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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Paxrt I: Hartmann's Account of Humen Aects.

Hartmann agrees with traditional philosophy that an
aot, defined in itself, without reference to its end, is hu®
man when it satisfies three conditions, namely, knowledge,
voluntariness and freedom, An account of Hartmann's treat-
ment of these three conditions are given, together with an
exposition of how they function in the human act, But fur=-
ther, an agt taken in relation to ite end i good for Hart~
mann when it is directed to values., Concerning this, there
are two questions: (1) What are values? and (2) can they be
the principles of the intelligibility of moral actions and
lc):faou:c- gthlcal Judgements concerning their goodness and

adness '

Part 23 The Being and the Order of Hartmann's Values,.

In answer to the first question, an account is given
of the nature of Hartmann's values, both in respect to the
mode of being they enjoy and the order they manifest, Then
the question is raised as to thelr intelligibility, First it
is explained why they must be per sd imtelligible. On exami-
nation it is found that his walues are unintelligible both
with regard to their order and being. Their order is unintel-
ligidble for the ultimate laws on which it is based stand as
much in need of explanation as the order itself, Further,
these laws as they stand, do not help him to create a scale
of valuss for Hartmann's values do not form a dependent se-
ries, and only a dependent series can be ordered, The being
of his values 1s unintelligible because Hartmann mistakes
the proper object of the humn intellect, which is not, as
he holde, platonic essences, but as we prove, being, more
precisely, the essence of egensible being abstracted, Since
Hartmann's values are separated from being, they are separa-
ted from intelligibility, and we must conclude that being and
value are not really distinct as Hartmann maintains, but
that they can only be separated in thought, In reality they
are one and the same, Goodness is being taken under the fore
mality of that which satisfies desire,

Part 33 The Sufficient Reason of Human Acts.

Thus far the results of this eritique have been ne-

gative for ethics, To answer the questioniWhat renders (1)
moral behaviour and (2) moral philosophy possible, we must
endeavour to discover a final end which is goodness per se
and intelligibility per ps, and as only a being who exists
% go can satisfy these donditions, ethios can only be possi-

le if we can prove tho existence of a being a se, In order .
to do this we have to take up the position of Christian Phi-
losophys It can be proved that God who is Being a se, exists,
by means of the analogical argument, This argument sonsists
in proving God's existence from the existence of His creation
That ie the procedure followed by the five classical proofs,
God's existence having been established, the divine attribu-
tes are developed from the definition of Being a se with
special reference to God's goodness, His intellig'e?ce. and
His intellipibility which follows from Hie intelligence, and
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His will. From these three dlvine attributes we can conclue.
de' that we have found a Being who combines in Himgelf the.

Supreme degree of Goodnesgwith the Supreme degree of Intelld
gibility, and Hence we can say that that which constitutes

the goodness of the human act (its final end) s at the ...

same time that which mokes 1t intelligible, Therefore, ifh .
we pay that the goodness of the human act consists in being.
directed to God who is man's final natural end, we cvan give-
an intelligible reason for this judgement, for the sufficier
reason of the humin aoct 1g a Belng who is through and thrould
intelligible to Himself, Ve must conclude that this is the .

.only basis on which a selentific ethics can exist and that

Hartmann's atheism precludes his ethice from intelligibility
The result of the existence of a final end which is ger B8

intelligible is that ethical behaviour becames behaviour in

. conformity with reason, human reason proximately and the

divine reason ulitmately, for human reason is but the eter-~
nal 2aw of God imprinted on creatures. But ethical action is
also.nction which ig controlled by the will, and since the
will is initially in potency to its final end, it needs an
Anner principle to actuate 1t, This function is fulfilled
by the virtues, However, just as human reason is founded in
the divine reason; so Jommxxyhekuw the exemplary ideas of
human virtue pre-exist in God., God is the exemplary cause off
human virtues; and to take Him away, is to make virtue imposa
~ble, This is seen clearly by comparing Hartmann's treatments
of the value of purity with Dietrich von Hildebrand's Defen-
ce of Purity. Hartmann's account lacks both substantiality
and intelligibility, for purity is essentdally a virtue re-
quiring a supernatural basiss Since Hartmann does wway with
the supernatural, he mispes the central meaning of the virtu
of purity. N N 7

We must conclude that Hartmann camnnot make the human act
intelligible because hie values are not per se intelligible
and cannot be pubstituted for the God of Christian philoso-
phy. Ethical atheism is a contradiction in terms. Ethics
implies theism.

E3 Ethics. o
S, TH,$ Swmma Theologica.
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PART 1.

Hartmann's Account of Human Acts., -

Ethics is a practical science. It has a fwofold
purpose in view. Firstly, it endeavours to discover the first
principle in the practical sphere, and secondly,}tq seéks to
order human»acts according to this first prinqiple.

There are indeed other practical sciences besides :
ethics; forvinstance, medicine, which seeks to procure the
health of man, But these sciences do not refer to the fifsf'
‘principle in the practical order. They only consider how
some or other particular'human good may be obtained. Ethics,
however, is not concerned,with particular goods, The first
: principle.thap it seeks abs?raqtsﬂfrom‘a;l particu;arity“and
is so universal as to be applicable to all particular instan-
ces. Therefore, if we define philosophy as that science "which
by the natural light of reason studies the first causes or
highest principles of all things,"lthen ethics, unlike the
other practlcal sciences, may be termed practlcal phllosophy.

'The fundamental question that practlcal phlEosophy
must settle is in what consists the absolute good of man., To
this Question many answers have been given. Ve, howeverta;e
only cdncerned with the answer of Nicolai Hartmann, Secondly
it must treat of thbse’things which are the indispensable
conditions of its attainment,Apame}y, human acts by means of
which man approaches to, or departs from, that inh which his
goodness congists. |

To the first question Hartmann answers that the
absolute good‘of man consists‘in realising vélues. ﬁvalue“
is a technical term in his philosophy, the meaning of Which

l. An Intrbduction to Philosophy by Jacques Maritain.p.108



we shall consider in part two. Here we are chiefly interested
in Hartmann's solution of the seccnd problem of ethics, name -
ly, his aecount of hUMaH acts, and in the values themselves
only aucidentally in so far as they touch ﬁuman acts,

| In order to study human acts, we must answarran inie
tial question' What are the characterietica that make an actﬂ
humn? Aacording to tfaditional philosophy the constitutive

elements in the human act are knowledge, voluntariness and

freedon,. Alxvﬁhree are necessawy, and, if any are 1acking, that
act in Whieh they are 1acking falls to be human. As we shall
see in ﬁhe following aﬁalysia, Hartmann adheres very closely
to this scheme‘ For him, tooy & human act, defined in itself
without refﬁvence to its end, must satisfy thgse three co?&if

tions.

The problem of knawledge.

In the firgt plaae, Hartmnnn 2greos thh traditional
philosophy ?@gt knawledge iz necessary for the human acts This
is s0 becau?§ the will by which the human act is cdnﬁréiled,
ecan aesire‘ohiy what is’kncwn and what the iﬁteliect presenfs
| to it as desirable. Before, therefore, there can be a human
act, Hartmann must prove that knowledge of his values is possi-
ble. 'v S - __i

. For Hartmann the problem of knowledge has peculiar
difficuitieég'Knowledge of values is not pq;sible through real
thingsy fcr'there is no conneetibn between value-essences,
which subsist in the idenl realm, and the actual existing

worlds The problem is. Values must be known before they can

exist,.but»how can they be known ‘unless they exist? or,.for-

mulated in another manner. How can values at the same tlme
be absolyte ana knowable? ise. how can they be taught withe

- out being fabricated9

Before he endeavours to find a gsolution for this prob-



lem, he first glancee at the solutions given by éome other
philogophers, Thus, Sbcrates‘heid thatvirtue can bevtaught
~ for it is nothing else but knowledge. The Christians, on the
other hand, sccording to Hartmann, taught that ethics can
only give a knowledge of the good but cannot make one act
well. For them ethics is only normative in idea, not in prace-
tice as fof‘Soerates; Schopenhauer, again, held that ethics
is not normative at all, and that human acts do not spring
from knowledge, but that they flow from the subconsecious,
None of thesge solutions are satisfactory for Harte
manne. S0 he turns to Plato. Plato posed the problem in ano-
ther manner by saying that "wirtue is either something that
can be taughtes.ss or it is something which is inborn in man
by natureg“lThis new formulation helps him to solve the prob-
lems In the 'H¥eno' he shows that the propositions of mathema-
ties which are considered a subject-matter for teaching, are
also innate, because when an uneducated person is questioned
judieiously about a mathematical problenu he will give the
right answer out of himeelf, Plato therefore concludes that
he must'ﬁave knowledge which is innate; but which he was not
conpcious of until somebody made it evident to him, Plato
thue solved the problem not only for mathematice, but also
for ethics, On this basis Hartmann is able to posit a science
of ethics without sacrificing the absoluteness of the values,
Althoﬁgh values are inborn? ethics hag the function of making
us consciéue of our 1ﬁborﬁ knowledge, Hence, getting to know
valueg 1s a process of recovering inborn knowledge. Plato
cnlled it 'anamnesis', and Uartmann terms it aprioriem., If,
therefore, it ic asgked: How caﬁ we Xknow valﬁes? Hartmann
claims that he has found the answer. We know them through

the aprloristic method or process, which means 'the process

1. B.Vol,1. Pe 59
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of recovering inborn knowledge.
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Lo It is thus by means of the Platonic doctrine. of innate
1deas that Hartmann defends his values against the accusation
that they are arbitrary fabricatzone of the mind. Ethics. he

t

says, "can force noﬁhing upon the meral consc3oulness....1t
can only bring eut of consciousness what 13 contained in it."?
Ethical teaching is nothing but?the leading of another to make
his own descent into the depth,“gotherwise. Hartmann says,

there ia no genuine insight-

Bef re, however, ethic- can assume its function as

guide to the values, it muat have a prevxous knowlddge of them.
Often it only discovers them by seeing them actUalised. This
seema to eontradlct the earlier statement that values cannot |
be knGWn enpirically.‘But the contradiction is only apparent.
To speak of an 'actualised' value is to speak in a 1@039 fag«
hion. Even in their actuallsed state values remain withdrawn
in their native sphere- the ideal realnu They never become
embedded in realitys There is always a ehaﬁm too wide %o ailaw
23 passage from the real into ﬁhe 1deal, So even in this case
the a priori method must be used. It is only acoasioned by the
8 posteriori Hence ail knowledge of values is strictly a prior
, ~ Hartmann has thus solved the. problem created by his
values for knowledge, Tor altbouuh no. pathway 1eads from the _
'empirical World to his World of values, %hey ean still be |
known through ﬁheir reflectlon existing in the Miﬂdi But, we‘
WAy Btill asky cannot thig be taken ae a Pign of taeir subjec~
tivity? The whole of the vali&ity of ethics and merai beha-
) v10urvrestsvon the valadlty ¢f the a priori perceptiong hut
this is 8 Very inseeuﬁe basis. How do we kn@w, even if our |
judgements about values are unifanm and universal, that they

