the short span that still remains to then
(E II, p,150) .




THIRD CHAPTER

NIETZSCHE'S SUPRA-MORAL PHILOSOPHY OF BECOMING

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS

1.,The‘Negation of Absolutgg -

The dangers of Nietzsche's poetry; Nietzsche seeks a
human type to inspire us towards a belief in manj his philosophy
is reactionary and involves a wilful choice in the negation of
absolutesj man, Superman and the necessity of error; the doctrine
of Eternal Recurrencej Nietzsche's indebtedness to Heraclitus.

2, Nietzsche's New Earth of Creation

What Nietzsche wants to destroyj the Anti-Christ:
Nietzsche's view of Jesus, Judaism and the Imperium Romanumj the
Will to Power as a Will to the Future and a Will to the Present
grudge and amor fatiy Judea versus Rome is an eternal antithesis;
what Nietzsche wants man to becomes: the bestowing nature; why
Nietzsche objects to rationalism; the dual forces of creation:
Diomysus and Apollo.

3. The Origin of Values

The identification of the "higher man" with his
activityi existence as "the whole" ("das Ganze'); the
"Transvaluation of All Values'"§ the freedom of the will is a
"theologian-artifice' Nietzsche's view of freedom and :
responsibilityt: the self-responsibility of man,
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THIRD CHAPTER

NIETZSCHE'S SUPRA-MORAL PHILOSOPHY OF BECOMING

1. The Negation of Absolutes

When Nietzsche proclaims that God is dead, he prepares
théiway~for the separation of the domains of ethics and religion
as effected by Hartmann, Nietzsche himself completely denies the
significance of religion and claims that religion is meaningless
except in so far as it is itself a more or less subtle expression
of a will to power. We will see how he arrives at this position
when we consider his views on how Christendom, or what he calls
C hristianity, came to conquer the Western world, :

The pronouncement that'"God is dead"; is most dramatic.,
However, the literary forms in which Nietzsche clothes his thought.
should no longer mislead us, It should be our task to get behind and
beyond the mere drama of Nietzsche, to discover his essential \
meaning, |

When Nietzsche fells us that "God is dead", what he
wants us to believe is not that God has died or has been murdered,
as he also puts it, but that there has never been a God, that God
only existed imn the imagination of ran. Zarathustra is more
concerned te teach the Superman fhan the death of God: "The
Superman I have at heért; that is the first and only thing to me"
(AZ, IVs73:3),and above everything else this is his "task", his
"work": "Of what account is my happiness," he says, "I have long
ceased to strivevany more for happiness, I strive for my work" |
(AZ, IVs61 ), It is not because "God is dead" that he teaches
Supermamns he does so rather because, according to him, there has
never been a God, and because man's illusion of God has weakened
him spiritually and has sapped his nobility, Nietzsche believes

it to be the nature of a God or an absolute that it prostrates its
~60- | ‘
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believers before it, killing thelr sense of mastery over their own
destiny. Nobility; he tells us, canmot tolcrate absolutesj ignoble
spirits, however, must have absolutes outside themselves since
they cannot believe in themselvesj it all depends on the type of
ﬁan.@ne is énd this can be ascertained‘accarding to one's negation
or affirmation of absolutes: "Systems of morals are only a
sign-language of the emotions" (GB, 187).

What Nietzsche seeks, although he never clearly
tells us how such a man must be, is "a glimpse of a man that
justifies the existence of man, a glimpse of an incarnate human

happiness that realises and redeems, for the sake of which one may

hold fast to the belief in man" (@M ,"Good end Evil':12). Sud amen,howeerwould
not be of the type of "slave-morality (which) requires as the '
condition of its existence an external and objective world,...
objective stimuli te be capable of action at all - (whose) action
is fundamentally a reaction"GM,"Good and Evil':10), but would be "a haritage of
the old noblé aristocratic m@ralityy;..(of those who) do not have
to manufacture their happiness'artificially through looking at their
enemies,...complete men as they were, exuberant with strength™(GM'Geod
gglgggﬁﬂn,Zarathustra, as harbinger of Superman, is sdch a type of
aristocrat which must, however, not be confused with contemporary
hereditéry~aristocracy that "have become false, draped and
disguised@ with the old faded pomp of our ancestors, show-pieces
for the stupidest, the craftiest, and whosoever at present
‘trafficketh for power" (AZ, IV:63:l). And Zarathustra would
maintain his nobility even in the face of a God that lived. It is
not the fact that God is dead which prompts him to be nobles we
have just seen that such a man requires no extraneous stimulus,
ne incentive from outside himself, for>action.,His rejection of
absolutes is the sine gua non for his personality or manhood. The -
negation of absoluteeAié neither consequent nor dependent on the
so~called death of God. It iIs not a natural corellary of ite.

| We may safely suggest that if Nietzsche's
philosophy had not been largely a reaction to his time, of the

very kind which he despises (in Jesus, for instance) as the
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"slave-morality" of "resentment'(GM, 'Good and Evil':10), he ought to have dan-.
without the idea of the death of God, There can be little doubt
that this idea, and the way in which Nietzsche framed it, was
intended above all as a hurt to and scorn for those who call themselvec
Christians - for despite the "Anti-Zhrist" in Nietzsche, he often
wavers in his judgement of Jesus, even calling him "noble"s "He
(Jesus) died too early," Nietzsche maintains, "he himself would
have disavowed his doctrine had he attained to my agé& Noble
enough was he to disavow!'" (AZ, I:21); and once he even sees a
Nietzschean approach in Jesus' way of loving God, the way in which
the law was overcome: "Jésus said to his Jews: "The law was for
servants; - love God as I love him, as his Son} What have we Sons
of God to do with moralsl"™ (GB, 164).

It is therefore clear that Nietzsche's call
for nobility, his desire for the "elevation of the type "man""
(GB, 257), would be sustained even if, according to him, God had
not died, He 1s in any case explicit about the fact that man must
negate all absclutes even to their face., It is the negation of
absolutes which marks a man as capable of nobility, It is the
negation of absolutes which stamps a maﬁ as strong enough to
herald the Superman.

The impartancé of pointing this out becomes
manifest when we find even Jaspers writing that "Die umwertenden
Grundgedanken Nietzsches scheinen ihm aus einer einzigen Quelle
zu fliessen: Der Umsturz aller bisherigen gfiltigen Werte ist das
ErgebnisXdessen, dass Gott tot ist. Infolgedessen®ist alles |
scheimhaft geworden, was einmal Glaubensinhalt war...® (Karl
Jaspers, Nietzsche, p.379).We have shown, however, that we find
this view untenable and suggest that it would only be correct and
in keeping with the whole of Nietzsche's philosophys, to say that
in it God's death is not the cause of the overthrow of all
hitherto existing valuesj God's death and the transwluation of all
values fall together. Nietzsche's positlion is the result of a
deliberate choice, of an express will (alfhcugh, as we shall see,

he himself would not put it so) - he wilfully takes his stand on

X "Brgebnis'" and "Infolgedessen' have been underlined by us.



-63-
the side of the negation of absolutesj it 1is not a position he
arrives at because of something that happened, because God had
died (however one may understand the latter). That God 1s dead
is a purposive declaration of Nietzsche to call attention tb the
fact that he considers himself to have shattered all fixed
standards according to which man had hitherto been evaluated, even
that which have been most firmly established, even the Christian
God -~ for that this most important of past Gods that Nietzsche
proclaims to be dead, is the Christian God, is clear: "He was a
hidden God, full of secrecy. Verily, he did not come by his son
otherwise than by sccret ways. At the door of his faith standeth
adultery” (AZ, IV:66).

"God is dead" -~ thls 1s how Nietzsche expresses
his wilful resentment of Christendom, or what he calls
ﬁChristo-European morality" (GB, 203); Jaspers himself writes latep
on in the passage from which we have already quoted: '"Der Tod
Gottes 1ist fir Niétzsche nicht nur eine furchtbare Tatsache,
sondern Nietzsche hat den Willen zur Gottlosigkeit, Well er die
mnSgliche H6he des Menschseins, das allein.wahrhaft wirklich sein
kann, sucht, entfaltet er in seinem Denken den Willen zur reinen
Diesseitigkeit" (Karl Jaspers, Nietzsche, p.380). But for Nietzscie
this will to godlessness 1s certainly not the outcome of the death
of God, and when we mention the Diesseitigkelt of his thought we
must again remember that it also 1s preceded by Nietzsche's
negatlon of absolutes, Here we need only say how thoroughly
Nietzsche was lmpressed by the Diesseitigkeit of ancient Greece
and Rome, and yet there is only one phllosopher of whom he speaks
with almost unqualiflied approval, the one "in whose presence, in
general, I felt warmer and more at case than anywherc else. The
yea-saying to the flux and destruction of all things, the decisive
element In any Diomysian philosophy; the yea~saying to contradiction
and strife, the lidea of Becoming, togéther.with the radical
rejection even of the concept Being - these things, at all events,
force me to recognize him who has hitherto had the closest affinity
to my thought": Heraclitus (EH, "The Birth of Tragedy'":3).

It is clear that the Heraclitic aspect of motion,
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wvhich is much more than @gre Dissseitigkelt (so that we question
Jasperé' interpretation of the latter as Nietzsche's concern
*nicht wm einen Grundgedanken unter anderen, sondern um einen
‘beherrschenden Antrieb, dem alle seine Grundgedanken dienen,
gleichsam um den Grundgedanken der Grundgedanken" (Karl Jaspers,
Nietzsche, pe380)),1s fundamental to Nietzsche's thought, and fgllg
coincides with the negation of absolutes. Nietzsche's philosophy
1s Dlesseitig, it does proclaim the death of a denseits-ruler, it
does exhort man to "remain true to the earth", and even calls for
a belief in the eternal recurrence of life - but all these
requirements of mam would prove to be meaningless if Nictzsche did
not posit his jdeal of Superman and of nobility. But immediately
the ideal of Superman 1s posited, Nietzsche's phllosophy is one of
Becoming, is Heraclitic and supra-moral in so far as no morality
can corrospond to man as long as man’must.bel "a rope stretched

between the animal and the Supermen - a rope over an abyss"

(AZ, Zarathustra's Prologue:4), as long as men must be "fathers ancd
forefathers of the Superman" (AZ, II:24)y for so long will they
have toc overcome every moralityVand every error on the way to the
truth of Supermam, for so long they cannot be in any morality and
must be living a supra~-moral life of Becoming - that is, fof so
long must they negate all absolﬁtes. "Man is something that must be
surpassed - man 1s a bridge and not a goal" (A2, IIT:56:3) -
therefore, also, esvery morality of man must be surpassed and none
must be allowed to claim our attachment to it.

It is in this sense that Nietzsche extols error
as the groundstuff of progress . Truth is not yet‘our possession.
Neither should we make error our possession. Yet error persists.
Error is the condition of contemporary man, a condition which, as
we know, must be overcome, Every morality and every bellef at
present 1is therefore an error to be overcome. Nietzsche or -
Zarathustra who announces Superman must therefore think in
supra-moral terms, in terms of Becoming. Their philosophy is
necessarily one of "the necessity of error" (EH, An Attempt At
Self-Criticism:5). | o
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Here a question arises as to whether, in Nietzsche's
'viéw, a stage vould, of rather should, ever be reached when_thg
Nietzschean man will be able to say? Superman has indeed arrived,
the Truth now dwells among us, now we must believe in gur Absclute,
now we also must be moral. It secems as if Nietzsche was fully awarc
of this weakness in his positian against absolutesj his doctrine of
Eternal Recurremce may even be a consclous attempt to counter the
-accusation that Superman himself is but another absolutes Nietzsche®
pronopncementé on Eternal Recurrence, however, leave us with no
ultimate clarity about its meaning: "Everything goeth, efgrything
returnéth," he says, "eternaily relleth the wheel of existence..
Everything dieth, everything blossaméth forth égain; eternally
runneth on the year of existence. Everything breaketh, everything i«
integrated anews eternally.buildeth itself the same house of
existence, All things separate, all things again greet one another:
eternally true to itself remaineth the ring of existénce. BEvery
moment beginneth existencey around every 'Here! rolleth the ball
*Therets The middle is everywhere., Crooked ié thé path to
eternity" (AZ, III:57:2); and, he maintains, "I come égain &
eternally to this identical and self-samo lifey in its greatest
and 1its smalleét, to teach again the eternal return of all things,;
to speak again the,word-of the great noontide of earth and man,.
to announce again to man the Superman" (AZ, III:57:2),

But how would Nietzsche '"come again"? In the
flesh, as a living man? Or in his work, the lasting content of
his written message? Presumably the latter - "Souls are as mortal
as bodiesy" he writes, "but the plexus of causes_returneth in
which I am intertwined ~ it will again create mel" (AZ, III:57:2).

At no time does Nietzsche therefore seem to
envisagé the actual advent of Supermanj Superman will only be
announced eternally, It is significant to note that Zarathustra is
not plctured as Supermanj he éxpressly'statesz "Never yet hath ther:
been a Superman' (AZ§ I1:26), Nietzsche suggests that Superman will
never be arrived at, but there will be higher men, men ¢f the type
of Zarathustra, noble men whose struggle againét "the petty virtues,

the petty policy, the sandAgrain considerateness, the ant-hill
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tfumpetry, the pitiable comfortableﬁess,'the "happiness of the
greatest number"" (AZ, IV:73:3) will be endless and even ever more
difficult, so that "always more, always better ones of your type
shall succumb, - for ye shall always have it worse and herder"
(AZ, IV:73:6)., In this same passage we find one of Nietzsche's
most moving testimonies to the méaning of the supra-moral life of
Becoming, to the meaning of "supra-meral" and of "Becoming" for
man: "I Iove you," he writes, "because ye know not to-day how to
live, ye higher men! For thus do ye live - bestl" (AZ, IV:73:3).

Thus a Nietzschean absolute will never be
arrived aty, and so Nietzsche tries to pass beyond the damgerous
rocks of morality - dangereous, since.f@r him morality is merely
another name for a belief in absolutes. The status of Superman,
‘then, is never achievedj but we cannot agree, with C. Brinton for
instance (although he speaks séornfully) that, because of this,
"the Superman is not quite Nietzsche's highest flight. There is
 yet the Eternal Recurrence..." (C. Brinton, Nietzsche, p.132). The
| Superman is necessarily Nietzsche's "ighest flight® in the same
way that "man" (which, for Nietzsche, has rQally‘become a name of
derision for the hollowness of his timey, a term for his reaction
to it) is the lowest point that he has to look down upon. The span
of the chasm between these two is essential to Becoming, and these
_ two are essential to the span of the chasm betwéén.themi The
doptrine of Eternal Recurrence cannot do without the idea of
Superman as Nietzsche's "highest flight", Rather does Eternal
Recurrence represent'Nietzsche's retreat from that "highest flight"
because he:reaiised what would be involved if a landing had been
insisted upon. Morality would have been unavoidable, The negation
of absolutes would have turned empty and meaningless. Brinton |
maintains that "Nietzsche's concept of Eternal Recurrence is an
unrefined mixture of oriental speculation on metempsychosis, old
"Européan striving for a metaphysical absolute, and misunderstood
theoretical physics of the late nineteenth century..." (C. Brinton,
Nietzsche, p.240), This may or may not be so. Here we would like.
te propuse, however, ths probability that Nietzsche_infroduced |

Eternal Recurrence in order to save his all-important negation of
| ‘
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absolutes as the . central achievement of his philesophy. What would
"peyond Good and Evil".otherwise have meant? If Nietzsche had
defined Superman, if he had known exactly what Supermam would be
- 1ike, if he had posited Superman as an absolute, there weuld have
been neither ground for, nor sense in his "startling assertion',
as Hartmann calls it, "that we have never yet kmown what good and
*e#il are” (E I, p.15)3 it would have been pointless for hinm to
maintain that God, and all the gods; were deadj and, above all, he
could not have been true to the idea of Becoming and a supra-moral
attitude towards 1ife. "When the water hath planks," writes
Nietzsche,”“when gangways and railings o'erspan the stream, verily,
he is not believed who then saith: "All ié in flux! But even
simpletons contradict him. "What?" gay the simpletons, "all in
flux? Planks and railings are still over the stream} Over the
stream all is stable, all the values of things, the bridges and
bearings, all 'good‘.and tevilt: these are all stablel't - Cbmeth,
however, the hard winter, the stream-tamer, then learn even the
wittiest distrust, and veriiy, not only the simpletons then sayi
"Should not everything - stand still?" "Fundamentally standeth
everything still" -~ that is am appropriate winter doctrine, good
cheer for an unproductive period, a great comfort for -
winter-sleepers and fireside-loungers., "FuhdamantaIIY'standeth,
~everything still" -: but contrary thereto, preacheth fhe thawing
‘wind! The thawing wind, a bullodk,'which is ne ploughing bullock -
a furious bullock, a destroyer, which with angry horns breaketh
the ice! The ice however - breaketh gangways!{ O ny brethern, is
- not everything at present in flux? Have not all railings and
gangways fallen into fhe water? Who would still hold on to "good"
and "evil"e'" (AZ, III:56:8). _ , _ o

| This is Ni@tZSChe's testimony in support of his

Ephesian model. He consistently remains true to Heraclitus .

2. Nietzsche's New Earth of Creation

Just as Nietzsche's poetic and reactionary
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pronouncement that God is dead has been much misused and drawn out
of perSpectivé, so also his doctrine of the Will to Power - so
much so that semeone like Bertrand Russell finds it possible to
maintain with a superficiality which borders on irresponsibilit&
that "King Lear, on the verge of madness,‘says: 'I will do such
things - What they are yet I know not - but they shall be the
terror of the earth.! This is Nietzsche's philosophy in a nutshell®
( Bertrand Russell, AAHl§tory of Western Philosophy, pe795)

But Nietzsche's Will to Power is essentially a
Wiil to Creéfion, a will to bring into being ever highef‘and higher
values. This, however, implies the willingness and the necessity tc
destroy the old or lower ones which have been sanctioned and
hallowed by tradition and which have become éntrenched in man's
selfeamplacences "He who would be a creator in good and evil must firsi
be a destroyer, and break values into pieces., Thus the greatest
evil belongeth unto the greatest goodg but this:is the creative
good" (EH, Wy I Am A Fatality:2), |

What is it that Nietzsche wants to destroy?

What is it that he wants to create?

We have considered Nietzsche's negation of .
absolutes. He wants to destroy all absolutes, even, as we have
seen, the ldea that Superman is an absolute. He wants, for instance,
to destroy the absolute of politics, the State, which he calls
"the new idol" (AZ; I:11), with all its human tools, the types
that "vomit their bile and call it a newspaper., They devour one
another, and cammot even digest thémselves. Just see these
superfluous ones! Wealth they acquire.and become poorer thereby.
Power they seek for, and above all; the lever of power, much
money - these impotent ones! See them clamber, these nimble apeél
They clamber over one another, amd thus scuffle into the mud and
the abyss.-Towards the throne they all strive: it is their madness
- as if happiness.sat on the throne! Ofttimes éitteth filth on the
throne - and ofttimes also the throne om filth" (AZ, I:11); he
wants to destroy commercialism which drowns eﬁery voice calling for
an evaluation of men by means ¢f a higher value: "There is »

everything misheard. If one announce one's wisdom with bells, the
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| shopmen in the market-place will out-jingle it with pennies"

(AZ, III:53); he derides sickly patriotism, the idolatry of the

~ fatherland which tries to conceal spiritual barrenness, and does
so badly: "AIl the swarming virtue of the "cultured", that - feast
on the sweat of every herol" (AZ, III:56:18); and he wishes his
disciples to know: "Exiles shall ye be from all fatherlands and
forefatherlandsl... Unto your children shall ye make amends for /
being the children of your fathers" (AZ, III:56:12); he hates all
selfamplacence and hypocrisy amd decries a degenerate hereditary

‘aristocracy as well as that 'crude and boorish institution"

(GM, "Good and Evil':9) of Christendom, the Church: "This counsel
do I counsel to kings and churches, and to all that is weak with
age and virtue - let yourselves be o'erthrown! That ye may again ,
cote td-iife, and that virtue - may come to youl' (AZ, II:40); he
distrusts democracy as the social dominance of what he calls the |
"power-rabble" (AZ, 11:28)3 he has no time for faint-spiritedness,
for the "obsequious, doggish one; who immediately lieth on his
back, the submissive onej and there is also wisdom that is
submisgive, and doggish, and pious, amd obsequious " (AZ, IIT:54:2).
In short, Nietzsche opposes himself to all those who, in one way or
another, "with their virtues want to scratch out the eyes of their
enemies" (AZ, II:27). _

| Above all, he wants Christendom, and even
Christianity, to be destroyed., In tracing his reasons for this, we

shall also see more closely what he wants man to become.

Nietzsche, Jesus and the Will to Power: Christianity, Nietzsche

tells usy, was born out of the Jews! resentment of the deminance of
the Imperium Romamum - the Jews, a priestly people with the sharpest
moral instinct history can show, the Romans, a worldly people, the
most remarkable of all time for their supra-moral virility. Jesus
was born into this Jewish hatred which, according to Nietzsche, was |
the most profound and most cleverly-directed hatred the world has
ever seen. Israel hated because she was the véry antithesis of Rome,
a people who "for the first time coined the word "world" as a term
of reproéch" (GB, 195), This-also is creation, in which; indeed,
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genius is hidden, but it is creation as a force activated by
resentment, and therefore inspired from outside, a virtue with
which the Jews wanted "to scratch out the eyes of their enemies";
it is not Nietzsche s idea of creation. Judaism was an invention
of the experience of Jewish weakness against Rome who, because it
.was not weak, could be toleramt, exercising its virtue which was
entirely’and_spontaneously geﬁerated inside itself - the stremngth
of the Romans was that of true aristocrats amd was in no way
reactionary, Fietzsche tells us. The Romans lived true to the
"aristocratic equation (good = arlstocratic = beautiful = happy =

loved by the gods)" (GM, "Good and Evil":7), the equation of the

f"aristocrat's system of values: it acts and grovs spontaneously, it
merely seeks its antithesis in order to pronounce a more grateful
and exultant "yes" to its own eelf; ~ its negative conception,
"low'", "vulgar", "bad", is merely a pale late-born foil in
comparison with its positive and fundamental conception (saturated

as it is with life and passion), of "we aristocrats, we good ones,

we beautiful ones, we happy enes"" (GM, "Good and Evil":10),

© This is how we must understand Nietzsche's
Will to Power, namely that for the weak it is a forward desire in
time, and its consummation, power itself, lies in the future. Grudg:c
is at the root of this power., Therefore it is the type of power
‘that corrupts. For the strong, however, the Will to Power means
'something entirely different. They have not become strong, at least
nct by means of a grudge, and they do not strive for power. They |
are strong. The gods, chance, fate, have conspired that they should
be streng at the very'moment of their emergence in history or time.
© Will to Power therefore means to them a Will to the Present, not to
“the future or to the past, and amor fati pertains to them: "My
formula for greatness in a man is amor fati: that a men should wish
to have nothing altered, either in the future, the past, or for all
eternity" (EH, Why I Am So Clever:10). This is also what Nietzsche

means when he says "This moment draweth all coming things after it"
(AZ, III:46§2), the idea belng that nothing else can be original
except such strength or power; all else can be merely reaction to

it. Such power will therefore always be found back in life and,

L}
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as such, there is eternal recurrencej it 1is the power of "the soul
which hath the longest ladder, and can go deepest down: how could
there fail to be most parasites upom 1t?" (AZ, III:56:19). This is
the power of Nietzsche'!s idea of creation and it clearly is not
simply power for power's sake, but a definite and distinective order
of power, It is power of the type that, in Nietzsche's opinion,
does not corrupt. Unless we understand this, we cannot understand
the meaning of Nietzsche's Will to Power, In this case the powerful
have no desire to maintain their power indefinitely and at all
costs. It is, indeed, inherent in thelr power that they will
succumb without a grudge when time calls for such-a '"going under' -
their greatness can in any case neﬁer be annihilated and remains
procreatiﬁe. Nietzsche says of his man of power: "I love him who
secketh to create beyond himself, and thus succumbeth" (AZ, I:17),
Thus only can the Will to Power be supra-moral and a matter of
Becomingj thus only cén it be true to Nietzsche's negation of
absolutes, It must bé emphasized that the negation of absolutes is
also at the bottom of theIWiIl to Power, for as soon as power
becomes absolute, that is, as soon as it becomes a god, Procreatios
and Becoming cease.

It was this Graeco-Roman negation of absolutes
and the strengﬁh with which it laughed at them, that the Jews hatec
and on which they would revenge themselvesj with fateful ingenuity
they invented a doctrine of love amd a promise of salvation,
reversing the "aristocratic equation" so that men had now to
understands "The wretched are alone the goodj the poor, the weak,
the low1§, are alome the goody the suffering, the needy, the sick,
the loathsome, are the oﬁIy ones who are pious, the only ones who

-are blessed, for them alone is salvation - but you, on the other
hand, you aristocrats, you men of power, you are to all eternity
‘the: evil, the horrlible, the covetous, the insatiate, the godless:
eternally also sha11~yoh be unblessed, the-cursed, the damned}"
(GM, "Good and Evil":7). This'philosophy_triumphed over Rome:, This

"slave~insurrection in morals," as Nietzsche calls it, suoceeded.
But how? - by "that stroke of genius called Christianity" (GM,
"Guilt," "Bad Conscience'":21), '
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At this point Nietzsche proposes an idea with whicl
his capacity to exaggerate perhaps reaches deeper into grotesquenes:.
than at any stage of his thought, He pretends that the Jews
possessed a soft of super-intelligence, an uncanny psychological
far-sightedness that could pierce through‘history so that they
could geﬁ their own back on their enemies for all time - "black
magic", Nietzsche calls it, His hypothesis is thatr the Jews used
Jesus as their tool, in cold blood and clearly conscious that
nothing could further the cause of their revenge more than to kill
this Jesus, creating the impression that he was the martyr of
opposition to themg whereas in fact they knew that his teaching was
the very consummation of their own ideals -~ as ‘such they were
throwing him out as a bait to all generations of their enemies. Thu
Jews, therefore; prepared the murder of Jesus as the grandest ruse
for adversaries that history has produced, and, claims Nietzsche,
they have succeeded in confusing all ages to such an extent that
they were still succeeding up to his time, He, however, has now
"unmasked Christian morality" (EH, Why I Am A Fatality:7), he has

seen through the "black magic of a really great policy of revenge'
. (GM, "Good and Evil":8),
Nietzsche, as Anti-Christ, would like us to

consider what spiritual effort and courage really is involved in
this breakthrough in the philosophy of values, by taking note of
the faet that it was the hypnotic profundity of the Orient against
which he had to lay his axe: "It was the Orient, the profound ‘
Orient, it was the Oriental slave who thus took revenge on Rome
and its noble, light-minded toleration" (GB, 46). And the
profundity is borne out by the fact that Judea not only conquered
Rome once, at one historic timej their fight was not a merely
localiged oney it is the primary antagonism in history and, indeed,
in 1lifej the great revival of aristocratic antiquity, the
Renalssance, was once again revenged by Chriétendomx in- the
Reformation, a fact for which Nietzsche cannct forgive the Germans;
and what remained of political aristocracy was shattered by the
French Revolution of freedom, equality amd brotherhoodj yet again

the struggle of Judea versus Rome was‘pinpointed-in the person of
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Napoleon whom Nietzsche calls "the most unique and violent
anachronism that ever existed, and in him the incarmate problem
of the aristocratic ideal in itself - consider well what a problem‘
it is:- Napoleon, that synthesis of Monster and Superman" (GM,
"Good and Evi1":16). Claiming, therefore, that he was the first

psychologist capable of handling Christianity, Niétzsche maintains
that he has uncovered the ancient 1ie of the Jews which extended
and branched down intoc every field of contemporary life.

| The Will to Power consequently resolves itself
into the eternal antithesis of Judea-Rome, am amtinomy between a
Will to the Future and a Will to the Present which has no solution;
no synthesis or reconciliation 1is possible since thils would absolvc
life of its very meaning, which is Becoming. In the last resort,

therefore, Nietzsche does not desire a solution.

The Historical Necessity of Judaic Values: Hanms Vathinger has made

a special note: of his belief that Nietzsche would probably not.havé
freed himself so radically from all tradition if it had not beemn for
his sojourn in southern Europe where, as he puts 1it, life pulsates
differently than in the north amd where memories of ancilent Greece,
the Imperium Romanum and the Renaissance arefviﬁidly alive (“Erst i.
Stiden ist Nietzsche zur vollendeten Zuspitzung selner Lehre gelangt.
Ich glaube nicht, dass er in unserem Norden dahin gekommen wire,
sich von allem Traditionem so vollstfndig loszureissen, Dort
pulsiert das Leben ganz anders in den Menschen und in der Natur.

- Dort sind andere Farbem, andere Formen. Dort sind die Gegens&tze
greller, dort ist der Uhergang zwischen dem blfthenden Leben und den
Schrecken des Todes schroffer. Dort, wo dle Spuren der Antike noch
mannigfach hervortreten, ist die Erinnerung an das Imperium Romanum,
ja an die griechische Zeit und die griechischen Tempel noch lebenrdig.