13

are not only a fantasy, a ﬁrick that ouy own make-up plays on

I.E-V(Jl- 1 D624
2:BsVoledls Debls
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Gn us? How do we kuow that our inmate. ideas ‘are really fpuna.‘

ded’ objeeuxvely? Can we' validly argue from the innate. ideas -
to the objectavw sxistence of values? _ ’
" The solutian af this problemﬂis-noﬁ made easier

1f we ' r@fleat that there ic not even univers@f’confcrmity in-

human opinzan &b out what is valuablea And ét;\unanimity at

iethies. But

least, is ‘the first eondition for o sciemtific

particuiar £00d. However; ¢urreat morality he

L R

pure.eth1cs; In it is eentained a refereﬁce m N

it is just for this yeason that one ﬁérallty / ‘
.. with another. Every genuine merality app:e@gnd% sé?i?hing whicl
is good in itself ~a'value- byt this valyéJ%%/%ei%éer\t?e\t 
@nly one 'in the realm of ethics. ner the hié%est.ﬁt’g %alues-

5

that other moralities discern being equally kua%%fié;maﬁa

having like claims. Bthics, therefore, may nPt émain‘ﬁndiffe-
}\

vent to any morality because the/; is a val ble element in
‘1 \\

- each, However, the burden rests on it to euza%@ a unity put

- of purpose N

- of their conflicting claims. for unityAis Jneoessary co“\;;

{ A '
tion of 1ire..n91urality af supreme ends é@ars (man) to PieQQS,
causes him ta lemse his unity," to be split oo

I

ﬁto be inconse~ig

quent and to falterg It paralysaes his energy\and with it the

v ﬁ\
striving itaelf. UhitJ of purpose is a funda ntaié?equlrement

)‘ﬁ:

‘of ‘the moral lifes" Can efhics satwffy this * quirement? Accor«

1 eetly; Ethics
o 2
8t411 lacks the supreme 1nsight 1ﬁto the Idea g\;Uﬁity; But

ding to Hartmann it can oniy be satlsfled ind

neverthneless, Says Hartmann, an oréer in human &ts is still

i
1:BsVolels Ds79 ‘ )
2.Hartmann 1s here following the platonic théoﬁ&; Aecording
to Plato there exists separately from things' their ideas or
essences, and things are what they are aecardi %0 the 1dea

(‘




possible. By considering the various values of which we know,
we discover that there are certain connections between them.
They are graded in a scale. This problem will, however, be
treated more fully when we come to consider the order of values.
Thether values form a unity can only be determined then. How-
ever, this inquiry into the problem of unity has not been fruit-
less. It has given us some positive knowledge of wvalues. From
1t emerges the fact that values are manifold, a truth already
proclaimed by Nietzsche which must be appreclated independently
of his relativism,

This is the problem that still has to be solved.
How can a manifold of vales be saved from a Nietzachean rela-
tiviem? It has not yet been proved that the a priori discern-
ment of values is genuine., To do this Hartmann explains that
there are two ways of discovering wvalues. There is a primary
and a secondary discovery. The secondary discovery takes place
as follows, There are, says Hartmann, numerous values alive
in the moral consciousness without having consciously been
sought for, or without their structure being clear;y grasped.
It is the task of ethics to bring these values into a fully
consclous state, and this is the secondary discovery. But the
question still remains, how did these valuss first come to bs.
in the consciousness in any state at all? In order to answer
this question, Hartmann introduces his theory of the primary
conscliousness, a faculty in man whose natural and proper object
is value. 7henever it 1s confronted by a real situation this
faculty always gropes for the valuable element in it. It is
almost completely severed from consciousness, ahead of thought,
which only follows its almost imperceptible progression from
value to value slowly. As new values are discovered, those

already known are seen in new perspectives. But, says Hartmann,

11 which they particlpate. Just as he lald down separate ideas,

f%roin:taﬁoe of man and horse, which he called absolute man and
absolute horse, so llkewise he posited separate ideas of bei
and of one, and these he called absolute geing and absglute g%e-

ness., It 1s to this platonic id f
Hartmsin 18 here refering. ea ol oneness or unity to which
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“this is no revaluatlon of valuea. but a revaluatlon of life.“
In the revolution of the ethos, the values themserves do not ..
Bhift. Their nature is super»temporal. But the eonsciousness of

them shifts. From the Whole realm it cuts out, for the time ‘

beingg a 1ittle circle of some thing eeeq. And this little ¢ir-

Hcle ‘wanders about ! on the ideal planeaof values. BEvery valua=

IS

tional structure which enters the sectlon of t%e seen and
vanishes from it means for the evaluat%hg consclousness a re~
valuatlon of lifesssIn this way it ha@pens that actions; dispo=-
sitions, relationships; which yestefﬁey passeﬁkas goody can to-
day appear bad. Heither the real/ﬁer the valuesihave chenged;

the only change has been in the asserﬁmentxef values which are

accepted es the standard of the realw

!

Howwver, eontinues dartmann,\aﬁtpoug "where is this

J \ l

facultyy it has only limited powers t;does*not ?eheld the

; SR
values in ~one intultion. Ite vision’is very'marrow\and can only
diecern at most a few values at a time,‘Thia narEGWness cannot

exactly e fixed, Sometimes it expands,lsometimeptit shrinks.

But in general, wherever there is a dlscovery ofrﬁalues on the .

one gide, on the other side there is a; less of 5T1ue.

Hartmann now proceeds to explain the’ Ee"ation bes

tween the primary and secondary consciousnesa byja considera~

tion of the relatlons between the champlon of . idees and the :
\

-crowd. The reie of the crawd is similar to that of the primary

gonsciousnees. PEriodicelly’in_hlstory? heesays, thedcngwdf
discovers new‘values. BﬁtAthese newly discovered values lie’
‘dééﬁer than conscioﬁsness'g The role of the champion of ideas .
is 1ike that of the secondary consclousness. He acte upon the
crowd as the secondary conscéiousness acts upon the primary, He
1ifts up the idea which alafady 2lives darkly in the valuatio-

nal sentiment of the crowd" to the plane of self-conscious

1:E. Volel, p. 88«89, 2.8, Vole1s D92 'ZoE-Vol-l-' P-91-
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thought. Thie relation proves; argues Hertmann. ﬁhat valuee§
are genuinely objective. It would be eaey for the champion of
1deas to invent valuess That this 13 not tﬁe c%ee can be seen
from the responee he evokee from the crow&%\Why @o they 1ieten_

to him and follow him? Hartmann answersg p@aause thie champion

-eatisfies their innermost desires. "At the pé&ﬁt to which all.

\c

 because of the same need: and yearning, mnst diﬁeet their gaze

there lies only one velue; a8 they contemplateflhe given situe-
Fo

_'tion ﬁhey are not free to - imagine at will différen-ﬁnorms of

C e

'1. .

- go0d and evils There exiete only one norm whﬁch conmeepdnds Yo

the question which confronts them, there 19 oniy on@‘which give.
an answer capable of being conprehehded. This is the sought-for

;court of deeiaion. No other can take its placea But thie means

tnat values have acteﬁlly an existence in themeelves: independer

of all imaginatlon-and 1onging. It means that the coneciousneas

'5ﬁof them does not &etermine Xaiuen, but that values determine

the ‘songciousness of thenu“ The relation between the champion

of 1deas and the erowd Hartmann thus considers as one of the

‘proofs of the objectivity of values. : o

That the a priori knowledge of values is genuine
objective knowledge, “artmann holds ean be proved conclueively
by & ¢loser inveetigationlinto the nature of the secondary
discoverys which, ae'we haye’eeeng rests on the primary con=
eaieuenees and operates on it so as to exﬁract that element .+
of value which it eontaiﬁe; How does this oﬁeration take place?
To ask this, says Heftﬁann; is to ask how priﬁeiplee are dise
coveredy for values are ethieal principlesauin the theoretical
£ield this question can be answered easily, for theoretical
principles are discovered by inferring them from expefienced,‘
phenomena. To explain the phenomena we have to admit the exXise
tence of these principlee. Ethics also has at its disposal

certain phenomena, and just as theoretical prineiples are
L] . .

1e Ee Volele Do0203.



present in tie relevant phenomena, so ethical principles are
present in ethical phenomena such as willing, resolving, act-
ing, etc,, but we are not conscious of these principles. In .
willing, for example, we are only conscious of a particular end
of striving, but the principle which determines us toé will,

we do not know., However, ethical principles cannot be inferred
from phenomena like theoretical principles, for ethical prin-
ciples are not always present in the relevant instfices. Acts
may, or may not be directed to values. Here is an additioml
difficulty. Unlike the theoretical disciplines, ethics stands
in need of some guide to indicate to it the relevant instances
within the species of human acts. Before we can discover values
we must already have some prior knowledge of the instances
which are of value. To experience acts as valuable already
implies some previous standard of Judgement;

. Hertmann points out that this difficulty flows
from the fact that wvalues are not categories. Ethical principle
allow the human agent freely to choose to fulfill or not to
fulfill a value and it is Just because of this freedom that man
is raised to the dignity of a moral entity. If that were not so
s human being would have no higher status than a physical ob=-
Jects But, "the fact that along with all the uniformities of
nature to which (man) is inevitably subjected there exist
¢omandments which he can transgress~ 18 a prerequlsite of his
humanity."l
| This element of freedom brings along with it
a lack of uniformity in human acts. How, then, can we disco-
ver those instances in which values are operative? Hartmann
answers that we can discover the relevant instances because of
the presence in us of the primary consciousness of values. In
ethics, he says, phenomena are not the only factas, Besides thew

there 1s also another 'fact'! at hand, The consideration of any

l, B, Vol.l. Pe 99
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act reveals an obscure accompanyinz feeling for the worth or