Ebenso aber auch die Erinnerung an die Renailssance und ihre

Gewaltmenschem voll Leben und Kraft" (Hans Vaihinger, Nietzsche als.
PhilOSO'Eh pp 0798) ) [ ]

' It may now be asked why Nietzsche insists on
the necessity for an antithesis to this Graeco~Roman ideal in

history. Is it not enough that Nietzsche's nobility should be
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non-absolute and that thelr stature, their type, should be fixed
as the goal and ériterion for man's achievement? Why should the
jdea of a necessary maintainanse in time of an opposlte, absolute
type be held alongside the thought that it is‘precisely such types
which are to be destroyed? | '

Essentially, however, this is not a contradiction
in Nietzsche's philosophys3 on the contrary, it is the only possible
logic for a Heraclitic thinker for whom Becoming is 6n1y possible if
opposites remain, Now Nietzsche's ldeal for man, as we have seen, is
Suﬁerman; not being Superman, but becoming Superman, that is, living
the supra-moral life, living life without absolutes. And yet, since
an opposite is necessary for such 1iving, the logic of the Heraclitic
position requires an absolute within the totality of life. It is
for this reason aISOrthat~we maintain'that the type of Nietzsche's
nobility, "complete men as they were" (GM, "Good and Evil':10),

whose exlstence is supposed to be motivated entirely spontaneously
from within themselvés without any reference at all to extraneous
factors which could spark off their behaviour as reactionary, is
impossible - logically within the framework of his thought, as we
have just explained, and perhaps also psychologically - although in
the Iatter case it is better not to generalize, It is impossible
because Heraclitic tension between opposites is a mufual affair anc
in the Heraclitic scheme movement or action accounts also for
reactiony, and Nietzsche's philoSOphy itself cannot avoid being
reactionary, whatever he himself wants us to believe.

If we ask in what Nietzsche's reaction
fundamentally consists, there can be only one reply, namely that it
is a reaction against Spifitual miserliness. Janko Lavrin quotes
from anletter of Nietzsche's where he writes: "There have been
evil enough and slanderous hints with regard to me - but how is it
that no one feels insulted when I am abused? And during all these
years no comfort, not a drop of human sympathy, not a breath of
love', and remarké that "Thé’last sentence is partieularly poignant.
It sounds like the cry of an isolated ;ndifidual whose secret craving
was not one fqr power, but for ordinary human warmth and sympathy"

(Janke Lavrin, Nietzsche, pp.86,87); but it is more than that, it
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is resentment, and if this becomes clear enough in his books, it
becomes transparent‘in’his letters:s "The Nietzsche of the létters
is the man who abanmdoned the ruggedness of his mountain cave to
seek, yes, frantically crave the least stirrings of kindness, who
may even be content with decency and plain'courtesy" (Karl F.

Leidecker, Nietzsche: Unpublished Letters, pp.1,2).

The Bestowing Virtue: It is Hartmann's merit that he recognizas

that Nietzsche was the first to attempt a definition of Radiant or
Bestowing Virtue ("schenkende Tugend") (E II, p.333), which we
suggest 1s the central theme of Nietzsche's views on the noble or
the goodj more than this: we believe it to be the crown of
Nietzsche's teaching for man to be "true to the earth" (AZ,

Zarathustra's Prologue:3), to "love the earth as creators, as

procreators" (AZy, II:37) and, as such, Nietzsche's major Apolline
or (if we must speak popularly) comstructive contribution to
ethical research. Since, however, it is rooted imn and grows from.
Nietzsche's criticism which, as we now realizz, is the véry
gr@und—étuff of his concern, we do not hesitate to maintain that
Nietzsche's entire wealth of ideas meet together in his thoughts
on Bestowing Viftue, the latter being the most positive fruit of
his philosophy, and a truely great conception as we shall see,

At this stage it should be clear what Nietzsche
means when he pleads for man's "flown-away virtue'" to be led;"back4
to the earth - yea,; back to body and life: that it may give to the
earth its meaning, a human meaning" (AZ, I :22:2). We have been
stressing the fact that this is more than the mere opposition of é
Graecc~Romah Diesseitigkeit to the Judaeo-Christian Jenseitigkeit;
that it is, above all, the opposition of a non-absolute attitude
towards life to an. absolute one. Nietzsche's idea is that wherever
men have sought their ideals outside themselves, they have lacked
inner nobility and fell into abéolutism by way of reinforcing their
"spiritual mediocrity with an 1llusory strength coming from ”beyond”
themselveé. Fdr Nietzsche, however, the body, as the visible symbol
of man's existence on earth and therefore of Diesseitigkeit and the

negation of abseclutes, represents the full range of man's ability.
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To be true to the earth means to be true to that ability. The
richness and beauty of human experience, the joy of tolerance and
reasonableness, thé elevation of the spirit beyond the desire for
"small victories" (AZ, III1:56:30) of hatred and revenge, amd
-thankfulness towards life forrGXperiencing it as something full
-and whole, as a supersabundanée amid which spiritual pettiness |
becomes unnecessary since there is nothing lacking, so that we
also continuously want to be giﬁing to 1life in return, and giving
gratuitously - this is what Nietzsche does not want teo sacrifice
to absolutism in'which, he claims, duty, responsibility and life
have been rationalized and have become terrors and requisitions cn
mam from cutside himself for which existence is made the torture
stake and testing ground. The position becomes worse when men turi -
hypocrites éven to their own absolutes, a condition which
Nietzsche undoubtedly finds to be general in Christendom, Hg call:x
Pascal ("whom I almost love because he taught ne a tremendous lot")

the only logical Christian (RarlE leidedker, Nistzschet Unpuhl dshed Tetters,ni4)

and Georg Brandesy; of course, wanted to bring Kierkegaard to
his attention. |

| However, Nietzsche opposes himself to
rationalism, saying that he ioves the man whose '"head (is) only
the bowels of his heart" (AZ, Zarathustra's Prologue:d). He

considers that rationalism is dangerous to our .experience of the
fullness of life because it nust lead to absolutism, even if only
that of 'reason" itselfj he saw that even Kant could not avoid
netaphysical absolutism and laughs at the categorical imperative;
he censures dialectical Socratism for negating the Greek instinct
to grasp intuitively the plenitude of existence._Socrates, he tells
us, was at first a rationalist who ridiculed "the akward incapacity
of the noble Athenians who were men of instinct, like all noble -
meng and could never give sétisfactory answers concerning the
motives of tﬁeir actions" (GBy; 191); later on, however, Socrates
was a dishonest rationalist who found in himself "the same
difficulty and incapacity" (GB, 191), but wanted to apalogize for
it with good feasens. To this extent Socrates was false, since

he '"perceived the irrationality in the moral judgment" (GB, 191).
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Descartes, however, was the real "father of‘rationalism, and
consequently the grandfather of the Revolution': ”Descaftes-was
superficial" (GB, 191),

' Nietzsche's objection to raticnalism has 1ts
rocts in the fact thst the rational attitude desires explanations
in 1ife, that it seeks causes, also of valuaticnal phenomena, |
beyond their mere ontological appearancej amd explanation implies
a concern over method. Nietzsche, however, finds that methodclogy :
is a presumptu@usland necessarily superficial mode of approach,
whether it be to the individual perscn ('"the only thing I have
always‘sufféred from is "multitude", the infinite varlety of my
~ ownt scul" (EH, Why I Am So Clever:10)), or to 1life as a whole,

Ya world so overflowing with beauty, strangeness, doubt, terror

and divinity" (EH, Thus Spake Zarathustra:2). Nietzsche does not
want us to think that the body, or sensualism as the discipline -
most akin to the body, is a heuristic principle: "Sensualism is not
a heuristic principle" (GB, 15)., In this sense he wants us "to view
science through the eyes of the artist and art through the eyes of
ITife" (EH; An Attempt At Self-Criticism:2). He claims that even

physics 1s in no way an explanatory discipline, and blames
empiricism as due to "fundamentally plebeiam tastes'" (GB, 14).

Life is infinitely richér than method can make
us realize, and since Nietzsche desires mam to have an awareness
of nothing less than this full richness, he rejects method
completely, For him philosophy is not a matter of specialization -
speclalization impoverishes our experience of the world since it is
not concerned with existence as such but with problems, and above
all, with answersj and method, in Nietzsche's opinion, is not only
an approach to possible answers, but is itself already an answer. |
Methed is a seduction into one-sided absoluteness. For Nietzsche,
rationalism leads man in the last resort to morality and is opposed
to the supra-moral mode of existence, while the Will to Power of
the noble man, the man whose life reflects the gladness of the
super-abundancé of existence, i1s a passion which Nietzsche describes
as the '"passion for power: the earthquake which breaketh and

upbreaketh all that is rotten and hollow; the rolling, rumbling,
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pumitive demolisher of whited sepulchersj the fiashing
interrogative-SIgn beside premature answers' (AZ, IIT:54:2).

This proves once more that it is the negation
of absolutes which 1s basic to Nietzsche's philosophy as a whole,
and as one: of supra-moral Becomingj and the lire of Becoming is
the life of Bestowing or Radiant Virtue. Of this, Hartmamn has
written that "inherent in the essence of spiritual imparting, as
distinguished from material giving, is the peculiarity that he whc
bestows does not give away, does not beceme the poorer, but himsei:
" stands by as a recipient of gifts. Imparting to others is the only
attitude of mind which accords with the nature of spiritual goods.
for they can never be really surrendered., Radiamce is the life of
spiritual fulnessj its life is not the fulness itself - the
presence and value of which are here presupposed - but personal
living in accord therewith, a vast overflowing, the ability to
sharey; to make rich, to scatter broadcast; and in addition to this
a delight in so doing and in enhancing the spiritual insight of
those vho aCCeptﬂ (E Ii, P«333)e This alohe is great and noble, bu.
the definition of Bestowing Virtue becomes a unique event, not omi:
in Nietzsche's philosophy but in the entire realm of ethical.
research when we consider that Nietzsche calls man to a life soleli;
and excIusively by this virtue, He has no higher attribute for his
"neW'n@bility", his '"higher men'. The Bestowing Virtue is the mark
by which they are to be.known. It is the exact antithesis of the |
spirit of resentment amd revenge and, as Nietzsche thinks, of
Christianity.vYét he could call Jesus noble and we may not be
ﬂr@ng in surmising that the obvious amtithesis which desus is to
contemporary Christendom must have struck him, and that Jesus'
doctrine, or rather life of love was not so far removed from his
heart, Nietzsche calls himself "the battle and battle~-field of
virtues" (AZ, It 5 ) and it has been said of him that "Zijn
gansche leven heeft deze mensch met den Engel gewbrsteid en naar
nicuwe goden,gezocht" (Herman Wolf, Nietzsche, p«.5)e. We are
confident that the Bestowing Virtue is Nietzsche's finest vibtory
and gain. For an understanding of Nietzsche's philosophy its

Impertance cannot be overestimated for the simple reason that
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it accepts and reveals the Dionysiac as well as the Apolline
tendencies in his thought. To understand its definition is to
uﬁderstand what Nietzsche means by creation, since creation is
- for him the "sacrifice in the temple of both the deities" (GT,
25)s Dionysus, on the one hand, whose meaming, Nietzsche tells us,
is best comveyed by the image of drunkenness, a primordial,
self-forgetful, destructive force, and on the other hand Apollo
who represents sensitive plasticity, form, light and balance: "The
effects wrought by the Dionysian seemed "titan-~like'" amd “barbari.'
to the Apollonian Greek: while at the same time he could not
conceal from himself that ﬁe too was inwardly related te these
overthrown Titams and heroes, Indeed, he had to recognize even
more than this: despite all its beauty ahd moderation, his entire
existence rested on a hidden.smbstratum of suffering and of
knowledge, which was again revealed to him by the Dionysiam. And
lo! Apollo could not live without Dionysusi' (GT, 4).

It is important that we do not confuse the
antithetic process of the struggle of Judea versus Rome with the
synthetic creative force of Dionysus-~Apollo. Dionysus and Apolloc
are the dual force uf creation in the mode of life represented
by Romej the Judaeo-Christian heritage is not the playfield of
these gods and kmows nothing at all about them. How can Dionysus
and Apollo negate the earth, how can they equate the "world" with
"evil'", 1if they are the meaning of the earth? In their turn they
know nothing of "this slandering of the world™ (EH, Why I Am 4
Fatality:6), as Nietzsche calls it, He describes his own work in
terms of these creative impulses as 'my onsiaught on two thousand
years of opposition to Nature, of the degradation of humanity"
(EH, "The Birth of Tragedyt4)and seems to have two ideas about this

"degradation": there are those who maintain honesty about their
ideal of Jehseitigkeit, the Pascals, and they impoverish life

by denying themselves where mno denlial is necessary -~ this
corresponds almost exactly to Hartmann's view that men ought to be
defended 'against being degraded by high-flying speculation,
against the surrender of his special rights to the Creator or to

the world" (E I, p.291); and there are those who are hypocrites
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to the same ideal and who with this dishonest background want at
the same time to lay their hands on the strength of (Nietzschean)
nobility. These are the ones who Nietzsche probably thought were
to be most despised.

This then, is Nietzsche's ideal and the idea o*
the Bestowing Virtue: that we should, so to speak, put all
elevatedness of spirit into the earth, into the Diesselts, so that
the whole of life can become as rich and overflowing with
benevolent strength as it even now éan make some of mankindj for
this, however, rationalism must be vanquished and substituted by
the instincﬁ of nobility which means that every wvestige of !
absolutlism must be destroyed. But here even Nietzsche can only
boast, for the latter task is one of an impossible immensity.
Nietzsche's exaggerations are only repaired in so far as his
concept of Bestowlng Virtue has am Apolline aspect, It remains true,
Bowever, that thé Bestowing Virtue can be consideiad as a chastising
rod of conscience to contemporary Christendom. In its
light the latter can be expected to account for itself whether the
evidence proves that its behaviour has a higher motivation than
that of an "Ant}Christ" who called Jesus noble and who writes of
noble men that "they desire to have nothing gratuitously, least
of ally life,.. ﬁe, to whom life hath given itself - we are ever
considering what we can best give in returnl" (AZ, III:56=5).

Nietzsche dreamt of a New Earth of Creation:
"Ye lonesome ones of to-day, ye seceding ones, ye shall one day
be a people: out of you who have chosen yourselves shall a chosen
people arlse:- and out of it the Superman. Verily, a place of
healing shall the earth becomeiAnd already is a new odour diffused
around it, a salvation-bringing odour - and a new hopel" (AZ,
I:22:2)But this New Earth will vever materialise, and in terms
of his Heraclitic basis of Becoming Nietzsche had to know
thlise He explicitly promised himself to be satisfied to have
called for the ideal, and to go down thus satisfied. It is in
this spirit that he gives his most moving testimony to the

meaning and significamce of the Bestowing Virtue : "From the sun



-81-
did I learn this, when it goeth down, the exuberant one: gold
doth it then pour into the sea, out of inexhaustible riches, - 80
that the poorest fisherman roweth even with golden ocars! For this
did I once see, amd did not tire of weeping on »ehelding it"; and,
he concludes, "like the sun will also Zarathustra go down" (AZ,

IIT:5613) .

Se The Origin of Values

To go down as a creator means, for Nietzsche,
to go down as a valuator, For him, creation and evaluation are
absolutely identical, Therefore, since creation, as we have seen,
i1es a matter of Bestowing, so also evaluation. We have intimated
that for Nietzsche Bestowing or Creation and Nobility are exactly
the same. To ask thé question Bestowing what and Creatingrﬂhgg wousi:.
not be meaningful for him, as lilttle as 1t would be to ask the
question Nobility what. The reason for this is that Nietzsche
creates no distance at all between the noble man and his actlvity
or function. There is not a noble man as an entity of Being on the
one hand, and on the other hand a motivator or motivation to
activity for the noble man as a similar entity of Being, Nietzsche!:
philosophy, as one of Becoming, cannot allow for such statiec
factors. It is in this regard that Wenzl maintains that "Beiletascl
fehlt nicht nur der Tr&ger, sondern auch der Inhalt des Willens, und
das ist der doppelte Grundirrtum" (Prof. Dr. A, Wenzl, Nietzsche,
Pe22),

Whatever the case may be, Nietzsche completely
identifies the '"higher man'" with his activity - the noble man is
what he does, his function is his description. To point the finger
at him is not to indicate a subject, a substantive, one who does
something - subject, predicate, object! - but a force, an activity,
a doing. Nietzsche indeed blames language as a seducer of marn.
Rationalism is mere grammar and play with wordsj 1t is calling life
by mames which are not its name.‘What is 11fe's name? To this
Nietzsche's reply would be: that must be experienced. This is the
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deeper meaning of his reproach to "scholars" as '"good clockworks...
ingenious in little artifices" (AZ, II:38) that "they want in
everything to be merely spectators, amd they avoid sitting where
the sun burneth on the steps" (AZ, II1:38). Unity, Identity,
Duration, Substance, Cause, Being - all these are empty wordsj our
eyes are error as far as the movement of the heavenly bodies is
concerned, but as far as values are concerned, language is error.
Nietzsche calls rationalism "Sprach-metaphysik" and remarks: "Heute
sehem wir gemau so weit, als das Vernunft-Vorurtheil uns zwingt,
Einheit, Identit&t, Dauwer, Substanz, Ursache, Dinglichkeit, Sein
anzusetzen, uns gewlssermassen verstrickt in den Irrthum,
necessitirt zum Irrthumj so sicher wir auf Grund einer strengen
Nachreéhnung bei uns darllber sind,; dass hier der Irrthum ist. Es
steht damit nicht anders, als mit den Bewegungen des grossen
Gestirns: bei ihnen hat der Irrthum unser Auge, hier hat er unsre

Sprache zum best&ndigen Anwalt" (G~D, Die ,.Vernunft' in der

Philosophie:5). Rationalism is a process to piecemeal 1ife, whereas

1ife is a whole. Nietzsche, of course, does not tell us whether
"a whole" 1s not also grammar. In any case, "Man ist nothwendig,
mam ist ein Stfick Verhlngnis , man gehdrt zum Ganzen, - es gibt
nichts, was unser Sein richten, messen, vergleichen, verurtheilen

kémnte, denn das hiesse das'Ganze richten, messen, vergleichen...

Aber es gibt nichts ausser dem Ganzeni" (G-D, Die vier grossen
Irrthimer:8)., An ethics of values as moral standard is therefore
impossible for Nietzsche. The question as to the value of life,
the why of lifey its explamation, and cbedience to the demands on
the human ethos which that explanation might entail, is ruled out.
Jaspers gives a good account of this and explains
that, for Nietzsche, this is an impossible question since, if it is
to be answered, man requires a standpoint ("Standort") from which t:
scan or overlook the whole of exlstence, but such a standpoint for
overlooking 1ife is impossible since we are in 1life which means that
there 1is no standard for evaluation of the whole ("das Ganze")
except itself, but this ultimately means that exlstence knows no
‘values othor than its own "value', which is itself as such (Karl

Jaspers, Nietzsche, p.294)



¥ot, it may be objected, Nietzsche's philosophy

\

is an élaborate play-off against each other of twe sets of values,
Judaco-Christian values and the values of Dionysus-Apollo, How,
then, have these values, so to speak, come to stand out above the
~ surface of the whole, how did they originate, how have they become
differentiated out of existence? Fere we encounter an evident
weaknéss in Nietzsche's thought. While on the one hand his position
is that existence is the duel between these sets of values, he alsc
maintains on the other hand that the values of the one set (the
Judaeo-Christian) are so differentiated out of existence and
| therefore untrue to life and to the earth, whereas values of the
other set are ildentical with existence as such (or rather, as it
ought to be, although Nietzsche would not like putting it this
way) and therefore true to the earth. For Becoming to be maintainec.
the Judaeco-Christiam set of values is absolutely necessary as the
antithesis to the Roman set of valuesi but since Becoming is,; for
Nietzsche, the meaning of existence, of 1ife, of the earth, or of
the whole, the former values must certainly be essential to
existence, therefore they also must be in the whole, and if belng
in the whole is really Nietzsche's concern, what objection can
there be to siding with these values? Is Nletzsche true to 'the
whole" in siding with the opposite values?

Nietzsche,; of course, also tries to say that the
Roman set of values is "the whole" - which, however, endangers
the entire concept of Becoming in his philosophy.

‘ Howevery, it 1s now clear that values for Niétzsche,
that is the values of Dionysus-Apollo, are not made by anyone in
any ways they ares; they identify themselves with thé fullness of
exlistence, and man is a Creator, that is an Evaluator, Jjust in so
_ far as he identifies himself with them; Judaeo-Christian and all
other values are made, are manufactured, are due to illusion and
imagination. ("Der ganze Bereich der Moral und Religion gehdrt unter
diesen Begriff der imaginiren Ursachen" (G~D, Diec vier grossen
Irrthiimer:6)).

But if we have said that the values of Dionysus-

Apollo are, we have not yet said that they are always the same;
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it must be understood that they are in so far as they are not
explained, in so far as they are not caused beyond themselves,
The reason why these values do not always remain the same 1s
therefore also not because times and circumstances change, but
because, as we have seen, there must be continual progress towards
BSuperman - Nietzsche, however, never gives.any details of what
such change would entail, Identification of thése velues at any
time is for him simply a matter for the instinct of nobillty which
will find them within itself. Here again'the whold' is emphasized
as the complete falling together of values and persons, change in
any one identifying itself with change in the other. In this sense
and in thils sense chly i1s man a Creator of values and an Evaluator.
The "Iransvaluation of All Values", the breaking down of all
values that do not belong to the category of Dionysus-Apollo, the
destruction of Judaeo-Christian values - this neither precedes nor
follcws such creation of values and evaluation, but falls together
with 1t, In the process of Becoming, of growing towards Superman,
nobility necessarily and simultaneously lidentifies itself more and
more with Dionysus-Apollo and more and more negates the opposite
valuess This 1is how we must understand Nietzsche when he writes:
"Verily, men have given wnto themselves all their good and bad,
Verily, they took it not, they found it not, it came not unto them
as a valce from heaven, Values did man only assign to things in
order to maintain himself - he created only the significance of
things, a human significance! Therefore calleth he himself "man',
that is, the valuator, Valuing is creating: hear it, ye creating
ones! Valuatlon itself is the treasure and Jewel of the valued
things. Through valuation only 1is there valuej and without
valuation the nut of existence would be hollow, Hear it, ye
creating onesl Change of values - that is, change of the creating
ones, Always doth he destroy who hath to be a creator" (AZ, I:15).

, The origination of values 1s therefore a
spontaneous activity of values themselves - this insight, according
to Nietzsche, amounts to a reinstatement of the innocence of
Evaluation and Becoming, that is of Creation. The earth need no
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longer have a complex of guiltlin the face of a causa prima which
in anj case is illusory ("Dass niemand mehr verantwortlich gemacht
wird, dass die Art des Seins nicht auf eine causa prima
zurfickgeftthrt werden darf, dass die Welt weder als Sensorium; noch
als ¢4,Geist" eine Einheit ist, dies erst ist die grosse Befreliung,-
damit erst ist dfe Unschuld des W§rdens wieder hergestellt" (G-D,
Die vier grossen Irrthiimer:8)), And this condition reflects itself

in higher men to whom freedom means self-fesponsibility; in terms

of such freedom (and‘here Nigtzsche exﬁressés an almost Stoical
idea), man remains indifferent to affliction, hardship, privation;
thé fight for this attitude of self-responsibility is infinitely
preferable to a search for "happiness", for instance ("Denn was ist
Freiheit? Dass man den Willen zur Selbstverantwortlichkeit hat. Das-
‘man die Distanz, die uns abtrennt, festh#lt. Dass man gegen Mihsal,
Hirte, Entbehrung, selbst gegeh das Leben.gleichgﬂltiger wird, bass
mam bereit ist seiner Sache Menschen zu opfern, sich selber nicht
abgerechnet. Fretheit bedeutet, dass diec m&nnlichen, die kriegs-

und siegesfrohen Instinkte die Herrschaft hahen fiber andre Instink o,
 zum Beispiel fber die des ,,Glficks"" (G-D, Streifzfige

Unzeitgemissen:38)),
- It remains an open question to what extent
Nietzsche's own illness stands behind his entire ﬁhilos0phy; he
maintained, hqmever, that "to aniintrinsically sound nature, illness
may” even act as a powerful stimulus to }ife, to an abundance of
1ife, It 1s thus that I now regard my long period of 111ness: it
seemed then as if T had discovered life afresh... out of my Will

to Health and to Life I made my philosophy" (EH, Why I Am So
Wise:2), His affirmation of life and of the earth leads him to
declare that "pain cannot rank as an objection to life" (EH,; Thug

8pake Zarathustra:l)., Self-responsibility should overcome even
that, for these are the "signs of nobility: never to think of

lowering our duties to the rank of duties for everybody; to be
unwilling to renoumce or te share our. responsibilitiesy to count
our prerogatives, and te exercise them, among our duties" (GB,

272), And, in any case, the noble cannot do otherwise since,
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according to Nietzsche, they have no choice, Since they are what
they are, there is for them no either-or. |
Nietzsche does not want us to confuse the
freedom of responsibility towards onesself with the so-called
Free Will and all its problematics; he calls the latter a mere
theologian-artifice ("Theologen~Kunststﬂck" (G-D, Die vier grossen

Irrthilmers:7)Y. Self-responsibility has no need for the concepts of

- guilt and punishment whichare the reverse side of the religlous
doctrines of Willj self-responsibility must do away with the
concepts of guilt and punishment (Y"mit aller Kraft den Schuldbegrif
und den Strafbegriff aus .der Welt wieder herauszunchmen" (G-D,

Die vier grossen Irrthfimer:?)), and finally, self-responsibility

implies not only responsibility towards the individual self, but
since the individual self is in"the whold) as we have seen, it
implies responsibility towards'™the wholéd'and towards all exisfenceﬁ
We believe that 1t 1s cemtirely with this understanding that
Nietzsche commends what he calls Furthest Love ("Fernstenliebe"),
It is almost as if he wants to say that all life depends on the
self«responsibility of the few. These "furthest ones'" must be
loved, yes, men must become such "furthest ones'" because '"the
furthest ones are they who pay for your love to the near onesj
and where there are but five of you together, a sixth must
always die" (AZ, I:16). |

For Nietzsche, the origin of values is the
fesponsibility'of man towards himself.

Nietzsche maintained that "Every philosophy als:
conceals a philos0phy, every opinion is also a lurking place,
every word is alsoc a mask" (GB, 289), We cannot deny that this
opinion is largely upheld by his thought. Yot it would be foolish
ta maintain that the face of Nletzsche cannot be recognizéd; it
is our belief, however, that if we want to do sc, we must allow

for the masquerade in Nletzschey, we must recognize that the mask
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is part of the facej we must be able to understand Nietzsche as

a nuance - "alas} I am a nuance" (EH, The Case Of Wagner:4): that,

in any case, is all the meaning of Nietzsche's mask. It 1s true
that if we want to bring home Nietzsche's philosophy with meaning
in the whole of the history of thought, we must attempt to get at
its "truth", its "real meaning"j to so much we agree. But we
maintain that a desecription of this ''real meaning" will in the las®
resort have to be as unasﬁamed of Nietzsche's contradictions. as
Kietzsche himself was - without, however, keeping itself unaware
of themy, for that would be dishonesty and enough dishonesty has
already been perpetrated against the thinker by peolitical and
other apclogists. Sufficient clarity about the philosopher is
achleved every time he 1s understood anew as a fundamental

d¢ubter inspired by'é singular will to reform, as one who was

¥

. " zwischen zwel Nichtse
. eingekrimmt,
ein Fragezeichen,
"ein mlides R&thsel "X .

X (Dionysos-Dithyramben, .Zwischen Raubvégeln)..



FOURTH CHAPTER

HARTMANN'S APPRECTATION OF NIETZSCHE'S APPROACH

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS

1, Hartmamm and Nietzsche: Ontology .
Creation and Responsibility

Nietzsche's work forced to consciousness two things on
which the entire future of ethical research depends; in the
philosogpies of Hartmann and Nietzsche the notion of human
responsibility is a common featurei Nietzschels view of man 1is a
key to Hartmann's ldea of the ontolegical determination of ethical
reality; the "conflict of virtues" and Hartmann's judgement that
"Rietzsche was the first to gsee . the rich plenitude of the
ethical cosmos'j Hartmann's appreclation of Nietzsche's Heraclitic
basis; man as creator in both philosophlies; Hartmann's appreciation
of the Dionysiac and Apolline factors in life; Hartmann and
Rietzsche as critics of our time, and thelr concern for the future.

2, Higtorical Relativism: Hartmamn's
Indictment of Nietzsche

Relativism: the damger inherent in the attempt to
philosophize "beyond good and evil'j to Hartmann, Nietzsche's view
seems to be not only that man is in "the whole'', but also tha
"the whole'" is in manj the error of the daoctrine of the '
"Revaluation of All Values'; Nietzsche's "instinct" and Hartmann's
"Wertgefithl"; Hartmann inherits the paradox of Nietzsche's position
and his philosophy 1s only saved by hls notion of the ldeal ‘
self-existence of values.