ﬁhct par

worthlessness of an act. This feeling is the ethiecal
excellence; Its function consists in indicating to the ﬁhilo-
sophical investigator the ethically relevant instances, from
which he then endeavours to extract 'the valuational structure
in 1ts ldeal 1ndividualityj; In some instances this gulde may
be £allible. Nevertheless it is a genuine consciousness of
value, somehow in the closest connecticn with values, as can

be meen from lts power of resistance, It witnessess directly
to the objectivity of values, Hartmann writes:"The value itself
therefore can be discerned by its presence in consciousness,
This reality does not need tq be further sought for., It reveals
the principle immediately?zabecauae the moral conscilousness
‘"is necessarily in harmony with ethical principle, being no-
thing but its expression in consciousness. It 1s the way in
which the prinei%}e modifies consciousness and, in modifying
it, is present." If, concludes Hartmann, the objection is
raised against this solution that the moral consciousness is
not a universal fact, 1t must be replied that everybody has not
ingight Into all the values just as not everybody has insight
into every mathematical proposition, But the valuational con-
sciousness permits of being trained. Yet 1t will never accept
teaching which goes contrary to its feeling, so that even in
teaching the criterion is the primary conscioueness itself,

The data of ethics having been presented to the
ethicist in this way, we must nevertheless remember thrt knowe
ledge of values is never derived from facts alone, Discovery
always means aprioristic insight, even in the secondary @13-
covery. After the data have been singled out, the value cannot
yet be seen from the bare facts. That which lies behind the
phenomena can only be discovered by the a priori method, It is
only by reflecting upon the content of our thought, and consi-

dering the innate id=as, that we can find the sufficlent reasor

"14E.V0lelep.100
S Be VOl.1. pe 102,
Ze B. VO1,17 P’ 102
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for the ethiecal phenomenai But that must not be taken to mean

that values are subjective, for they are truly objective, but. !

into
ideal entities, which are not tbanished Fxwm the realm of ethie

'eal exisﬁence,' but subsistfin the much more perfect ideai realn
It is for this reason that an indication of the existence of
the existence of values cannot be found in phenomena. The ems
pirical-and the ideal are:tptally separateda,vaiues cannpt be

: ,directly.disgovered empirica11y3 Wé'can on1y<behold their.rea ’
flection upon our minds and from that infer their objective exe
istences ’ ,

This is the fashion in which Hartmann solves the
ﬁrobiem of our knowledge éf'vaiuesg*ﬁéforelwe proceed to the
next condition of thé human acty it will be interesting to note
%riefly‘whére exactlj thig gsolution differs ffom that of tradie
tioﬁaiyphilesophy. Thig difference can perhaps be eeeﬁ best
if we consider the answers given by,both‘tp;eaeh’ef the'foilo~
jﬁing,quégtionsz what,aQ we,knaw? and How do we know tﬁat which
we know? | | ‘
| iTa answer what aecordingvtb Hartménn we knowg we
mist recollect that he.splits the cognitive faculty into two,
the primary ccnsciOushess and the pecondary consciousness. The
primary consciousness is not strictly speaking an inﬁelleefual;
but.an.émotional or‘intuitive faculty whose proper object (i.e..
that 6b3ect which makes iﬁ to be what Qt ig) is the ideal values
ginmilar tofﬁhe Platonic¢ essences. The secondary consciousness;‘
which may be called a'ratipnai facult& i@e,‘whieh does‘hot PY o=
ceed towknéwlédge iqﬁuiti#ely‘but by'meaps of discursive argusiﬂ
ments considers; as we.have geeny the primary éonsciousness.-lté
proper objecﬁ ic the primary consclousness which it contemplates
in order to discover the valueﬁ. Thereforeg fov Hartmann, we .
know the values; immediately in the primary consciousness, and
' mediately in the secondary consciousness,

To the second question Hartmann answers that we know

1eEeV0lelepe 104,
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vaines fhrough the inborn ideas which we possess inaependently
of sensation, | | | | |
o The answer of traditional philosophy to the first N
question is as follews: Intellect in general knows Hiiﬂ% in gene
rals The human intellect, which is a particular kind of 1ntellec
knows that class of belngs which can be sensed accidentally i.e.
being in which dhe accidents, sueh as colourg taste; impenetra-
bility, eté., which are the proper objects of the senées, ine
here. Ory formulated in other words, the proper object of the
" human intellect is the'éséence of sensible being, not as ins
- forming matter, but as abstracted from all the individuating
'notes‘AwhiGh surround it in a particuiar'objeet@

o To the Séédnd question traditioh&l philosophy answers
that that through which we know is our ideas, and we arrive at
these ideasy, which are universals, by abstfacting them from
the particulars where they are embodied, Acecording to traditionsa
philosophy, in this process sensation plays an integrating role.
Hénce_ﬁhe famous Aristotelian dietum that nothing can be in -
the intellect which was not first in the senses, Therefore Hart-
mann differs from traditional thought both with respect to the
object 6f'knaw1édge, and also with respect to the part played
by sensation in the process of coénition. To a more detailed
examination of these d.{f'fere‘nees we shali return later, We
must now proceed to a consideration of the other comditions of

 the human asct.

The Will and Its Freedom:

As we have'aiready seen, the second conditimﬁ of'the
human act is voluntariness. To be human an act must be under
the control of the wills In this vespect, too, Hartmann cone
forms to traditional thought, Having solved the prodlem of
. knwwledge with respect to values, he next proceeds to consider
the will and i{ts relation to the.values.

The will stands to the values as an actwlising
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POWE T, Without its hélp.the values cannot ﬁranségnd the ideal
realm in which theyvsabsist, to beeome,effective on the actual
plane, In this respect valuee differ from other 'ideal exis- ,
tents' such as the prineciples of mathématica,and logics .These
have the power to transcend.the idesl realm independently and
mould the world {mmediately without the interference of a |
mediating.agent. Reality cannot resist these prineipleag It ié
already tinformed! by them so far as it can Be informed mathe4v
matically and logically. With values;y howeverg it is aifferent.
Reality can resigt them and against thés resigtance valuos have
" no power for they ars not categor&és@ This repistance of the
iealvagginst ethical principles doss not efféct their ideal
-selfﬂeaistence; It only opposes their incursion into reality,
But even in the case of cpposition the commection betWEen ‘
values and the real is not brokens A relation of tension is set
up by the values, "Ethical ideal selfaexistence is not indiffe-j
rent to the ethiecal reality which contradicts it; it fixes the
contradiction ag a relation of oppositien and. strain, and denles
the real which contradicts it; howsverzweld thlyemE yrbevﬂoumded ;
ontologieally; it stamps it as contrary to value and sets ,
agalnst it the Idea of its Gwn proper structure. The mora! con- i
sciousness feels this opposition as an 'ought-to-be'"1

4 - It is Emrtheir ontologigal weakness, their 1nability_
tb-reaiise themselves, that the activity of the humanlbeing
gaihs-its valuey according to Hartimann, Thus,he writes:"It is ;
6n1y DOSSible‘fUT man to have & task in the world, however rée |
Btricted it may be, provided theref%ﬁlues which without his K
eoaepération remain unactualised, But upon such & tack depends

the unicue position and dignity of man in this worldy his diffe-

[T WV

rence from other entities which do not participate in. the ereas
2
tive process.” Man's function is 'to be a colleague of the

1! E!VO].'].. pﬁpu\?’:’)t
ziEa VO’lals p.242;
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1 2
demiurge in the ereation of the worid," and by creation he means

the transference of Vaiues to reality through human acts. It
is for this reason, says ﬁartmann. that all attempts to trans-
form values into categories must be counter&ctedﬁ Of such atteﬁf
he says, neither the philosophy of Plato or Aristotleg‘the
iSchoiastics or Sfoicég Kénf,AFichte or Hégei are entirely free.
If values were really categories, then there would be no piace
for human acts in the world, and such & conclusion is for him
unacceptable, ‘ |

Before going on to determine the function of the’ will
in the realisation of values, we must consider for a moment the
naturé of the ‘ought' more closely, The ought has been defined
as the tendency of values tO‘realisé themselves. According to
Hartmann, there are different kinds of ought, There is first of
all the ideal ought=-tosbe which belongs to the essence of all
values. This ought is not directed to any possibillty or act~
uality. Thus. for example, universal peace among nations oughte-
to-be, but, says Hartmann, it is senseless to consider it as a
command directed to any individual person. The positive ought-
tosbe is to be distinguished from the ideal ought-to-be. It
occurs only when the real is not in harmony with the values,
but ‘does not belong to the essence of value, The positive
oughtato~be is also distinat from the ought-to~do, ﬁhnce there
are three kinds of ought,; ideal oughtuthbe. positive ought«to=
be and ought«to<do.

The_manner in which the ought functions, “artmann
deseribes as followss Whenever fheré is, what he calls'an oppo=
sition of the spheres'; i.e. when the actual contradicts the
idealy the rositive ought«towbe igsuves ffcm the ideal into the:
reai.-Thié tendency, howévefi cannot reéeh its conclusion withe-
out the help of another entity., "The poaitive ought=to=be

could determine nothing at all unless there were an entity with

1. E. VOl. 1‘. . p' 31. | ZQE.VOl. 1. ch. mll.pp. 247-254.
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& capacity féf directing events, the direcﬁibn of which could.
be guided towards its own aims (the valﬁatipnéi matter) ahd to
which it could cemm;nicate ifs om pureiy ideai‘tendeneya The: .
ought has no‘éxistential energy emanating from itself; it needs
somethinqklse which offnrs to it its own existentmal energy to
be directed by the ouuht. The ought needs this alien energy of
an exiting entity, because the entity thrusté its ontological
deter: 1nation against ths resistance of the real."l
' The canditiona which such an entity must satisfy are
as £ollows, It must be a member of the weal world, subject to
the 1§ws of reality; and yet'it must not be completely deter=-
mined by these laws; it must have the power of free activity and
of intention enabling it to briginate and direct action to the
vaiuesihin other words, such an agéntlmust be capable of a cer~
tain amount of indepeﬁdént activity which ;t can apply to the
tagk of realising or aéiualising véiues. 1% must have, besides
the capacity for knowing, certain active powers, for example
willy free choice, pUrposive enérgy; thrgugh which it can deter=-
mine‘that to be in act which was not previously in act. The
question ist Do humsn belngs possess thesge powers?
| Pending an investigation into the proélem of the
freedom of the will,"Hartmann;answers provisionally: yes, an,
he says, satisfies in every particular the specified conditions.
Wot only is he a real entityy but by virtue of his cansciousﬁes&
of wvaluey 'he is in metéphysical connection with the world of
values!'ﬂb is the only reél entity that can be 'seized' by the
valueg because he is nﬁt like the rest df'existence 'dull and
dead to the call of the ideal?!, He ‘hears!' the claims of the
values Because he possessesﬂinﬁuitive‘rationality'.
The consciousness of values is, however, not merely
a knqyingg but an actiﬁe gtriving, a wiliing and a doing, In
addition to knewledge man*possessés spontaneous self-activity,
capacity to direct events.'s