-3s_Spacific Values

Hartmann warns the student of Nietzsche against
sensationalismy Nletzsche's discovery of two valuesj the error
in his rejection of Brotherly Lovej; Hartmann's view on the
neécessity and need for a synthetic view of values; wherein
Hartmann amd@ Nletzsche are: both at fault; Hartmann's testimony
of his indebtedness to Nietzsche.




FOURTH CHAPTER

HARTMANN'S APPRECIATION OF NIETZSCHE'S APPROACH

l, Hartmann and Nietzsche: Ontology .
Creation and Responsibility

We have said of Hartmann's ethics that it 1s the
most complete example of anm ethics of human responsibility in the
history of explicit philosophyj we recall once more his view that
ethics ought te be a defence of man's responsibility agaeinst both
God and the world; we have also seen howy for Nietzsche, the
origin of Qalues is to be discovered in the responsibility of man
towards himself, It is in this return to man as a responsible
creature that Hartmann'®s appreciation of Nietzsche centres.

Hartmann recognized the fact that Nietzsche alone
of modern thinkers has agaln drawn attention to the richness and
fMlness of the valuational life, the consciousness of which, as
Niletzsche himself considers,; was lost with the passing away of
Greeck and Roman antiquity. Thﬁs, according to Hartmann, Nietzsche
provided for ethics the only basis on which it could meaningfully
continue its researches, It is his belief that the future of ethica:
research depends entirely on two things which, as a résult of
Nletzsche's labours, "forced their way to consciousness: (1) Values
arevmany, their realm is a manifoldnessj and (2) we know neither
the emtire manifoldness nor its wnity" (B I, p.83). Because of this.
Hartmann has made his own 'central task an analysis of the contents
of values" - "I have done so," he says, "in the belief that only
in this way will it be possible in the future to grapple afresh
with the problems of conduct" (E I, p.l15). Only by rejecting
absolute presuppositions, he feels, can there be any progress in
the definition of the human ethos, The idea of a unity of morals

must be set aside, even 1f temporarily, Till now it has proved
-89-
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'éterile as a working hypothesis in ethical research, This has been
so because, In order te maintain it, it was always necessary to
proceed from the presuppesition that the ultimates of '"good" and
'"bad" were already known. This, however, has only led to a Babel
of confusion since every philosophical system has claimed a
different "highest good" a:i each was equally convinced of the
other's error: "The most contradictory tendencies of thought have
at all times had this in common," writes Hartmann, "“that they
professed to know already what good and evil are, The '"good" has.
stood for the absolute unity of the morally valuable in general -
an Interpretation which one could the more readily accept since onz
had the name for the unity and did not observe the manifoldness of
values. Nelther did one see that all these tendencles of thought
meant, iIn fact, fundamentally different things by the '"good", and
each denied the truth of the other. That this belief was futile is
one of the most recent discoveriles; we héve to thank Nietzsche for
the first clear statement of it" (E I, p.83).

Nietzsche has again weighed the anchors of
the concepts '"good" and "evil', and put them adrift, As far as
Hartmann is concerned, this is Nietzsche's merit; his error (to
continue our simile) is that his idea of man's responsibility
towards hlmself became the entire ocean and medium for this drift,
For Nietzsche, "beyond good and evil" meant only the self-responsible
strength of nobility.

Hartmarm's differences with Nietzsche,
therefore,; begin precisely at the point of his greatest appreciatien
for Nletzsche's work. We have seen that Nietzsche's idea was a
complete liberation of man from the consciousness of guilt, a
removal of the notions of guilt and punishment ffom the worlde. Yet
we know that for him this by no means entailed a licentiousness of
the individual towards life - on the contrary, it desired the
individual to live by the consciousness of his responsibility, and
by it alone. In this way the responsibility of Nietzsche's noble

man becomes an unbounded responsibilityj Hartmann sees this and to
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him it is incomprehensible that a consciousness of guilt can remain
absent from a consciousmess of such responsibility. Hartmann's -
view 1s that unlimited power would be the only thing that could
sustain unlimited responsibility, but only the ldea of God 1s an
idea of such Almightiness., He finds that "unbounded purposive
activity means unbounded responsibility, responsibility for
everything, Guilt falls upon him who has power... Man is not such
a being, The degree of responsibility which he can bear is narrowly
limited; and in real 1life, when it is exceeded, he collapses under
the burden and gives up in despair... An excess of power falls
upon him like a crushing load" (E II, p.158). Yet, even if
responsibility crushes man, he cannot escape from ity according
to Hartmann, there is no way in which he can avoid it even 1f he
tries to run away from it in 1lifey; it will remain present with him
in hls consclousness of guilty and death is the annihilation of
every value, the reduction of man to nothing.

In the last resort, therefore, it is true that
for Hartmann, as for Nietzsche, man lives by responsibility alone.
This 1s an attribute of divinity which man must claim for himself,
Hartmarm ldentifles himself almost completely with Nietzsche when
he calls life "a playing with fhis dangerous gift; of course it is
not an idle play, but necessitated, inevitable. For in it man has
no freedomjy so long as he breathes, he cannot withdraw from the
game" (E II, p.154).

Hartmann's appreciation of Nietzsche's
approach stems from the fact that Nietzsche has again made man,
and man only, the concern of ethics, and not as a matter of
subjectlivity since, as we have seen, the ontological basis of
Hartmann's work contains a square rejection of subjectivity, The
essential aspects of Hartmann's ontology and Nietzsche's view of
"the whole" ("das Ganze™) are closely akin. Proceeding from
responsibility as the common denominator to their work, Hartmenn's
indebtedness to Nietzsche as his immediate predecessor can
especially be ascertained from two affinities which their
philosophies maintain mutually - we will call them (a) the
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affinity of thelr grounds in ontology, amd (b) the affinity of their

views of man's creative function.

(a) Hartmann's Appreciation of Nietzsche's Ontological Position: Wc

have considered Nietzsche's view that man belongs in and to "the

whole", that is the complete fullness of existence, so that man has
no choice which can be directed beyond existencej as Jaspers
explained, there 1s no standpoint for man from which he could
exercise such a choice since, wherever he might stand in 1ife, he is
bound teo be inside its totality and there is no point from which
he could rise above it, or out of it, in order to place himself
over against it or even opposite it. This falling together of man
and existence, this basic levelling of their identity, as we may
call it, is one of Hartmann's fundemental concerns. If it were not
for this, subjective ethics could not be overcome.

Nietzsche tried to overcome the problems
inherent in his ontology of man, those problems which Haritmann
indicates when he writes that "Nature, if it were structurally
like man, if it were also 1like him teleologically and axiologically.
would leave no room for man" (E I, p.292), by emphasizing what he
called the "instinct" of nobility; this "instinet" 1ifts man into
a position of consciousness of and about existence ~ it 1is the
point at which man becomes differentiated from "the whole",

Whatever we may think of this, 1t is important
for us here to note that Nietzsche's basic positioﬁ is precisely
what Hartmann claims of onteclogy as a preliminary orientation for
ethics: "The total determination of ethical reality 1ls embedded
in the universal ontological determination. It must contain the
universal type of the latter, but must rise above it" (E I, p.291).
The account we have already given (when we discussed the doctrine
of categories) of how, for Hartmann, ethics'rises above" its own
ontological foundation, shows the differences bstween his own and
Nietzsche's approach in this regard. Wé have, however, also pointed
ocut that as far as valuational jJudgement is concerned, even
Hartmann's final appeal is to "intuition'.

Hartmann's appreciation of Nietzsche's
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presuppositions in ontology is evem more manifest when we leave

Nietzsche's ontology-df man as such~to look at his ontology of

-values,

Hartmann'!s belief that '"Nietzsche was the first

to see the rich plenitude of the ethical cosmos" (B I, p.16) is

nowhere better justified than in Nietzsche's view of the “confIict
of virtues", each of which claims for itself nothing less than the
sup&eme positien in the judgement of the evaluational
consciousness: "My brother, if thou he fortumate," writes
Nietzschey " then wilt thou have one virtue and no more: thus goest
thou easier over the bridges Illustrious is it to have many‘
virtues, but a hard lot; and many a one hath gone into the
wilderness and killed himself, because he was weary of being'thé
battle and battlefield of virtues, My brother, are war and battle
evil? Necessary,’however, is the evilj necessary are the envy and

the distrust and the backbiting among the virtues. Lol how each of

- thy virtues is covetous of the highest placej it wanteth thy whole

spirit to be its herald, it wanteth thy whole power, in wrath,
hatred'andlluve. Jealous is every virtue of the others, and a
dreadful thing is jealousy. Bven virtues may succumb by Jealousy.'
He whom the flame of Jealousy encompasseth, turneth at last, like

the scorpion, the poisoned sting against himself, Ahl my brother,

hast thou never seen a virtue backbite and stadb itselfe" ( AZ ,

I:5).
Nietzsche's idea is that values, all values,

in so far as théy are: values and in so far as, for him, each of
them represents existence e@ually with every dther, confront man
only with a single claim, namely that they should be accepted
indiscriminately in life, This means that, for him, values kmow no
differentiation in their basic ontological structure.

Hartmann accepts this as a fundamental .
presupposition of his own ethics, His view on how conflict develops
breadth of mind sounds like a full understanding and thankful
acknowledgement of the meaning of Heraclitic opposites in life - he
could as weil have been describing the human type of Nletzsche:
"The ethos of manyasidedhess presupposes mental breadth, space for
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everything, This is of especial significance in respect to moral
conflict, Conflict widens as well as deepens a man, Precisely in
it and while standing in the midst oflit a man becomes conscious
of life's richness of contemt. From this point of view conflict
is seen to be pre-eminently positive and valuable. To shrink from .
conflict, to avoid it, is moral short-sightednesse There must be
room even for tragic conflict, from which there'is no escépé ’
without guilt, Especially in it the ethos 1s widened. Whoever is
incapabie of conflict is incapable of tragedy'" (E II,'p.208);

| Hartmann's fundamental statement about the
significance of such an ontology of values, however; occurs in
connection with its relation to the responsibility of man - the
latter, as we have intimated, always beilng the ultimate in which
Hartmann's appreciation of Nietzsche resolves itsélf.

According to Hartmann, ancient ethics considered
moral conflict as "nothing'but the antagonism betﬁeen moral and
1mmoraI (or even only non-moral) impulses in men" (E I, p.300) and,
if we are to believe him, this is also basically true of -
Christianity, Hartmann agrees that "this conflict 1is a part of the ’

| concrete moral problem. But," he submits, "it 1is not the whole"
(B I, p¢300)Q He says that there is in lifg "besides the conflict
between moral and anti-moral impulses also a conflict between moral.
and mofal; The structure of the former is not purely ethical in
the inward sensej that of the iatter touches the essemnce of
ethical situations proper. ¥Where in any situatién value stands over.
against value, there no guiltless escape 1s possible., For a man
cannot abstain from making a decision, He must choose eitherAso‘br
éo, and evem to do nothing is a positive decision. He may stay
where he was, but he must choose at any cost, In the real worid a
manvis continually confromted with the necessity of settling
conflicts of value, of so deciding that he can be answerable for his
obligation, It is his destiny not to be able to escape the
obligation" (E II, p.76).

Responsibility is, therefore, founded on the

ontological structure of valﬁes and, desplite the fact that
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Nietzsche denied the free will, we cam have no doubt that
Nietzsche's position here has been most valuable to Hartmenn's
| insight, Bartmann goes so far as to maintain that if we do not
allow for such an "equality of values", or rather, if this 1s not
true of the ontological description of the worid and life and it
were possible for man to'place himself without conflict above the
demands of e@mality, the alternatives between which he has to .
choose freely would not, as regards his real conduct, continue to
exist" (E II, p.116); that is, ethical 1life would be destroyed.
Hartmann is,fully aware of Nietzsche'!s denial of the freedom of
the will, and sees the error of it which leaves Nietzsche without
the means for rehdering‘a satisfactory account of how the
- conflict of "backbiting virtues" 1is resolved in man 1n every
concrete. situation -~ for in évery such situation man must make
a cheice and a deciéion, he must act in terms of one or one set
of values rather than anotherj even Nietzsche could not and,
indeedy did not want to escape this logic., However, evem here
Hartmann tries te overcome Nietzsche by first attempting to
understand Nietzsche better than this philosopher could understand
himself as a child of his time. There was no need for "a denial
(as with Nietzsche) of the freedom of the will," he writes, "Only,
in that case, by the strong will one'must.not understand one whicn
in action ruthlessly executes its purpose, nor one that is
1nwar&1y'passiona£e and stops at nothing, but a will in which the
autonomous determinaﬁt rules over those whlch are heteronomous,
with decisive energy" (E III, p.253)s This, of course, is not
yet Hartmarn's positiom,but it is an attempt to clarify Nietzsche':
position in a sympathetic manner which one only uses where one is

conscious of onets indebtedness,

(b) Hartmenn's Appreciation of Nietzsche's View of Man as Creator:

We kmow that Nietzsche's ontology of mam and ontology of values
ultimately coimcide. Values and the person are for him inseparablec
Fach has not its own being, as we havé pointed outy, but the two
fall together and their falling together 1s a function, a

Becoming, Apd this Becoming Nietzsche has also called Creation
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‘and BEvaluation. Man, for him, is a valuaﬁor in so far as he 1is
a carrier of vélues by which he himself 1s carried, Nietzsche's
noble man is a creative‘function in so far as he himself 1s
continually régenerating his responsibility towards himself, and
because his nobility, so to speak, guarantees that reSponsibility;
no appeal is made to sources of value outside himself - according
to‘Nietzsche such sources of value‘are in any case non-~existent.
It 1s because of this, we noted, that man "calleth himself "man",.
that is, the valuvator, Valuating is creating... and without
valuation the nut of existence would be hollow! (AZ, T:15).
Hartmann in his turn believes that ethics, ac
the discipline most concernmed with values, "is the first and most
positive philosophical interest of man" (E I, p.3l)., The ring of
Nietzsche cam escape no-one in the following reﬁarkable passage
from the»Introduction to his Ethics; we can already clearly
distinguiSh'Nietzsche in the words of the first sentence where
Hartmann Speaké of ethics as man's "training iﬁ his world-vocatior.
the demand upon him to be a colleague of the demiurge in the
creation of the world'y in the next paragraph we discern-Supermah?
the goal that will never be attained; the purpose of eternal
Becoming - we See man as the "rope stretched between the animal
and the Superman': "the creation of the‘world," he writes, "is notl
completed so long as man) has not fulfilled his creative function
in it. But he procrastinates. For he is not ready; he is not
standing on the summit of his humanity. Humanity must be first
fulfilled in him"g next Hartmann confronts us with the idea of
the creative responsibility of man towards himself of which
Nietzsche'makes so much: "The creative work which 1s incumbent
upon (man) in the world terminates in his self-creation, in the
fulfilment of his ethos"j and finally we encounter Dlonysus and
Apollo: "The ethos of man includes both the chaotic and the
creative, In the former lie his possibilitiles but also.his
danger; in the latter he finds his vocation. To fulfil it is to
be human" (E I, p.31). |

There is every reason why Hartmann should
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turn to the most solitary philosopher of the nineteenth century
as the examéle par excellence for the future of ethics, Hartmann
is concerned about the present condition of mankind. If we want to
remedy man's spiritual retrogression it 1s not sufficient for us to
rely on historical experience, #ays Hartmenn. On the contrary;we Yy
‘have tc contradict the latter. The task in hand deménda much mors O U,
For man now "the chief questlon 1s not how much.or how little
| is in his powery; but how fully or how little he grasps the task
which looms before him" (E II, p.327). Hartmann believes that
| only the full creativeness of man is equal to the tasky it must
be creativity of the stature of Homer's who '"created for the
Greeks not only their Gods but thelr men, the Greeks themselves"
(E II, p.327). For this, says Hartmann, even the poetic genius of
Nietzsche could not suffice, Throughout his work, hovever, he o
retains a consclousness of-the‘fact that Nietzsche was a most
trustworthy gauge of the decline of the time, It is therefore
1ittle wonder that he felt himself drawn towards Nietzsche.
Nietzsche's work, in every sense the completest mirror of the
sickness of modern mam, must have appeéled to Hartmann as the
most forcéful expression of the necessity for the liberatlon of
man's creativity which has been stunted by'the mechanic; of
progress. In this connection we may quote Windelband's view of
Nietzsche as "an individual of the highest culture, and of a
thoroughly original stamp, who experiences all the tendencies of
the time, amd suffers from the same unsolved contradictioné by
which the time itself is out of Joint. Hence the echo which his
language has found; hence the danger of his influence, which does
not heal the sickness of the age, but increases it (Windelband,
po677). Even though Hartmann would not believe that Nietzsche
increases the'sickhess of the time, he recognizzs the fact that
he does not heal ity for him, Nietzsche indicates a direction
which 1s the only possible direction for the future, namely that
of the most fundamental, even though most painful sélf-criticism,
that of "bYestirring" ourselves about our destiny -~ "Mankind must
bestir itself about its destiny" (E II, p.327).
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Hartmann considers Nietzsche's philosophy to be
the most important attempt at this; and his appreciation for such
a courageous thinker as Nietzsche, who is mistaken for a nihilist
while his reaction was in the last resort one against the nihilism
of the time (which is just the same as what Harémarn calls the
nil admirari of modernity),can be fully understood when we read
his own account of the sickness of modern mans "If there 1s such
a thing as an awakening of the consciousmess of value, it 1is our
time that has need of it... The life of man today is not favourable
to depth of insight, The quiet and contemplation are lacking, 1ife
'is restless and hurriedy there is competition, aimless and without
reflectione Whoever stands still for a moment is overtaken by the
next. And as the claims of the outer life chase one amother, so
likewise do the impressions, experiemces and sensations. We are
always looking out for what 1s mewest, the last thing continually
governs us and the thing before the last i1s forgotten ere it has
been fairly éeen, much less comprehended. We live from semsation
- to sensation. And our penectration becomes shallow, our sense of
_valhe is blunted, by smatching at the sensational, Not only is
modern man restless and precipitate, dulled and blasé, but nothing
inspiresy, touches, lays hold of his innermost beinge. Finally he
has only.an ironical and weary smile for everything. ¥es, in thg
end he.makes é virtue of his moral degradation. He elevates the
nil admirari, his incapac¢ity to feel wonder, amazement,
enthusiasm and reverence, into a planned hablit of life. Callously
passing 1ishtly over everything 1s a comfortable modus vivendd.
And thus he is pleased with himself in a pose of superiority'
which hides his inner vacuity. This morbid condition is typical.
It does not appear today for the first time in history. But

wherever it has made 1ts appearance, it has been a symptom of
weakness and decadence, of inward failure and general pessimism"
(E I, pp.44,45). These last words could have been the precise
vords of Zarathustra. "What is bent on belng destroyed,' Hartmamn
continues, "one should allow to go to ruin." (Nietzsche conjured
his disciples: "And him whom ye do not teach to fly, teach, I pray
you - to fall faster!" (AZ, III:56:20)% "Yet from évery downfall,"
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says Hartmann, "young healthy life shoots forth." And it is
precisely for the same reason that Nietzsche desired hardness in
many he did not speak of destroyers who were to bc hard, but of
creators: "If your hardness will not glance and cut and chip to
pleces, how can ye one day - create with me? For the creators are
hard. And blessedness must it seem to you toc press your hamd

wpon millenniums as upon wax, - blessedness to write upon the wil:
of nillenniums as upon brass, - harder than brass,nober than trasd'GZz.

III:56:29 ).
Hartmann's dream for hls time 1s thereforc

clearly that the creative forces of Dionysus-Apcllo should be let
louse with the fullest possible intensity in the affairs of men.

2, Historical Relativism: Hartmann's
Indictment of Nietzsche

We have remerked that Hartmann's
differences with Nietzsche beglin at the very point of his greatest
admiration for the thinker. "The knowlecdge of one's ignorance,"
writes Hartmann, "is always the beginning of knowledge. Even the
knowledge of good and evil can take no other route tham over this
threshold of all knowledge alike. To it Nietzsche's work brought
us" (E I, pe84). But in thus leading us again to innocence and
"beyond good amd ‘evil', Nietzsche went to an extreme where he
thought he would be farthest away from the condition of the
ethical philosophies of the past - but which, instead, brought him
dangerously close to themj in fact, had it not been for the
tromendous positive significance of his insight that we have never
yet known the meaning of good amd bad, his position might even
have been more dangerous than theirs for the future of ethics,
since oach one of them had its absolute, a single absolute, but
Nietzsche, so Hartmann maintains, handed over all absolutes to man;
he denied even mere ontological Sosein as a boundary for man as
creatory Nietzsche made man an absglute creator and as such, thinks
Hartmenn, an arbitrary creator. This is what he means when he tellc

us that "Nietzsche was the first to see the rich plenitude of the
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ethiéal cosmos, but with him it melted away in historical
rolativism" (E I, p.16). |

While Hartmann 1s appreclative of
Nietzsche's position in ontology, his differences with the
philosopher are due to the latter's refusal to allow for
ontological differentiation, that is his ldentification of man
with existences To Hartmanh it seems that Nietzsche's position is
not only that man is in '"the whole" but also that 'the whole" 1is in
man, and man is in sole command of exlstenco, In this way marn
becomes the arbiter over values - a "revaluator of all values',

Hartmemn's doctrine of categories, that
is of ontological differentiation, however, 1is opposed to such a
view, The ideal self-existence of values and the real being of man
pertain to the fundamentals of his philosophy as we saw when we
discussed its basic features. We recall his argument that unless
manr can stand over against values, not as flictlitious things of the
imagination but as ontelogically imdependent structures, he cannot
choose, cannot live ethically - amd existence for him would be
meaningless since he cannot evaluate. Evaluation for Hartmann 1s
evaluation in terms of values, but where man is the arblter of
values, 1t is evaluatlion in terms of the caprices of man's will,
Hartmann cannot see how Nietzsche's philosophy cam escape this
accusation and consequently maintains that "the most fatal error
on Niletzsche's part 1s to be traced...to his doctrine of the
"revaluation of all values". In that lay hidden the ldea of
valuational relativism, If values permit of being revalued, they
also are capable of being devalued, they pormit of being
manufactured and of being destroyed. They are the work of man, they
_are arblitrary, like thought and phintasies. If this be so, the
meaning of the great discovery 1s again immediately annihilated
at the first step; for then the path over the threshold does not
lead into a new and unknown realm which is still to be opened;
there is nothing further to discover and to find" (E I, p.85).

We must point out, however, that Hartmann

is fully aware of the paradox in Nietzsche's view of man as the
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ftrevalnator of all values'. On the one hand Nistzsche speaks of
a "hierarchy of values', while cn the other hand he openly teaches
perspectivism or what he calls ”immacuiate perception”
("unbeflekten Erkenntnis"): "This do I call immaculate perception
of all things: to want nothing else from them, Lut to be allowed
to 1lie before them as a mirror with a hundred facets" (AZ, II:57).
But this "lying before them as a mirror with a hundred facets" does
net imply human passivism with regard to the events of the world,
On the contrary, everything here depends on what Nietzsche calls
the Will, Immaculate perception 1s, indeed, a matter of "willing
with my whole will" -~ Nietzsche describes it as a condition of
innocence and beauty: "Where 1is inmocence? Where there 1s a will
‘to procreation. And he who secketh to create beyond himself, hath
for me the purest will, Where 1is beauty? Where I must will with my
whole Willj where I will love and perish, that an image may not
remain merely an image" (AZ, II:37). This means that it is the
task of man and man alone to ferm the world, that is to make 1t
"beautiful", to make it as it ought to be. This 1s a task for men
of a type in and for whom "am image (will) not remain merely an
image'", a type capable of "creating beyond themselves', Where do
we find this type of man? Nietzsche points him ocut to us - in the
case of Rome, for instancé, history has proved the possibility of
his existence on a grand scale and it 1s still being proved in
individual cases -~ Napoleon was an example. These men are guided
by instinct, the instinct of nobility, as Nietzsche calls it; or
by a "primal consciousness" of values, to use a term of Hartmann's,
Nietzsche, however, would not agree¢ with Hartmann that this
"primal consclousness” 1is alsc "the primal recognition of a
commandment...a feeling of that which unconditionally ought to be,
the expression of which is the commandment" (E I, p«177). Nietzsche
recognix2s no commandments, no "musts"; the type of Nletzsche's
noble individual never acts because of "musts'", he acts onmly
because he willsy his responsibility is such that he needs no
"musts', He himself is the only "must", Whatever causality there
may be for his behaviour, it is centred entirely within himself,
Here everything depends en the historical
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personage, the "great man", the man who cam say: “To redeem the
past, and to transform every 'It was' into 'Thus would I have it'! -
that alone do I call redemptioni" (EH, Thus Spake Zarathustra:8).

But this is not all, Here alsoc Nietzsche remains true to himself
as one who, in his own words, "contradicts himself in every word,
in (ﬁhom) all oppositions are resclved into a new unity" (EH,
Thus Spake Zarathustra:6).

Nietzsche's thought'mélted away into

historical relativism" (E I, p.16) in so far as at any particular
time in history everything depends on his individual, the individu~.
belonging to the class of '"great men'", Nietzsche's emphasis 1s not
on the class as such, but on the individual, so that (as Scheler
points out) 1tlis true that for him history realizes its purpose
in its "great'" individualsj his philosophy was nevertheless far
removed from am historical cult of "great men" ("Das Ziel der
Geschichte des Menschen besteht - ffir Nietzsche - in den

s yhéchsten Exemplaren" des Menschen...obzwar Nietzsche weit
entfernt: war ven allem billigen Historikerkult der ,,grossen
Minner" (FEW, pp.508,520), These individuals may behave very
~differently from one another for the simple reason that it will be
different circumstances that the different individuals will have
to deal with at different times, while in every time and in every
set of circumstances the individual has nothing to obey or to
conform with beyond his own volition. In Nietzsche's case,
relativism 1s completely bound up with individualism, Yet
Nletzsche could speak of a "hierarchy of values" ("Rangordnung der
Wbrthe") (EH, "The Birth of Tragedy":2), defining the class of
individuals, that is "great men" in general, according to "a

formula of the most extreme life-affirmation, born of abundance,
of super-abundance - a yea~saying free of reserve, an affirmation
of suffering itselfy, of guilt, of all that is questionable and
strange in existence" (EH, "The Birth of Tragedy":2) - in a word,
they are all men of a Bestowing Virtue, in termé of which they are

to transform the world.
Here Nietzsche gets beyond individualism

and takes his stand on the side of a specific value, one which, as
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we have shown, is minutely defined in his phllosophy. This 1is no
longer relativism as a rejection of Bestowing Virtue 1s a rejection
of the very meanimg of life for Nietzsche, or, as he 1llkes to put
it, of the earth., Even though Hartmann wrote of Nietzsche that
he'was the first to see the rich plenitude of the ethical cosmos,
but with him it melted away in historical relativism" (E I, p.16),
the paradax of Nietzsche's position also compels Hartmann to admit
that "in his (Nietzsche's) statement that there is such a thing as
the falsification of values, he actually gives the lie to the
relativism which he proclaims" (E I, p.228n),

The fact remains that Hartmamm does not
resolve Nietzsche'!s paradox in his own work. As we have polnted
out more than once, it must be kept in mind that 1f Hartmann 1is
challenged to show us his own nltimate criterion for value-judgement
he fares no better tham Nietzschej he presents us with a
"Wertgeftthl" and an "intuition" which, undoubtedly, belong in the
same category as the "instinct" of the Nietzschean man, If it 1s
so that Hartmarm believes that ''valuational consclousness, whatever
else it may be, is in the first instance a sense of value, a primal.
immediate capacity to appreciate the valuable™ (E I, p.86),
Nietzsche will be found to do the same, Furthermore, 1f Nietzsche's
Individual is invested with the attribute of divinity in so far as
his responsibility must be unbounded, it is no less so in the case
of Hartmarm's moral person. For both philosophers the will-to-pguilt
is a nécessary attribute of mamhood, and this is the supreme
responsiblility, it is responsibility without a 1imit, "It 1s not as
if one wanted guilt as such," writes Hartmann, '"-one should be glad
not to have it. But once wé are laden with 1it, we cannot allow it
to be taken away, without denying our selfhood. A gullty man has a
right to carry his guilt., He must refuse deliverance from without"
(E II, p.145) - he even speaks of the "notorious notion of the
transference of guilt in the concept of 'sacrifice"" (E I, p.1l12),
and Nietzsche maintained that '"No deed can be annihilated, how
could it be undone by the penaltyl This, this is what is eternal
in the “existence" of penalty, that existence alsc must bo
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eternally recurring deed and guiltl"™ (4Z, II:42).