1. BE. Vol.l.p.259, 2eEeV0oleleDe257, 3eEeVolelepe257,
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- Apart, however, from stating that man has a will which
is an active power, Haftmann does not anaiyse it as such, for
his ethics is not chiefly an ethics ofphumaﬁ‘acts; but an
ethicsg of vaiueg.lHQWBver,_he goes in,greét‘detail iqto,phe_
prabiemlaf the freedom of the will,,and_that throws some light -
on the question what the will in itself is., Further; when come:
paring the will with valuesy he defines the former as thg.powef
of gelf~determination,-The will exercises determiﬁation on the.
values. It determines their existence. The values also determine
the agent, but only on éondition that he allows himself to be
determined.‘Thsy further determine him in this sense that he
cannot pursue an end which 1s not somehow of value,

Although an agent is free from values, the values have
the power to determineghim as a 'valuable agent' or personality,
or-not;lBy allowing ﬁhe'values to determine him, they set'theif
mark on the agenty they give himia high@r Qﬁality, namely pers
SOnality;-There are two factors that enter into the conception
Gf{pqrsonalityvaocording to ﬁartmann. (1) Freedom- only a. being
whiéh’is not necessarily determined by values can have pergo-
nality. (2) Personality is a quslitative mark which the subject
retains from the incursion 6f'va1ues, first into his conseious«
ness, and secondly into his aots; Personality, therefore, is ‘
de*ermined by valuesy in particular by moral values.

We must now turn to the prehlemﬁof the freedom of the
will, Having eeen where the human act, according to Hartmann . '
fite into the valuational scheme, there is still a further con-
dition which has to be patisfied before thé human act can bee
come pbssibieg and that condition is freedom of the wili.‘ﬁs ~

Hartmann writes,; "moral values are essentially bound up with the

1

1.On this point he writes as followsi"Without doing violence
to the phenomena; one could develop the whole ethical probleém
from the side of the question of moflalitys Just as it is deve~
loped here from the side of tte question of yaluedtgnd the
Bught ~to=be, and as it has been developed in other interpretas
tions from the point of view of acts." E. Volsl. p.311.
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freédum of the wille. By this statement iz meant that they neky

appear only in aéts in which such a decisive bower-somehcw |

o 1 .
participates." For the humen act to be human i.e,to realise . '

values, especially the thigher' moral valuesy freedbm is nece~
gsaryes If there {s no hwan freedom,?there ean be no realisatio
of mordl values, and man éeaées to be a moral entity,

’ Fréedom'cénstitutaa for Hartmun the crucial problem’
of ethicss To it a tuird of his Ethics is accordingly devoted.
We cammot here go into any detailed mccount of his argument, e

can only inquire whother he considers frecedom to be possible,

‘and'iﬁdicate iﬁbutiine what his proofs for it are,

"The first part of Hartmann's argument consists in make
ing elear what he means by the freedom of the will, If there ié
to be frecdom of the will at all, he saysa7it caﬁnét be negative
freedom iwe;"mere freedom from something;i Freedom is only
vossible if determinimm and freedom is in some way reconcilable
f.€. if we are free to determine ourselves, Kant, acifgding to
Hartmann, was the Tirst thinker to solve this prublem;'What'he
did waz to show haw;iw%at‘he ecalled the 'caus%}ity of freedom!?

can be ingerted into thé‘causality of nature.! Thie can be done

¥ant point out, because the causal nexus is not a closed systemn-

Although it cannot e guspended,; yet it allows another kind of
determinism to be superimposed %n it. This is what is meané by,
*Preedon in the positive sense.' It consists in atplust of .-
determinations, According to this solution we are both free ang
ﬁnfréea unfree in so far as the causal éeries cannot be inter-
rupted or broken- free in so far as natural causality does not,

10 E voj-olll. PDe 19"20¢ ' ’ e
2. Hartmann says that we cannot from the nature of the oughtato~
be alone Pead off the fact of freedom, He writes:"This peculiar
dignity (i.e. persomality) has always been described as freedom
of the will., This is not the mame as the freedom which the pure
Oughtuthbe of values allows him; the latter is in itself a :
speeial value for the personal being, but not one which would:
subsist in him (as ecarrier), To thie negative free play of val-
ueny there must corregpond another, & positive power of deter-.
mination in the person himself; without it there would be an’
indeterminiem and at the same time an jneffectuality of values,
and there would never be any determination by the will at all."
(B, Vololls pe143.) 3.E.Vol.1ll.p.48,

« It is interegtin to note that nt as not, as a matter of
g.u.vOl.lll Tegiing to note that sant w ’
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vexhaust man s capacities to be determined, A consideration of
natural cauaality, therefore, shows that it does not render
freedom impossible, if by freedom is meant determination of
| ano;her kind, for instance, that kind of determination which -
issues from ends, Thé causal seriep ié indeterminate as regards
ends and allows itself to be directed or determined %o some or
other gnd, Causality 1taelf does not determine man to ends, he
ig 1n this respect free to determine himeelf.
- The solution of this problem shows that freedom is
- pogsible only in a world where there are at least two kinds of
detefmination, causal and finalistlc determinstion. Hartmann
points out thabtall theories which deny the freedom of the will,
forget this condition, They either transform the category of
natural causality into‘a universal category, not only applica~
ble to nature, but also to the spifitual and mental worlds; or
they universalise the category of finality and apply it ine
vali&iy.to nature. Both theories tender the freedom of the will
impo@siﬁle, In fhe'nne case the will éannoﬁ break thrbugh;the
eausai nexus, in the other case the will s not free to posit |
ends other than those which have been predetermined. Hence, " '
both causal and finalistic determination, ﬁhen taken in the absc
-lute sense, that iss; when monistically appiied to the whole
eésmié structure, commit exaetly the same blunder, although in
the opposite direetione:Bcthfreduce the world to uniformitys;
they,givé it a type of relatiomal simplicitys which excludes
freedom, A universalised causal determinism converts man into
a mere natural entity, it degrades him@ a univerpalised fina-
listic determinism transforms Rature into.a being that is di-
rested to ends, into such a %eing_as man is; it raises nature
up to his levels Both theories reduce everything to a common
denominator. They thereby nullify the uniqﬁéneas of Moral Being
in the_ﬁorlaa And'again they thereby extinguish man's fréedom;
nistorical fact, the first thinker to solve this problem, Before

himithe Beholastics had already defined freedom as self-deter-
minisgm, ‘
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but with 1@ at the same time morality itpelf, The poéitive sige
nificance éf a free being in a determined world van be dug'to-
nothing else than his superior position, to tldﬁ hetérogeneous
Plug of determination which he has over and above other actusl
éntitieég"%By thie monistic error, Hﬁrtmann'further concludes
that they'violate the three categorial laws, which we shall |

conﬂider latere Causal monism violates the 1aw of freedom accor:

ding to which the 'higher' kinﬁ of determinism ia more free’

- although ontologically the weaker and the more dependent, Fina-

1istic monism again violates the law of stréngth which states
that the higher determinism is the weakery the lower the Strone
géﬁ. | -

| These errors only preve the more. conclvsively, that

freedom is never possible where a single type of determinism

reigns throughout the world in all its strata.,  ‘Freedom is

' only possible where; in one worlds at least two types of deters

ninien are superimposed one upon the oﬁher.w Because Kant gras¥
ped this, says artmann, he was able to solve the causal anti-
nonmys But, he adds, eolving the causal antinomy is not solving
the pvoblem of the freedom of the W111¢ Tn 1% there is still a
Turther antinomy involved which he calls 'the antinomy of the
ought !, and in so_far as Bant did not consider ity he did not
golve the problem of tﬁe freedom of tye will. ‘nis antinomy,
Hartmann‘w%ites;ia even more difficult to édlve than the ought
antinomy.‘ﬁﬁﬁth it {the oﬁghtuantinomy) a new stage in the prob
lem of frecdom begins. The causal antineﬁy with its Whole.coma
plex of proﬁiaﬂs is only preiiminary; It is concerned with the
freedom of tne will only as against the general uniformity of

existence, Now it is seen that this uniformity however mueh

it may be the presupposition of moral‘freeaam, is not enough,

It is only half of the problem. Still a second freedom of the

game will must be added, freedom over against the moral princie

1¢ Es Volslll. p.75.
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| 1 L ]
ple 4itselfy" TFor Hartmamm, therefore, as opposed to Xanmt . \.

frecdom impliés two things (1) Being free from natural causality
ané (2) being free from the moral law pﬁ the\ought which, for
Hértmann, issues from the walues. | ‘;

The difficulty lies in solving the ouuht-antinomy
'-simultaneously with the causal antinomy.fﬂusdifficulty Harte
mann states in six dl?ferent ways in his siy aporia, but they
811 turn round the main difficultyy which is-as followse To
solvp the causal antinomy it is necessary that the will should
be determined by a higher kind of determination i.e. by finalise
tie or teleological determination, But. in so far as the ought
antinomy demands that the will should be teleologieally undeter~
mined, its solution appears to negate that of the first antinomy
‘and to make thé will unfree with respeot to aausaiity.