With this common basis of the two
philosophers with regard to men's reeponeibility towards himself, 3i:
is only Hartmann's ascription of an ideal self-existence to moral
values which can cause us to hesitate to impute to his philosophy
the same fault that he imputes to Nietzsche's., Yet we cannot doubt
that Hartmann's notion of the self-exlstence of values has
destroyed ethical solipsism-ahd idealism alikej the dominance of
the "I , whether singular or universal, in the sphere of ethics
has been crushedy; and Nietzsche broke the ground for this.,

3. Specific Valueg

Turning to specific values, we find Hartmann
commending Nietzsche for his ploneering work in the discussion of
valuational evidences for which there has so far been no
corresponding "historical ethos" (E II, p.311), sc that they have
remained unnamed and unrecognized: "The attempt to define them
objectively is a bold venture... Here Nietzsche has been the pionec
in more than one direction" (E II, p.311). In this place also
Hartmarm warns us against a misunderstanding of Nietzsche's poetry
and with sound insight tells us that '"the sensationalism of the
past "which fell greedily upon these exaggerations and cast
suspicion upon the seriousness of the problem, must be entirely
ignored. So far as 1t was right, what was prophetically seen under
the pressure of passion must now be calmly surveyed" (E II, p,311).

Nietzsche's contribution towards the
characterization of two values is especially appreciated - fhese
are Love of the Remote ("Fernstenliebe!") and Bestowing or
Radiant Virtue ("schenkende Tugend'),

Love of the Remotet Nietzsche romarked caustically that
"Christianity gave Eros poison to drink; he did not die of it,
certainly, but degenerated into Vice" (GB, 168). It is easy to see
how a degemerate Christendom, boasting a doctrine of love whlle

being more interested in commercialism, partisan politics and
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sensationalism, should lead a sensitive mind to such a thought;
the general evidence about"Christian love" at Niectzsche's disposal
could not give him the impression of magnanimity; the logical next
step was to equate Christianm love with the death of Platonic Eros
as the spirit of magnanimity, the passionate procreative love of
distant times and men, a seeing bueyond the present which apprecilai«
the present as a responsibility for the future - in Hartmann's
words: "The trend of its (Eros') intention hag exchanged the breadth
of simultaneity for the depth of succession" (E II, pe315).

We feel that the spiritual pregnancy and
bringing to birth of Plato's Eros is the germ-idea in Nietzsche's
doctrine of Eternal Roecurrence, the eternal return to life of a man
through his ideas, Here man's tremendous responsibility towards life
is evident and his love becomes defined as love even of that which
is furthest away from him and which he does not even know - Love of
the Remote, "Fernstenliebe'", Hartmann describes it as '"a love which
knows no return of love, which radiates only, gives only, devotes,
overcomes, sacrifices, which lives in the high yearning that
cannot be fulfilled for the ome who loves, but which knows that
- there 1s always a future and that indifference to it is a sin. Such
love is "Fernstenliebe" (Love of the Remotest). This is the name
Nietzsche gave to the newly discerned virtue, to contrast it with
"Nichstenliebe" (Love of the Wearsst)" (E II, pp.317,318).

Hartmann rightly maintains that we can now
ignore Nietzsche's rejection of Neighbour-love. He omlits to say,
however, that the life of Brotherly Love as taught by Jesus entail:
a projection of man's spirit into the future as much as Love of the
Remote, and that it is not at all a social idea - i1f it has been
watered down to the spiritual parochialism of a social idea, then
it is not the fault of its author. Nevertheless Hartmann points
out that if, by defimition, Neighbour-love means love first and
foremost of the nearest, "the whole value is not that of the objJect
intended, On the contrary, all the moral value lies in the
intention" (E II, p.331). This is what Nietzsche could or would

not see and it was his errorj but we can now appreciate that "in
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the two kinds of love the value of the intention itself i1s
practically the same" (E II, p.331).

Here again, therefaore, we find Hartmamm
ecasily forgiving Nietzsche's exaggerations, for he understands
that while the truth of that which Nletzsche fornd 1t necessary
to lle about was not therefore lost to us, new dimensions never

known to us before were thus gained through the philosapher.

Radiant Virtue: Nietzsche was also the first to glve a mame to
what he himself called the "ummamable" virtue - Radiant Virtue,

Wo have already discussed 1t at length and 1£ only remalns to

point out that Hartmann narrows the radius of Radiant Virtue withln

the realm of all values,and thils is understamdable - while for
Nietzsche it was the haulmark par excellence of nobility, 1t is
merely one value among values for Hartmarm,

. We recall that, for Nietzsche, 1ife is in
no way teleologically ordained, that for him cause and end fall
togoether in the creative functlion of man the greatmsss of which lies in
the fact that in it there is no consciousness of or scheming for k
a purpose beyond itself, so that 1t is entirely natural to manj |
we are forcibly reminded of this when Hartmann writes of Radiant
Virtue that "All teleology here finds its limit" (E II, p.839))and
in the light of Hartmann's delineation of the value we can once
again see Just why Nletzsche found it possible to equate the ethos
of Radiant Virtue with the noble man - Hartmann speaks of value 1in
Nietzschean terms as a "fruitfulness, but only of a kind that is
not willed, not aimed at., Just as happiness follows virtue as its
inevitable result but is disturbed if striven fof, so fruitfulnesc.
uraimed at, fl'.ows Ilnevitably from the conduct of the dispenser of
spiritual valuesj but if strivem for, it violates the meaning of
the gift... Unplanned prodigality is the true form in which
spiritual values are propagated. The superabundance, which arises
naturally from thelr character, makes prodigality the adequate
form of reproduction... (this) uselessnecss 1s not worthlessness,
but the abscence of an end in viewj it is not only not "adaptation
to an end without an end," but also not "purposive activity without
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a purpose." Rather do end and means return upon cach otherj the

means is the final end. A1l teleology here finds 1its limit" (B II,
PP.338,339)

Hartmamn's view of the relation of Radiant
Virtue to Love of the Remote also illustrates Nietzsche's view
of the supra-moral life of Becoming. In the 1light of love of the
Remote, the ideal, for Nietzsche, was Superman and that all men
shall ultimately becoue Supermem, "a new poople"y and yet, we saw,
the thought of an ultimate actualization of the ideal could not
be cntertained; it was incumbent on Nietzsche to steer clear of
the accusation of absoclutism. Yet even merely for the ideal to
survive, there must always be some man or a few men as carrlers
of the ideal, whether living in the flesh or in their workj and
they are witnesses to the worth of the ideal, in themselves they
exemplify it - it is their task to live by Radiant Virtue, The whol:
of this view and desire of Nietzsche is contained in Hartmann's
Judgement that "here even love of the rcmotest finds a special
vindication, Its yearning and its hope héve before them a portion
of fulfilment, What one can otherwise behold only in vislon as an
ideal, can be seen here in flesh and blood, Radiant Virtue is a
power of the ethos, it Instils the Ideal into the racej; amd where
it occurs,y, 1t is as though the ideal man were already a reality.
Certainly there 1is here only a fragmont, but for all that a real
one. Here the real anticipates the Ideal, a living proof that the
Ideal is possible in the world of actuality" (E II, pp.339,34().,

Power and Life: When Hartmann discusses Power a&s a value, he 1s
thinking of it as the ability which men has of controlling
situations, "to gulde them, to mould them to one's own desire"

(B II, p.159); as such it is a matter of the "freedom amnd efficacy
of will" (E II, p.160). He distinguishes "“outward power" (the power
man possesses as a result of the accumulation of goods-values) from
"inner power" (the power of the spirit) and commends Nietzsche for
having placed the will toc power above the will to life., Nietzsche
himself, of course, considered that "He cortainly did not hit the
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truth who shot at it the formula: "Will to existence'': that wi}l -
doth not exist! For what is not, cannot willj that, however, wh%ch
is in existence - how could it still strive for existencel Only
vhere there is life, is ther also will: not, however, Will to ﬁife?
but - so teach I thee - Will to Powerl" (AZ, IX:34), |

What Nietzsche actually did was to identify the will
to 1life and the will to powef and this is another reason why his
ontology could serve Hartmanm only as a point of departure, for
Hartmann makes a distinction between the will to life amd the will
to power which cerresponds te amn ontological differentiation_-i,
Hartmann Speaks of 1life as the "elememtary value!" which forms "the
ontalogical basis of the subject, amnd thereby indirectly also of

the moral being and value-carrier, the person" (E II; p,131).

Brotherly Love: 'he dbove fact may holp to expla in the differing
opinions of the twe philosophers on the value of Brotherly Love,
As soon as persoms stand out in life, as soon as they'recdgnizably
ralse themselves above their ontological basis, the value of |
‘Brotherly Love comes into play since, according to Hartmann,
Brotherly Love "“approves another person as such" and

"is the living sense of anmother's worth" (B II, p.273), This,?he
says, is the main issue which Nietzsche ignores - Nietzsche |
considered Brotherly Love as a disvalue or anti-value but "the
‘argument is faulty: for it ignores the main issue. The essencé

of Neighbour-Love is not pity at all nor suffering "G II,n273.Marimand
is fully Justified in believing that Nietzsche's error is related
t@'his psychology of resentment, his opposition to spiritual -
@iserliness and mere humanism which he found so abundantly evident
%n what he called 'Christo-European morals' - Hartmann, hOWGVer;
wants us to understand that "spurious love, like a weed, springs
up everywhere, side by side with real love., Outwardly they aré
indistinguishable., The deceptive mimicry of the spurious extends
even teo the highest and finest flowers of the ethos. Only an
unperverted sense of value, which, as it were, listening,; can
detect the emotienal tone itself, is able to distinguish the one
from the other" (E II, pe27.),
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But even here Nletzsche's error is informative
and helps usj in the first place, so Hartmamn seems to think, it
has forced us to re-assess the meaning of Brotherly Love, and in
the second place to realize the necessity of the synthesis of
Brotherly Love and Love of the Remote, He argues that one of the
great errors of ethicists is that they tend to throw overboard
all values which appear to them to be "lower" values as soon as
they discern what they believe to be a "higher" velue, without
perhaps being aware of the fact that by so doing they are
probably destroying the very roots from which the "higher" one

has grown. A synthetic view of values 1s therefore necessary to
.ethical enquirys "Many are the errors and aberrations which miss
this synthesis," writes Hartmamn, "The majority of the current
moralities and philosophical theories have not escaped them. The
radical one-sidedness of the preferemtial trend joins with every
one~sidedness that shows itself in the dlscerned material. The
new morality, which comes forward with the claim that it is a higher
morality, only toc easily throws away the "lower" in the gross -
an error which will avenge itself, evem if the new really be
higher. It does not see that it is demolishing its own foundation’
(B II, pp.462,463). He finds that this has also been Nietzsche's
mistake in the latter's Interpretation of Christian ethics,
Nietzsche was guilty of "a fanaticlism of love for the far distant®
(B II, p.423) and cut away Brotherly Love from Love of the Remote
whereas, im fact, Brotherly Love 1s the only foundation from
which Love of the Remote cam spring.

Nietzsche has welghed the anchors, he has let
loose values - he did not sink any, although he thought so. It is
this, Hartmann feels, for which we must be thankful to him, but
we must get beyond him since he did not and could not yet approactk
the realm of values in the light of the spirit of synthesis: "Thus
1%t befell Nietzsche in regard to Christian morality. He rightly
saw that love of the far distant 1s the higher moral value., Yet
he was at the same time wrongy for brotherly love 1s the “stronger®
value. The mistake of Christiamity is the belief that the fulfilmenmt
of the moral 1ife depends upon brotherly love alone. Nietzscho's
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mistake is to suppose that love of the far distant 1s possible
without a basls in brotherly love, that ité aims are in
themselves sufficient. Only in their synthesis is to be found
the reciprocal content of both ideals. But to discern the synthesis
1s a task of far greater magnitude than to attzch oneself to the
one side and despise the other" (E II, p.463).

It must be clear that the questions arising
in comnection with this view of synthesis in the field of ethilcs
will not be easily answered. Cam a standard of Judgement, a
criterion for distinguishing between "values' and "disvaluss' be
avoided here? We belleve that Nietzsche might have been more
consistent and logical than Hartmanr in this regard - in any case
he saw that in the light of his premisses he could not make much of
such a criterion, Hartmann here speaks of the "Wertgefilhl"; howevey
as we have already suggested, we can place a legitimate question
mark behind the "Wertgefihl": Why the "Wertgefithl", in terms of
what does it function, in terms of what does it effect its
distinctions? It 1is not sufficient to say that "it is just so',
that 1t Just functions as such, for then we must believe that its
being 1s simply blind; and if we find it presumptuous to put
forward am explanatlon of its why, we must say so and suspend our
opinion while we nevertheless baslcally maintain that there must

be some explanation. Otherwlse we are in actual fact distinguishing
between good and bad wilithout belng bold enough to face and involve:

ourselves in the ultimate problematics of such a distinction. To
this extent Hartmann and Nietzsche are both at fault, We will
briefly consider the meaning of this for the future of ethlcs in

our Conclusion,

Nietzsche cam then be classed with those
thinkers whose philosophies, as Hartmann told us, give evidence
of the basic problematic quality of the world ("die grossen
unabweisbaren Problemgehalte!") as opposed to a mere construction

of speculative systems of thought ("Systembaumeisterei"). Nietzsche
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was not conscious of the dangers which lay beyond the barriers he
has broken, but Hartmann attributeé to him the reopening of the
way for the great art of aporetics'("Die Kunst des Migoteles, Frobleme 7
diskutieren, chne sie um jeden Preis 15sen zu wollen"(h\E,}L8)) and
considers that it would be wrong for us to blame the thinker in an
ultimate sense. His error was an inevitable factor in his profundis;
Here Hartmann's expression of éppreciation

reaches an almost poetical peak. In Nietzsche's work, he tells us,
"for the first time, with full consciousnéss, "beyond" and ’
independently of everything which in the course of the ages had
been accepted as such, the question was raised concerning the
content of good and evil, This question is a hazardous undertaking,
for it touches that which has been comsecrated. And the hazardous
undertaking avengel itself upon the daring doer., But his mistakes
were quite natural ones... Porhaps no-one ls ever wholly without
blame for the misfortune of being misunderstoodj but when the
fault has been atoned for by the 11l fate of being misunderstood
and has become an historical facty it falls back upon the one who
misinterprets it... Seldom does a discoyerer know fully what he
has discovered, Nietzsche knew it as little as did Columbus. The.
successors inherit the field; to them falls the task}of acquiring
what they have inherited, in order to possess it" (E I, pp.84,85).