From & eanside%ation of this &ifficulty in its va=
rious phages, Hartmann says it gradualiy'becomes clear that in
the problem oflfreedam three types of determinism are involved.
To the first two, ceusal and fimalistic, a third must be added,
s unique determinaﬁion of the person in relation to that of
the principle:’1 In what thié determination consists he does not
describe here, |

| Hortwann now gives his arguments for the freedom of
the will, He gives three such arguments. The first starts from
the ethical phenomena and is in the nature of a prolegomenon
leading to the second &nd the third which start fromphe antino-
mies and the categories respectively. ' |

' Before we caﬁ give the variéus arguwaents fbr the free-

dom of the wills we must first consider whab; accofding to Harte
mam ecan be sttained by them. The presupposition from which he
starts is that thé freedom of the wiil cannét be'prévedg if by
proof we mean o rigid set of deductions from indisputable axioms
because "in regard to ail metaphysical'truﬁns the proposition

1;E.V01.111. De 105,
2.E. Vol. 111.9.130.
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holds good that in the strict sense'they éan neither be proved
nof dispreved,“l All that ecan be done is to show that freedom
in'itSé&f involves no impossivblity, but that we actually are .
free, we cannot prove. "Whether to do this is beyond'hﬂman power
and whether inherently ivrational remainters will forever bibck
the ways or whether it bhe ¢n1y that at ﬁhe.gréSent stage'of the
inveatigation certain obstacles cannot He surmounted, we must
&t least, as matters standy abandon the proud preterce that we
have found a proof.“z | | | :

| Ve musty therefbre; consider thes ethieal phenomena,
not as gi%ing in any way conclusive proof for the freedom of the
wills. Teken in ﬁhemseives they are neuﬁrdi. But caheidered in a .
larger perspective, that of actual moral freedom, they come to
life and display their relations to a principle which’can only
be freedom.‘Theré is, foﬁ exampley the ethical phenomenon of the
feeling of self~detefﬁinatién. In our experience we feel that we
curselves are the causes of our action, Yety says Hartmenn, a
consciousness of self~dstermination dees not necessarily imply-
a freedom of consciousness, just as & consciousness of God does
not nécessarily involves the existence of Gods The phenomena of '
responsibility, aéconntability and guilt offer greater evidence,
for they do not merely exist in the consciouénesa, but have an
actual influence on conducts Hence a man considers himself ‘
responéible for his aciep even though suech a‘reBPOnSibility_may
incur diécomforﬁ, spifitual‘agony or even bodily death; He also
ﬂufferé from the pangs of a guilty consoiénce. These phenomena
are important evidence for the freedom of the will, and every:!
adverse theory must give an explanation of their existence, The
only satisfactory explanation is to posit the existence of freesw
~ dom, Nevertheless, concludes Hartmann, "seesib must be seid that

,oL
LI

10 E' Vol, 11113. 138. o SN
2o BaV01.111,7.137=138. In noking this assertion Hartyann is in-
fluenced by Xant,"Kant denied to metaphysics the character of a
soience, because for him experience was both t®e product and th
end of science, which creates it by applying to sensible data
those necessities whieh are purely mental formg; but St. Thomas
recognised in metaphysies the supreme science of the nmatural



the gvrgument never attaihs nore fthan the gensral charactér,of-

_ méreiy'hypéthetical cortaintys We can in no way grasp freedom
itself;'one pannot be convinced &irectly of ite reality, as
A : : , y |
one can of the reality of something which can be experienceds

The second ‘proof' starts from the antinomies, It has
already becn shown how, for Hartmanng the ffeedoﬁ of the will
involves two antinomies..the caugal and the ought antinomy, We
have alse seen that there are three kinds of determinﬁticﬁ ine
volved in ity causalg finslistic and ‘'persomal’., The first an-
tinomy was solved by Kant, But only on condition thet the
ought~antinomy can also be solveds is the freéedom of the'will .
poséiﬁie@-If the will is to be free from ethical principles, v
not in the negative but in the positive sense, it means that
that there must be third, thigher ' principle that detérmines it{ﬁ
In & further analysis of the ought-antinomy Haytmann showe thaff
there 4s; in fact, & higher principle to determine it, He '
points out that in the oughtaantinomy‘theré is contained not
only a conflict between the values and the empirical will, _
. but.also‘a conflict Yetween value andé wvalues This 1llustirates ;
that the will can diverge from the ought, not from impure moéxé
%ives;‘bﬁt‘because it s dlrected to other values, the highestgm
the personal valuess Bul being determined by these personal
values does not yet mean personal freefom. Such a determinatiof
would only free the W111‘§r@m the more universal values. "We
totaliy misunderstand the nature of freedom,” sayé Haftmanng"
if we think that the ought valid for one person alone would ,
'éonstitute freedom. The opposite is the cases nothing that .\¢F§%
has the churacter of an Ought, therefore, can give the distine?
tive mark af freedomi"2 Te mus£"therefore conclude that the f ear

s

order, because for him experience is the point of departure
forgeience, whichy reading in sensible data those intelligi-
ble necessities which surpass them, can transcend it in follow:
ing out those necessities and so come to & gupra-experimental
knowledge which is absolutely certain.," Maritain~The Degrees 01
KHOWIGdge Pa 84,

1, BaVols1llape170; , ot
2+ E,V01.111.D. 196. | ye
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the écguai person also has an autonomy which it exercises in
the face of all values, both individual and universals B

Does this help us to solve the oughteantinomy? Hartmann
answers in the positive, The solution lles in the fact that
freedom As regardﬂ the causal nexus is not contained only ing
the finalistic nexus, but in any extra«causal determinant, The
will, in so far ag it is an extra~causal determinant, is thus
positively free as regards the causal nexus, even though nega-
tively free ag regards the finallstie nexus, But this does not
matter, Sayg“ﬁartmann, for the antinomy between the eauéal anw
“tinomy and the will has been solveds In facty the will can only
be negatively free because it ie alrcady positively frees

Tith this the antinomy of the person and the priﬁcipie?
is virtually solveds The reciprocal conditionality of negative-
and pogitive freedom indicated that ohly by means of the antie-
nomy of the will, is determination by the prineiple possible,
The principle and the individual will do not conflict because
the principle does not determine the will as the causal nexus
dces, The will is never simultanecusly determined by the caﬁu
sai nexus, the finolistic nexus and its own autonomy. Freedom
is only possible because the will stands negatively over and
agninet the principle, without being determined by it. At the
game time the willl is sustained by its positive freedom ag
regards the causal nexus. Once comnitted to dotermination by
the principle, the will is unfree as regards the principle, ‘\?
though the latter is free as regards the causal nexus. Yet‘tgéa
unfreedom of the will, when once it has gcmmitted'itse%fg {s
not contradictory, The freedom of the will does not dissappear
once it is conmitted to finalistic determiniém, but persists
as a substratum}

Hence we gec that Hartmann locates freedom in the

autonomy of the will. But, he says, this does not amount to a
‘prooff for what the autonomy of the will means, we do not yet

1eEeV0Lle11lle Che XV11. ppe 205-212,
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know, We have determined whét.freadom is not, Yet, sa&s‘ﬂart-
mann, ite inner nature still remaing a myste?y and consequent-
ly we afe still just as far fromproof'aa we were at the begine-
ning, |

' The third fproof! for the freedom of the}willp the 'prbofi
from the categorias, Hartméhn endeavours to determine nearer
in what thie autonomy or gelf-determination of the wiil COone

1 ‘ ,
siste, In its essence; he says,; this conception is beyond the.

grasp of human intelligense, One can only determine it negative

1y. In general the categoria1 form of this self-determination

15 teleology, but, says Hartmann, we are in gearch, not for the

form of this self-determinntion, but the prineiple from which
it issues, |

Since this question cannot be answered, we must consider
instead how it is possible that man, in spite of the various

determinations to which he is subject, can still retain a capa-

eity for a further determimation, Or, in other words, is it

vogseible that conseiousness which is through and though deter-
minedy c¢an yet be free? {For Hartmanétggg“bnly reside in the
coneciousness, not extérunal to 1t or in the subconscious as for
Tichte, Teibniz or Schopenhauer, ). |

By nmeans of the categorisl laws of stratification Hart-
mnn proves the ontologicai possibiiity.cf the‘freedom nf conw
sc¢iousness, According to the law of strength the lower strata
are always the stronger, the higher the more dependent, The
lower serves as material for the highers but is totally trans-
formed’in the higher., According to the law of freedom, the
higher'ia a new structurey, although the 1§wer is its material;
and is thus free as regards the lower.

In the 1ight_of thegse laws the phenomenon of consciouse
ness\aéquires a naﬁ charaéter. Ity constituents no longer tend
to exylain conscliousness awayy but serves ds conditiong for thé
independent gtatus of consciousness, That of which conscious«’

1.E.V0le111leER. Che X1X, ppe231-247,
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nees is composed is but its material, and while it is dependent
on this maferialg it is o new formationy a higher stratum, and
therefbre frees Tach sfratum, from cre point of view, 1s expli~
cable In terms of ite écnstinuents, &nd_fvom another point of
view is expiicable onlyxin terre of iteelf, "The complex uniw
tary resultant is always botﬁ contained and nnt containedaiq the
Simplg but diverpified components; contained-in so far as every.
thiﬁg in it down to the lést detail ig conditiomed by its come
ponents and would itself be changed by the least change in them-
not containcd-in so far as the unlque éualixy in the complex
resultant as such manifests a oategorial steucture, which in it
arrapéement ie higher than all the components and can in.nowiaé
be repolved into thenh"l |
Having logated freedom in eonsciousness, and having
establiched the independent existence of conseloueness, Harte
mann hag thus 'Qroved' the freedom of the willa But, he adds,
nig must not be taken as a rigld demonstraticn, Rather does
the proof from the sategories only serve to remove some of the
obstructions in the way of a complete proof Qf the freedom of
the will. It proves only the entolo@icél poeslbility of freee
dom@‘ﬁot 1ts'bntolagical-necessityo
In spite of ﬁhe.vari@ué ;eservatinns that Hartmann

makes about the effiency of his proofs for the freedom of the
wilil, we must nevertheless conclude that he conslders them suf-

ficient to satisfy the third condition of the human actg

The Structure of The Human Acts

‘Thus far we have considered Hertmann'e account of
the various conditions Tor the human act, namely knowledges
voluntariness and freedom, We must now proceed to his descrip-
tion of the structure of the humen act,

It has been previously said that values, although

only conditionally, determine the person and his actss This

i.E.Vol. 1il.Ds 241,
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deterninism is not like tﬁat of the categorieé purely'cgusalg-i
is of a higher kind, called finalistic or teleological detérmi-
nism; it is thus called bacaﬁse_tﬁe determimation of the whole:
pfocess igsues from the end, it is determinafioﬂ.by ends. In'i#
there is a twofbld‘relation. Not oﬁly do ends determine human
actg, in their turn againg ends are determined by values, It is
with this second, wider determination that we must begiln tho
account of the structure of human acts, We must accordingly
~ask the following quesﬁion:What relation 1s-there between the
values and the end of action? or, since the goodness of human
veluesy the question my also be formulated as Tollows: How
‘ecan we realipe moral values through the end of action?
According to Hartmann moral values cannot be reali-
sed directly, but only indirectly i.e. by realising the non-
moral v&iges of which they are dependentg'The mistake; says
Hartmenn, that Kant made was to bolieve that the moral law is
tha immediate end of action, For him it was not sufficlent fhat
an act be dore in accordance with the moral law, To be virtuous
an act must be done "for the sake of t-e moral law" i.e. the
fulfilluent of the nmrai law must be the only purpose of the
act. Hartmann questions this Xantian doctrine, Is it true that
the morally good man tas only his own moral improvement in view
acks Hartmarm, He answers in the negative, The end of a man's
action is net his own moral being, but the belng and circumstar
ces of another, Thus a man is étraightforward not in order to
he straightforward himself, but that another may learn the
 truth. According to Haritmanng, therefore, the end of action is
not the game as moral value. The value which ingeres iam the ene
is 2 situational or goods value, while & moral value inhercs
only in‘the action of & person, The queetion now ariges: Since
that which mkes an end good (situational cr‘goods value ), can
we speak of any relation-at 211 between the end and the moral
value? In other wordsy Gan moral vaiues influence human acts

1vEeV0le1leChsel & 2+ DDe23-43.
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at all? Hartmann answers this question by saying that although
the situational value (usually a nonSmoral value) is indepene
dent of the moral value, yet it is subject to a selection by ti
latter through the moral consoiousness.

From the distinction that Hartmann draws between
the end and the moral value, other questions arise. For instanc
since the end alone is the eoncern of effdrt. volition and out-
ward conduct, how can moral values be actualised? further, can
a striving ever be directed to them, and finally, must it be
inferred that only situational values have an ought? The Ques-
tion about the ought “artmann answeré by saying that all
values have an ideal cughtﬁthbe. The ought applies‘to actions
in the foilowing sense. Since the morally good is only a qua~
1ity in human acts in which the reality of other values are ine
volved, this means for human acts that their valuational ine
tention ought to be o constituted, or the constents so selece
ted; that the moral qualities can inhere in the acts. As regard
the ought-to-do, howwver, Hartmann says that since the moral
worth of a deed cannot be the same as the value\aimed at in the
end, an ought-to~do is never attached to the moral values as
such, but only to the non-moral situational or goods values.

The second question concerns the possibility of
striving for moral values. Hartmann answers that since the |
ought-to-do does not attach itself to moral wvalues,; they cannot
be striven for, Hod%ef, he says, a distinction must be made, It
does not mean that we camnot strive to be morally good, it
only means that the value of the end, even if that end is a
moral value, cannot be the same as the value of the’act, beeaus
- moral values, according to Hartmann, are not the contents
Biriven for, but that qualities of the striving itself,

The position as regards the actualisation of
values is, however, mueh more favourable, Although moral
values cannot be striven for; they can nevertheless be actua-

liseds They can be actualised because "actmalisation does not
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Need t¢ be willed, purpoged or pursued as an end. Goods and -

~waluable situations come into existence without the assistance

. of pomeone willing them; they come either in & 'matural'! way

or as the result of human action but without their being the
conscious goal of action;"} In facty says Hartmann, moral
values can be aétualised.to a mush greater degree than they

can be striven fors If that were not so, them man would hard- »
ly have any moral worth. But that is contrary to experience., In
any just dealing, for example, he actualises a moral value,

but he does not direct his intention to this value. Ian's moral
worth, for him, consists exactly in this, "that without aiming
at it and by entire preoccupation with what is outgide himself,
he none the less actualises (moral values)., ‘In general the pro-
position holds good that the more the intention of acts iw:
directe& outwards, the richer become the moral valdes in the
Being of .the agenta"g We must, therefore, says fartmann, admit
two levels of striving. "The one is ptriven for, the other 1is

not intended, but simply takes place-and ‘it takes place whether

the intended actualisation is attaiﬁed or not, For the moral
worth of an act does not ‘depend on the succees of the act, but

_.on the direction of its intention., The unintended actualisatior-

of a moral value, therefore, does not first appear after the -

sitvation is actualised%mm_arisea in the mere intention,}in,the

" gtriving itgelf. One may therefore very well saythat a person

actualises his own moral value 'in'! his striving, even througkh

his striving. But rightly understood, he does not actualise it

either through the actualisation of the thing striven for, or

turough the striving for his own moral value, but only through
striving ‘for other values (gemerally not moral), upon which
the moral values are baged,"

1.E. Vol. 1l. Pe 39
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| But this actualisation is not’ unllmited, accor=-
ding to Hhrtmann. Certain values cannot bhe actuallsed. Others
can be actualised, but cannot be striven for, for 1nstance,»the
‘valoes of personality,’for aithough théyloaﬁlbé felt, the de-
tail of'théir struoiﬁré oannof Se grasped, Other values,'again{
ﬁhen'once they have been néglected aﬂd lost9 they can oever bes
regained because their structure forbids 1to To this group be~
longs 1nnocence and purity.

| | To the question. how can moral values be realised
we ha&e now answered, through The end, because values are of
such a kind that twey cannot be realised directly through ine
'tention and volition, they appear only 'on the back of the deed

The relation between values and the end has also
‘boen defined., Tirst of all, 'behind! the éﬁd there lies a sit-
uational or goods value. There is, however, a difference be-
tween these relations l.e. the relation between the end aﬁd the
gituational value; and the moral valie and the end, To start
with the 1atter,va moral value is materiallyldependent on a
situational value and the end, but axiologically independent.,
: Betwoen the moral and the situational valuesg keweymxyx there is
only a one=way realtlon i.e moral values are dependent on the
situational values. The situational values, however, are both
materially and axiologically independent of the situational
or goods values, | _
we must now determlne the second relation, that

between the end and the subjec¢t and his acts:sThis relation pre~
suppoeea the'wider relation or determination of the subject:
by the valuéa Looked ao from the point of view of theosobjeot.
the detérmihation‘issues from the walue and ié direeted througt
‘the &ubject to the end, 'If the process is divided by the point
 where the person appears, the first half, the determination of
~ the person by the value, is called the pfimary determination,
while the second half, which 1s a prolongation of the primary



30

'deferminétion, and whiqh éonsists in the deﬁermination of the.
end by'the person, ié‘pailed the necandﬁry determination., This
gubsidiary determinatio@ is the on#ﬁhat {s finalistic, and. it
ig this whi&h isy; properly speaking'fhé form or the structure
of the human act. o | , .

| | We must now describe this structure more closely.
The finalistic structure forms a whole nexus. In‘this nexus
there 18 a threefold process. The first link consists in set-
'ting up the end, but this 1ink.is only an anticipation; a dis-
regarding of the present. A second link is then addeds It can-
pists of & prcceéa along wipﬁ the eausal and time stresm of
the reali,e. the rea{isation of the end takes place through
the causal process. In this éehée,'séys Haptmann, the finalise-
tbe nexus takes up into 1ts structure the»lawer'determination
i.e. the causal, These two links; however, do not exhaust the -
finalisﬁic nexus, Its distinctive feature is another process
which does not flow in‘the direction of'timeg but flows_coun-
ter to it. Thevfinalispic nexus.consists not only dn a for-
ward movement from’means to end, but also ina backwardvdetera
mination ffom‘end'to meanss The threefold process Hartmam -
sums up as follows: (1) The setting up of the end in conscious
ne@s by an overleaping Qf the time-stream. (2) A backward
working ggainst the time gtream from the last means le. the
means nearest the end to the first means which is nearest to.
the person;(s) The actualisation of the end through the seriess
of means sterting from the first, and the power by means of
which this realisation takes place 1lies in the causal nexus,
The first means is the cause of the second, the second the
cause of the third, and so on, until the end which is the
effect of the last méahss This last link is of great impor~
taﬁceg says Hartmann, because it is the only real process, it
alone ¢an realipe and end which exists only in anticipation.
The first and the third 1inks move in the gamé directionalong
Wifh thé time stream, But only the third moves in and with it,
1,See B.Vol.1l.Ch. XX pp.271=-282.
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The first overleaps it and anticipates the future. fhﬁ eecond,
_moving against the time etream; has notreal existence, but

exists only in consciqgsneESs The first and second links of. te.
finalistic nexﬁs@'therefcreg is only an affair of conscibusness-
and ﬁhey deseribe by themselvéﬁ the full c¢ircle from subject -

" to end, and back to subject, The third link is the same as the

| eecond, covering the same ground but in the reverse orde?, and
‘also differing in so far as it is real.

The end of the first and third links correspond.
says Hartmann. The only difference is between and end which is
stili unreal;yand that same end as actualised. But appart from
'thig modal difference; the:twa,enda never exactly correspond,
nit because they are different ends, but because the subject
is often too weak to commit himaelf‘wholly to his intentions.

' By describing the finaligtie nexus, we have simule-
taneeusiy'deseribed the categafial gstructure of the human act.
In it we have seen how ali'thg conditidns of the hummn act
come into‘play.vFirét there 1s a discernﬁeqt;of a value-its
becoming known<and secondly there is a conversion of the V&luev
into an end and the mdving'qf all the powers; both internal anom
extérnai, by the will to the realis&tion of that ends, These
two eapaclties Hartmann calls foresight and pre~determination
or providence or predestinatlon. They are eﬁaﬁ%ities peculiar
€0 human nature,; says Hartmann. To both the purely natural
" and the superné.tural théy mugt be denied. | '_ f'

| Teleology being for Hartmann & peculiarity of "B Ty
he defendl it against attempts to extend it to inanimate
nature, To do that, he saysy, would lead to the positing of
a divine orderer who has ereated fixed ends towards which the
universe is maving. Hartmann re jects this as leading to axio-"
logical or teleological dete:mination; In such & universe
the finalistic nexus would determine 1like the causal, and

there would be no place for mon, for persomality or for
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moral éction. Values would then be real without the mediation
of man, The‘ﬁeleolpgy'of many says'ﬂartmanng.must therefére
be asgerted over and against that of nature or of a dimiue

. beinge ‘

Furthermore, when we spenk of ﬁeieoiogical determina-
- tion, we are not speaking of that of a single end only, ‘but.
of a whole systen of'endés This system of ends are firgtly in-
terlaced with the eausal nexus, Secondly there is also an ine-
terlacing of firalistic trains among themselves. But not all
finalistic trains are compatible with one another, “here they
are not compatible, they come into conflict and tend to de-
stroy one another. In such a cage, Hartmamm explains, there
stands behind the conflieting trains antagonistic values.
Moral conflict need ﬁot always be between good and bad, but
sometime it is between good and good, or, between value and
value, In such s case there is no solution poseible and human
teleology comes to & gtandstill,

We must now conclude the first part. e have given an’
account of Hartmann's treatment of the various conditions for,
and the structuie of the human act. Ve have seen that for him
an act, taken in relation to iteelf; 1s human when it is cone-
sequent upon knowledge and controlled by the free will, But
further, "7 have also geen that for him an act taken 1ﬁ're~r
lation to that which conetitutes its goodness, is human when
it realises values, e must next study the human act in this
last relation ises as an act whose goodness consists in rea-
lising values, and whichy acecording to Hartmann, we Jjudge td
be good for that reason, lastly we must consider the satis-
factoriness of these values as the principles of the intelli-

gibility of our moral actions and judgements.