. This i1s Hartmamn's apology for Nietzsche, but
it is also the testimony of his indebtedness to the philosopher .
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CONCLUSION

HARTMANN, NIETZSCHE AND THE FUTURE OF ETHICS

SUMMARY OF CONTENTS

The problem of the Idea%i Hartmann, Nietzsche and
religiony Hartmann's '"Ideal Personality'", from which, however,
all ground is cut away im his philosophy§ there can no
sanction for the Ideal outside religionj Hartmann's fear of
religion is responsible for his erroneous view of Christianity;
we need no longer fear theologys; Hartmann and Nletzsche
paradoxically, bring us close toc true religionj the proélem of
all future ethics. -
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CONCLUSION
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Although Hartmann believes that "it would be
wrong to contest the virtue of a 1living man, merely because the
axiologiecal counterpoise was lacking in him" (E II, p.426), he
recognizes the fact that "in the strict and absolute sense only
the just man can be truly loving, only the proud truly humble,
only the pure truly participant in the fulness of life" (E II,
po426), He points this out with reference to the Stoilc idea that
the virtuous man possesses all virtues and not only some, that he
would lack every virtue i1f he lacked oney, since virtuosity is a
whole.

Nietzsche alsoy despite his rejection of
Stoic nihllism - its denial of the world -~ shares with it this
idea of the '"unlty of virtue'", Superman would be a "complete" man,
a definition of his ethos would correspond to the tautology that
all values belong to him because every value belongs to him,.

Hartmarm is right in saying that this is an
ideal for man, but that practice teaches us something different. I*
is common knowladge that "the actual conduct of man,..is always
only an approximation to the idea" (E II, p.426). And that
actuality does not cancel the necessity for an ldeal, is something
Plato already told us.

In order to make this actuality speak for
itself, Hartmann wanted his central task to be an analysis of
individual values,; but he admits that 'the universal synthesis of
values 1s contained in the idea of a table of values" (B II, p.426;
- and little wonder: the plurality of values, '"the rich manifold
. of the ethlical cosmos" which Hartmarmn discerns '"beyond good and
evil'y flxes the attention on the aétonishing fullness of the
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valuational life and inevitably ralses the question as to the
unlty of the manlfold, '

Hartmann dees not once dehy the legitimacy
of the question why an attempt to define an ideal 1s necessarily
involved in a description of '"reality" or '"actuality'; he finds
for instance that actual love is zntirely dependent upon 'the
moving principle (which) is the ethical ideal, the Idea of man
as he ought to be. This too is a Platonic doctrine, the Eros looks
to the Idea and is a passion for it" (E II, p.323).

While Nietzsche's equivalent of what man
"ought to be" 1is Superman, Hartmann merely calls it the "Ideal",
although his definition is perhaps better outlined: "All Eros
in one way or other looks to the Ideal," he tells us; all
materialistic and egotistic ideals can be left out of
, consideration - "in mere existence for itself, " he says,

"(personality) cannot become actualized. For self-consciousness
is contrary to its nature, which 1s not valuational but moral
Being wholly and solely, It necessarily seeks someone "fort whom
it could Be... Since empirical personality never strictly
corresponds to 1ts own ideal value, but love looks exclusively to
the latter, it Inheres in the essence of personal love to plerce
through the empirical person to his ideal value" (E II, pp.368,
369)., : A

_ We have already observed that Nietzsche
was truer to his premisses here than Hartmann to his, that he
realized that in terms of them he could not make too much of the
Ideal, As we have seen, in Nietzsche's '"noble man" the Ideal even
becomes merged with actuality., Hartmann, however, though
infinitely more cautious than Nietzsche in other things, openly
takes his stand on the Ideal,

This comstitutes a basic - though perhaps
subtle - difference between the two phlilosophers, a difference
of which Hartmann himself might mot have been aware. We have
demonstrated conclusively that Nietzsche does not distinguish
between ideality and reality - for him ideality and reality fall
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together in actuality, Indeed, Nietzsche's "higher men" play
a greater role in his philosophy than Superman - more often than
Superman it is the actual (historical) Graeco-Roman type of 1life,
and an actual Napoleon, that constitute his ideal, It is in this
sense that Nletzsche maintains that "the concept 'God' was
invented as the counter-concept to life - everything harmful,
polsonous, slanderous, and all deadly hostility te 1ife, all
bound together in one horrible unit" (EH, Why I Am A Fatality:8),.

Hartmann, however, 1s a realist who distinguishes between
ideallty and reality, and makes moral values independent of man
exactly in so far as they arc ideal structures, Now Hartmarm
declares that as far as the Ideal is concerned, it is "only in
(man) and nowhere else in the world (that it) finds something
real that approximates to 1ts own value" (E II, P«369),Yet he
cannot deny that for him the Idgal is iIn fact the ultimete
ethical authorityy without it there can be no moral wvaluatlon and
therefore no moral life. Hartmann explains that love for
individual persons 1is possible only because the Ideal is
partially exemrlified in the indlvidualy in the same passage from
which we have just quoted, Hartmann remarks that love's
"commitment merges into the ideal of personalityj 1t lets this
stand for the empirical individual, accepting him as equivalent
to his highest possibilities, as raised to a power above his
actual being. It loves in him what 1inheres in his essential
tendency, the axiological idlosyncracy of his Ideal, yet not as
an Ideal, but as a trond towards actuality, just as if 1t were
already actualized in him" (E II, p.369). (We may note here that
Nietzsche could never say "as 1if" as Hartmann does here - for
Nietzsche it is not "as if" it were already actualized in him,
but it is already actualized in him,) - "In this way," continues
Hartmann, "looking back from the Ideal upon its imperfect carrier,
it 2oves the empirical indlvidual in his characteristic peculiarit:
For it the man, as he 1s, in the trend of his ethical preference,
1s accepted as a guarantor of a higher moral Belng... Personal

love ldives by faith in this highest that is within the loved one,
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which despite its inadequacy love senses prophetically., Such love
is gthical divination in the pre-eminent sense of the word" (E II,
pp.369,370),

while we can tolerate Superman in Nietzsche's
philosophy (although Nietzsche never defines Superman beyond
saylng that it is he the "higher men'" should teach) simply because
Nietzsche does not make too much of Superman as an Idealy, we
seriously question Hartmann's Ideal, howsover, since Hartmann
stakes everything on it: "All Eros 1n onc way or the other looks
to the Ideal" (E II, p.368).

Hartmann does not want to say so, but this
Ideal which "love senses prophetically" 1s the sanction behind
the "Wertgefthl" and "intuition" in his philosophy. It is a
standard, an absolute standard. However, it is itself without
sanction. Is it then a creation of man's mind, a fiction, a thing
of the imagination? Hartmamn's position in ontology precludes
this possibility. The Ideal represents the complete fullness of
the being of values, but values, as we know, have an ldeal
self-existence. This means that 1deal self-existence should also
be predicable of the unity of values. Ideal self-existence,
however,; 1s not existence in and through man. Consequently
Hartmannts view that it 1s only in man that the Idsal finds e
measure of existential expression, is untenable within the
framework of his ontology.

It i1s this error of Hartmann which, we believec.
cuts away all ground from the Ideal in his philosophy.

It is possible that Hartmann saw that if the
Ideal were itself to be given a sanctiony, it could not possibly
be an ethical sanction according to his definition of morality as
an exclusively human affair, On the one hand the Ideal could not
be a Nietzschean Superman, but on the other hamd 1t could not be
allowed to have an existential status independent of man (like thav
of the values whose unity it in any case isl) since, as such, it
would necessarily have to be a person - Hartmann has in any case

told us that it is only in a person (men as moral being) "and
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nowhere else in the world" that the Ideal is to a certain extent
existentially expressedj but here the person had to be such that
in its being all values are drawn together, with none lécking, so
that it completes in itself the unity and synthesis of values;
here the person could not be an "empirical persomality (whieh)
never strictly corresponds to its own ideal value" but, on the
contrary, a personality which always and in every instance
strictly corresponds to its own being. This, however, would bring
Hartmann to the very verge of religion. But it was precisely the
step into religion that he wanted to avoid. |

Despite the criticisms of both Nietzsche gnd
Hartmann, these thinkers are obviously under pressure from Kant's
work and they want to avoid the inpufatiqn of absolutism at all
costs, Kant, however, did not kill metaphysics and it was not hils
intention to do so. He has only dealt the death-blow to clever but
empty dialectics, Least of all did he do away with religion -~ he
has only maimed the reputation of a certain type of theology for
always. |

Basically it 1is perhaps the same attitude
towards religion which underlies Hartmann's entifely erroneous
Judgement that 'the mistake of Christianity is the belief that the
fulfilment of the moral life depends upon brotherly love alone'!
(E II, p.463), for in this connection the commandment is not merel:
"love they neighbour" but, according to Mark 12:30,31 : "Love the
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with
all thy mind, and with all thy strength: this is the first
commandment. And the second 1is like, namely thlis, Thou shalt love
thy neighbour as thyself." In true Christianity, love of God and
love of neighbour fall togetherj neighbour-love alone need not be
a matter of Christianity at all., Christendom with its elaborate
social codes -~ especlally since the rise of nationalism with its
emphatic enthusiasm for everything indigenmous - could, however,
well give the unwary the impression that Christianity is
fundamentally a matter of concern for that which is nearest to us.

It seems very important to us to emphasize
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the fact that Hartmann missed the point about love of God in
Christlanityy he might have realizad that whatever existential
status was ascribed to the Ideal, had to be that of a personj that
values could not be drawn together or synthesized into a completely
co-ordinate whole, and that there could be no 'unity of virtue"
outside the person - outside the person there could only be the
manifold of values, the plurality of values each one of which
exists in its individuality. Only a valuational consciousness could
relate them one to another, and synthetically take them up into
1t§é1f - necessarily'into itself since it is obvious that the
synthesis cannot be effected by the person and left outslde him, for
he would then be left an empty shellj but the perception of values
is precisely'hlg perception and works for his spirituwal enrichment.
Man, however, has not the capacity to effect the complete synthesisg
of values -to this extent Hartmann satifies us. But then, we must
repeat, 1f it can really be maintained that morality is man's
affair amd hls alone, Hartmann had to keep quiet about the Ideal
in the form in which it 1is contained 1ﬁ his phildsophy - that is,
as precisely this completely coherent unlty of values. It is
really useless for Hartmamm to say that to sense such an Ideal is
"not of course divination of a universal humen ideal, but of the
Ideal of a particular individual, It sees the perfect in
imperfection, infinitude in the finite" (E II, p.370). On Hartmann'g
own premissas, in the light of his ontclogical description of
valuational being, 1t cannot be "the Ideal of a particular individual,
Since for him all moral values are what they are, never change and
can never be changed, the synthesis which they all share can at
all times only be one and the samej and we cannot sense "the perfect
in imperfection" if cur consciousness of the perfect, however
deficient it may be, does not precéde our pefception of the
imperfect.

Hartmann, however, fighting shy of God and c:
religion, amd understandably so, would not and could not yet take
the only logical step to save his view of the Ideal from being
superflucus and unwarranted in the light of his presuppositions -

the step into religion which need no longer be dangerous and a snarc
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to reason and a thinker's integrity.

We have shown how Nletzsche throws religion
overboard altegether and also how Hartmann separates the domains of
ethics and religion. We believe, however, that precisely through
their criticism they belp to brimg us oclose to siblieal Christlanity
agailn. Nietzsche has opened our eyas to ages of villalny parading
under the banner of love and virtue, the impressive organizations
of which, however,.have.paralysed us into submissiwness amd
servility before them and their office-~bearers. Nietzsche's ridicuie
of clergy and kings is fully Justified, and although it may not at
all have been his conscious intention, he rendered am invaluable

~service to all men who are amxious for a return to true religlon,
religion of the stamp of a Kierkegaard's, or the martyrs', am
active religion proved by one's life. One must never forget
Nietzsche's descent, his relation to Protestantism, He was perhaps
as 1ittle of a critic from "outside" as Kierkegaard. We do not
want to speculate about this, nowever, but what is certain 1s that
it is only the most biased and stunted spirits whose attitude
towards religion.couid remain the same as before, after Nietzsche's
devastating critique, The fact that organigzed religlon has
genaerally remained unduly sceptlic towards Nletzsche amnd censured
him as am enemy, is merely further evidence of what Hartmann has
called the "morbild condition" of the time,

Here, however, Nletzsche and Hartmamn only
indicate a direction and, though Nietzsche's sacrifice was
fundamental enough, neither of them has actually walked the path
of unconditional risk to the extent that Klerkegaard has done this.
It would be a most ungrateful gesture on our part, however, to
leave Hartmann's error here unpardoned. He has shown us the way in
his appreciation of Nietzsche. There can be 1little doubt that, ir
rightly understoody his error and its history, that 1is the whole
case of Hartmann-Nletzsche; 1s to our advantage. It is precisely
Hartmann's error which shows us (but then on a clear background
brought about by Hartmann's calm and Nietzsche s lightning) that

ultimately he cannot avoid religiony nor can anyone else, including
Nietzsche,
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It is, of course, possible for us to do what
Nietzsche did, that is to take our models from concrete history, to
rely for them only‘on human evidence, but Hartmamn himself has
pointed out that as regards man's future and destiny, historical
experience can neveér suffice as a gulde. It is Tirue that he writes:
"That amything whatsoever in heaven or on earth, even though 1t
be God himself, should take precedence over Man, would be ethically
perverted; it would not be moral" (E III, p.264). We know, however,
that this is simply not truej that despite this Protagorean boast
there are in actual fact many situations in life in which precedence
over man is taken in ome way or the otherj in fact, and this is
really Hartmenn's own view, since the individual man's responsibility
is always primerily directed beyond himself, his moral stature is in
the last resort entirely dependent on the continual precedence
- which others take over himj and as for Hartmann, “the Ideal in any
case clearly takes precedence over man - we love a man, he said,
because we lock beyond him to the Ideal.
Our time also is bringing home to us, amnd
forcibly, that man is not the measure of all things.

Hartmann and Nietzsche restored the meaning of
responsibility for usy and it is precisely for this reason that
we believe them to have brought us cleser to the exacting
simplicity, rationality and pathos of Christianmity tham they could
ever suspect, Any ethics which lightly turns away from religion
after them, will nct have understood their meaning, will not have
understood them better than they could understand themselves., "The
older philosophic ethics," writes Hartmann, "related itself most
elaborately to religion" but, he says, "the ages of such dependence
have passed away" (E I, p.110), However, mythology, mere symbolism
and moral relativism have been overcome in the face of Christendom
by Christianlity itself, amd we suggest that any future ethics
vhich wants to get beyond the insight of HartmmedNe:>zsche may
find its fundamental problem to be that of its relation to
religion, The position has been precipitated by Hartmann's own
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ontology which déscribes the ideal self-existence of moral
values beyond which the problem as to their unity becomes
manifest. In handling his notion of the Ideal, Hartmann showed
an unwillingness to deal with the problem but at the same time
bequeathed it as a problem to any future ethics . |
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