PART. 11.

_and The Order of Hartmann's Valuess

Wb_mggp now congider Hartmamm's explanation of human acts
~in feims og“his,valueag.anﬂ firet we shall imquire what mode
of being he aseribes to thems: '

Hartménn discovers the mode of being 0f his4va1ues in his
’cmitique @f'K@nt's sgbjeetivism; For Kaﬁt-there were only two
‘ possibiiiﬁge@ as regards, the mode of being.of,the moral prine
ciple, Ei@ﬁéi £t~emana£ea from reasony or it is given empirical
21y from ﬁﬁgAexternal,ﬁorld@,But according to Hartmann this =
disjunctiég is not.@oméletea The Kantian choice of the former.
aiternative Hartmanﬁ iﬁterpréts as a sign of the subjectivimm
of the moral principle in his ethics parallel to the subjecti-_
vism of the categories in the field of knuwledge. What is E
rieeded, he saysg is an a‘priori principle which is not g 3
tfunction p? the}subject' and he elaims that his values satis-
fy this condition, They are objects beyond subject and objec§ 
in a furthér vealm of being which Hartmann identifies with the
gsphere of ideal 6bject§ discovered by Platﬁg He formally dee
fines this?ideal realm?aS‘followse"Ih their mode of Beings valt
are Platonic ideas, They belong to that further realm of Being
which Plato firat discovered, the realm which wé can spirituall
~discern but cannot see Or grasps As to the kind of Being pe-.v'
culiar to ideas we know nothing as yet more definite, 1t 13
sti1l to bg investigateda Bnt thus much isg imuediately evidenty
".even fer'%éluesg and indeéd preuéminently‘fér themy the prOpQ“r
sition holds good? they aye that 'through which' everything
which participates in them is exa2ctly as it is«namely valua,ble_
But in prggent—day conceptual lanhuage thiﬁimeans. values are
esaences;@% | |

- Two further.conclugions also issue from Hartmann's crie

l1.E.Vol.1l.p.184,
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tiéﬁsm of the Kantian ethics. The first ie that values ére not

formal principles like the categorieal 1mperativeg they are.:
material structures, i.e. they determins the material content

cf things, Pélations or personss Further, the discernment of

valuea is not intellectual, but, emotional or 1ntu1tivea ‘

But ‘although ﬁhey exist in this ideal realm, Hart=

mann claims for his values that they are the sufficient reason

for the goodness of.real things. If ye ask why is this thing . -
good, that thing ugeful, or a third 1ovabiei we would be invol.

ved,in an eternal cirele of backareference, says Hartmann, un-
less we posited as the reason of our judgement a value,

| This proves that values are a priori, They are that
on which things depend for their goodnels, but the values are
independent of things, chever, it still h&p to be proved tha;i
values are seif-ecistent or absolutes Kant's transcendental

i

deduction of the categaries is here not possible, bhecause

_valueg are not categories. But even if 1t should be proved

that they are not objective, it would still femain true that
values are the a priori eondition for the apprailement of
thingsg otherwise we,would never be able to give the reason
for ahy Judgement about good or bad.‘Fﬁwtpefmore, values arer
not anl& the a priori éondifion of g9ods, but of all ethicaib
phendmena;-inéluding human écté which ére related to values

of another sort. to the moral valuee ﬁroper, We cannot will,:
have & purpose or an end which is not somehow of value although
the valuational material need not be clearly graspeds Therea
fore ali actions presuppose values ag a conditionlna factory

The same applies to dispoerition, to approval and disapproval;

" the sensing of values is always presupposed, The same holds

in life to form myself on? Because, answers Hartmanﬁ,I have

already applied a ¢ertain valuational standard to the person
and found hinm satisfaétory@

'In further proof of the a priority of values Harte
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mann ¢ites the ethical phenomena of aecountability, respongi=
biiity and conseiousneas of gullth Hot only do we . judge people

as good; we also condemnvthose that are badg Moral perﬂonality3

- toos is an a priori valuational‘coneepts Imposed upon the em-

pirical man there is his super-enpirical gssence or valuea
This"inner standard of the sense of value, which accompanies
2ll his steps in life, indeed all his’most secret 1mpulseag
eonstitﬁteg.his egpence asia'morai’peéaonélityg beal persgo=
nality theﬁefare d6eg not existy, if there is no pﬁre a prieri
of valueau"l | o

¢

The conclusion that follevs from this is that values |

. are a”prlori,uwﬁinhimeans that that "whlch deeides whether a

thing is good or evil can by no means be derived from the samel

g#phere af actual ethieal eonuuct as the modes of behaviour
upon which judgement‘is,passeda If this factor is not selfede=.

pendent, the same cirele immediately re-appears in the ¢ase of

. goodsy a regression; which, because it vemains in the same

sphere, necegsarily arrives finally at its own starting point,
) ‘ o 1

But in this way a moral judgement would be.illusoryw":

The mext step in Hartmamn's argument ié to prove that

wvalueg are not only a priori; but also absolute ises that vae

lues are not values by the grace of something else es+gs the
subjett; but that they are self-existent and autonomous, Hart-

mann finde the reason why values are not sﬁbjective in a phe»J

nomenon which is common to experience, In our lives we experiecr

‘6e that we cannot dispose of values at wills, We cannot change

what is good for us. As he writes"(valueg) are not relative to-

8 consciousness of phénomens, but subsist independently of it,

and by, the philesbphical consciousness iteelf are deemed to
‘ . ' - ‘

_be independent of 1te"

1,Bs Vol e pe 199,

24Bs Vololepe 194,
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36

To mnke eléar what kinq of;oﬁjqetifiﬁy values have,
Hartmann makes a distinction between what he calls ‘'relatio-
nality! and frelativity'. A thing can be related to another .
a8 a value is related to a human'being without being ‘relative?
i.es.without depending completely upor a human being so that
he can meke and umoke values according to his own desire. No
orne, pays Hartmann, sees relativity in the fact that geametri-
cal laws hold good 'for' ppatial figures. In the same way re-
. 1atedness of -values to persons doeg not argue their relativi-
ty. Relation is part of their structure,

“ne question new arises whether moral values are
21s0 independent of the subject. If we emamine the nature of
moral values, says Hartmann, we find that unlike the goods
valuesy they possess not structural materisl. foral values are
not relative to persons but carry their moral value.: in them-
eeiveéa When they adhere to a person that person is not good
for something else, he is simply or absolutely good, However,
it is true that even mora1>Values‘stand in cértain relations
and connections, but yhis is secondary and almost accidental. .
First,“a moral velue is also indirectly a goods value. A
morally good person can have a goods value for another person
("To"§?§ beloved he who loves, to the friend a friend, is a
goods ) But a moral person does not réceive his goodness
from this relation.

The moral value also stands in & second relation,
namely to the person as objecte To be the object of a morsl
value is also a value which has to be distinguiched, on the
one hand, from goode value, and on the other from moral value.

" But there is also a third kind of value surrounding
the ‘moral value and that is the value of the subject as carrier
of values. All carriers, says Hartmarm have values. Things

have a certain carrier-value., Substrata which carry goods

1.8, VO:.. 1. De 211,
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values; have anotlery; living organiems which carry conscious-
negss anothery; and personal subjects'Which carry moral values
have yet another. ' |

There are therefore three relstionmal values -
‘accompanying moral valuess but with them the relational struc-
ture of moral valueg are exhausteds This structure, im which
the person is twice represented, is where .the moral values
meke their appearance., lloral values appeér in.acts whieh re-
late person as subjeet to person as objéct. But they thensel-
ve 5 are not at all affected by this stfudﬁurea Values are
- absolute and subsist independently. o ,

Having thus proved the self-existence of wvalues,
“artmann procéeds to analyse this notion_ﬁéig closely. From
the proof of their self-existence it wae seen that the valua-
tional essence must be distinguished from the structure in
which it inheres, The values of trust, for instance, is not
the same as the relaticn of trust existing between person and
parson: ‘he latter is an ontological structure providing the
mattef for the former, which 1s axiological., Value "builds -
over it (the ontological), camps over ity lends it a glinmer.
of meaning, = significance of a higher order, an import which
for ever remains transeendent to the existential reality; a
something whieh remains on the further side of reality; in-
| comparable, and which always draws it into another sphere of
cahesions, into the intelligible order of valuesa"l

Possessing this kind of self-existence, values
are genuine objects of knowledge for Hartmanne They confront.
the mind with the sare objectivity as real things., If this is
B0, whét more carn we learn about their sclf-existence? Harte-
mann answere that in general there are two modes of existence,
the real ané the ideal, In order to elucidate the latter; he
points ocut that to it belongs the structures of pure mathemas

tics and logic. Further, the ideal is nqt completely severed

1.E.Vol. 1. De 218,
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from the reals Their structires agree to some extent, and it

is through this agreement that we can have a priori knowledge |

. of the real. Ethies,‘tcog is velated te'ethical reality® and

.we come to know its essence through the values, Now, “values}

says Hartmann,'"has no gelf-exigtence that is realy As prine
ciples of action they may participate in determining reality,
they may even to a great degree be themselves ‘actualised's
but for this reason their eg sence, their mode of Peing, re-
mains merely an ideal mode, As for the distinctive valuatio-
nal quality of anything, for exampley of a specific material
let us ®ay, sincerity or love, it mokes no kind of differeneec

whether there be persons in whose real conduect it is embodied

or nots .Indeed the actualisation of the mterial igs itself a
waluej but it -is another, a derived one which has its root in -

. the value of the given materisl, These values as suchy in

comparison with the sctuals always have the character of an
'Idea 'y which indeed; when the. actual corresponds to it, lends
to this the character of a wvalue, but which with its ideal
nature s8till remaine on the other side of actunlisation.-
Strietly taken, values themselves are not at all factualised?,’
but only the materials, to which, whether ideal or real,the
value be&ongs."l

The values and the essences of mathematics and

‘logie ares however; not the only ‘'ideal existents' according

to Hartmann, Besides the ontclogical ideal and the ethical
ideal, there is also a vast aesthetic ideal sphere., For Harte-
mann the apprehensicn of truth refers to a certain section of
the total ideal sphere (truth vaiuea)g'the apprehension of
beauty to another section (beauty values),Mand”thé,gpprehenf
sion of goodness of yet a third (good or moral valﬁas);What
makes & thing true, beautiful or good are specifically diffe-

rent sets of valusg.

l. E. Volslse DPP>220-221.



39

One can only understand what ideal self-existence is,

seys Hartmann, by inquiring into the nature of the objects

of logic and mathematics, One may doubt of ideality, but one

cannct doubt the reality, or rather the objecpivity of the
~objects of logic and’mathematiés; The treat "of a system of
lawss; dependencies gnd.structures.which indeed on their side
_contrbl thinking, but themselves can neither be forms of )

1 -
Nobody

thought nor be in any way infringed by thinkiﬁg."
doubts of the objectivity of thase ideal constructions§ ale
thouzh what 'ideal! means cannot be defined, “he pame must
therefore apply to values, Values also govern our judgements
’and’npt vice versa. We cannot arbitrarily select what is
valuable for us, values subsist independently of our thought,
- Although the valuatiomal judgements of peoﬁle often differ,
it is nct beeause they are subjective, but because everybody

has not the insight and maturity to grasp the values as they

are, In themgelves values are necessary and universal and are

grasped as such by the primary consciousness, This feeling
for values may sometimes be erroneous, but the fact of error
in this case, argues Yartmann, indicates the independent ex=
intence of values; because where.oﬁe is cpnsciousof error,
one also knows that there is something about which you are
in errox.

It is thus by proving first that values are the a

§
1

priori condition for human acts and for our ethical judgenments,

‘and secondly, that they are self-existent, that Hartmann jus-

tifies his assertion that human acts are good when directed
to values, |

However, we cannot yet leave the question of ideal
selfwe;istence. So far Hartmann has limited himself to the
slenderest definitions of it, We have seen that values exist
in this ideal sphere, that they c¢annot strietly speaking dbe
realised, that thay enjoy the same mode of existence as the

l1.E.Vols 1, Pa 222,
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essences of mathematics and logic, that they are necéssary,
universal and objective, But, we are §t11l entitled to ask,
how exactly is this mode of being peculiar to values constie
tuted? This questiom, Hartmann replies, cannot pe'answered;
for"the ldeal sphere is not open to thought, "Ideality is as
'irrationai as redlity, The spheres of selfwexistence are in-
dqfinable,\They can be approximately deséribed; they can be
definitely pointed to; they can be brought'fuil&-before us;
but what is described or presented is always only the specis
fic dontent, or the relation of the spheres. Vhat is substan- -
tial or relationsl can be easily grasped, but not what ié modal
in them. Yet the point at issue is the modality."lThe values
therefore areAirrational. The only way in which we can gain
auy intellectual grip oﬁ‘tHEm. is through the ideal cight«to=
bes This method does not reveal the values in their esmence,
nevertheless we must exploit 1t as the only path open to us.
The modalities of traditional theory are too narrow
for the values, says Hartmamn, According to it there are thresg
possibility, actuality\énd necessitys But the ought does not
fall into any of these, for it is dynamic (necessary) but not
actual, Accordingly another cétegory must be sought for values
| Traditional categories are only adequate for theorys not for
practice, Lhe difference between them lies in this, that in
the former actuality does not presuppose necessity, while in
the latter the actuality of a thing presupposes its necesgsity
and possibility, Eaﬁ,'there'is s relation between the mode of
being of the ought~to-be and the actual, but they are net the
same, As the oughteto=be is ohl& a tendency towards the ac~
tualy but is not itgelf aéyualg in it the modal structure of
the actunl ip disrupteds The harmony which exists between
necessity and potsibility in the actual, is disturbed by the
ought-to~be. through an éxcéss of necessity and a deficiency
of possibility. The ought is not determined by ontological i
possibility.‘It claims to be although it is not really possi- |
Lo E.Vol.1.D. 303,
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ble. Necessity, theréfore. is the mode of beiﬁg characteris-
tiec of fhe oughts, The ldeal oughteto=be is even fruther withe
drawn from the ontological possible than the positive oughte~
to~be. Speaking generally. the mode of being of the ought is
that of" necessity indiffevnnt to, or independent of possibill-
ty or actuality., The same ¢an be affirmed of values, Their
»mode of being is also necessity detached from possibility,
_although this does not exprees their essence. This mode exe
plains their hoverlng position over the actual. But the ideal
‘valuea not only have this necessity over agninst the actual,
they also stand thus related to one another. Each value also
asserts its necessity over its rival values, This, however,
does not violate their modal characteristics. Hartmann calls.
this kind of necessity which lies on the negative slde of the
actualy, free necessitys It is possible only in ethical reaFiw ‘
litys nnt in ontological actualitys "In passing beyond the
narrowly ontological problem", writes Hartmann; "one strikes
upon & newy a more fundamentai neaning of necessity, Not the
MuSt-Bé; not the unableatesbeﬁesqaped-frcm, not the being ine
volved through the totality of conditiond is its primary
_meaning§ but the tendeney towards sometping;"lThere is there-
fore a fundamental distinction hetween ontologieal and axio-
logical necessity. The former means that what is necessary
oannot riot be, the latter, that what is necessary can not be,

Here; 8ays Hartmann, lies tbe utmost limits of
rationality. Further rational though cannot penetrate 1nto
the mode of being of wvalues, We are brought up against a
blank'wail beyond which our vision cannot wander, and we
must regt satisfied that enough has veen eald to mako the
human act intelligible,

Nothing more can be said of values from the point

of view of their being, We must now coneider'what further

IOEQ‘VOI@ 1. Pa 313



l:

light 1s thrown on their na*ure if we consider them from the
point ef view of the ardev of values,
That there is an order of wvalues, Hartmann saysy

it 1s'impossib1e to doubt;_for the ﬁanifqld'of valies is noct

| inﬁelligible except in a seriés, ﬁnd as he goes on.to show
when héanélisés hiﬁ values, they actually do exhibit a gra- |
dationallorder. Before Hartmann starts on this analysisy how-
every he first points but certain gener®l characteristics on

whiahvhe basis his theory ihat they are orderly, In every
cthacal situation a manifold of values participate. Choice is
not only between good an evil, it is hetween lower and higher
valueg Human nature is of such a kind that it can never be
directed to anrthing contrary to value as such. Horal evil -
{tself must be explained as 2 realisation of wvalues; but a
‘lower ! value, where a ‘'higher ! should have been chosen, Henece
we must assunme that the primary consciousness of values is not
only a consciousness of their existence; it is also a conscious
ness of their velative rank, Every solution of a valuational
situation involves not Oﬁly.the perception of their existence,
but aiso a pereception that some are h*gherg ‘and other lower.
Tt is difficult, however, to express in conceptual terme what
'iower' and ‘'higher ' meang, although in gonerete cages owr
feeling_foé valves grasp them withous difficuliyz Thege are
marious indications of the héight of a valuse fof thoughts but

| none of tem are infallible. : | _ .

It is folse to believe thaf ﬁhe problem of the gra-
dation of values camnot be treated unless a supreme value is
assﬁmedg says Hartmann. He‘recalis the dietinetion'made in
wvolume one between ethics and morality, All curreuﬁ:marality
take an'the form of a moniam, That is its’weaknese and its
etrength. It weakness in that it falsifies the seale of valués;
by seizinm hold of one and illegitimately setting it above

the others; it s strength. in that a supreme value is a very
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real need of life, Ethics, however, is differentc Ite task is

'to re-purvey these values and plage them on the ideai'écale,'

‘and here lies its great problem, Ethics is by mature plura=

1istic, but that seems to mean that it can have not normative

;influence.on practicai affairs. This aifficulty is very-reélg_

Hartmann admits, and in the past philoszophers have tried to -

foree an anﬁwer to the problem of unlty, by assumlng a eupre— |

me value even although none could be founagamong-the discerned
values. ‘he most famcus attempt éf this nature if the Platonic
'Idea of the qudﬁa But; adds Iartmanng this method avenges
itself on the thinker, for although it is a justifiable thougt
that the supreme good should be beyond the grasp of human
thought, yet to posit it does not help, because it remains an
idea empty of cpntentdahd‘brings us no nearer the solutien
of the problem what Joodness isalﬂartmann concludes that
"nothing in the realm of values is more concealed than just
this central principle, which is assumed by all morality as
gelf-cvidenty but which in truth is everyvherc differently
understoods It was Plotinus who gave the formula for this
situ@tious the good is 'hevond the power of thought!, But
that meangs the good is irrativnaia"z

Although the supreme vzlue is hidden from our sight,
néVertHGIEQG, the more one contemplates the realm of values,
'saya Haﬁtmann, the more you become convinced that in it lies“'_
hidden a law or pri nciple of itu structure, "If one looks at
the final discernible elements of value; one becomes easily
convinoed, thet a unifying value 1ying beyon& them can neither
be gseen nor inferved from themy, but that the connection of |
these valuational groups is conceivable and evident. Unity of
systémy; theny, might 84111 be existent. Unity of system-ig_;_
plainliy in no wise depénéent upon the foeal unity, the'éﬁeﬁ’i
1. The attitude adopted by Hartrann appears to be this. The
supreme value must either be known c¢omoletely, or not at all,
He does not admit a third possibility, that the supreme value
is intelligible in thesense that we can discernAthe suffieient

reason Wh it &s the supreme good for us,although we do not
.E.Vtﬂ.o p
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value that was soudht.“lj
The notion of a supreme value having been dis~

carded, Hartmann néVefthpless ansserts that ethies should not
therefore lose all iﬁterest in the problem, It must expliore
&1l paths that may lead to & supreme value, it must even en-
tertain the thought that the supreme value may not be a wvalue
ate 8llé But in any case, concludes H&rtmanh; even if there is
a supreme value, it would only "hawve the form of a unifying
pringiple of the sphere; of a system of wvalues, But such a :
princinle would merely determine the categorieal structure of
the sphere; it would not constitute the quality as such of the
values embraced by iti"z

- Independent of the problem of a suprcme value,
ethies also has a second problem, conéisting in Jolning to-
gether the multiplicity of values accordingvto the different
calsses of relation into which they fall, They are the rela~
tione of subsumption and foundation, of kinship and discre-
Dance, éf étructure and content ané of height and interpenen
tration. NEVPrtheless, where there is & genuine antincmy of
- valuesy no artificial relatlon can he forced on them,

- The next section is deveted to an analysis of
tbé indivicdual values., Into this we cannot gb in eny detaile
However, 'latery; in part three; we shall examiné hip treatment
of the vwalue of purity, which will give us some idea of hie
approach, In the meantime, we can only congider the values
from the potnt of view of their gradation, As he analyses his
values;‘:értmann brings them.intéiview according to a definite
plan, We must rapidly swurvey the different markes in the valuep
according to whieh he arranges them, before we go over to his
phikosophical justification for the scale of values,

" know it throubh and trough, I€ it is completely unintelligin
bley it would, of course; be 'empty of content', But accore
ding to this third possibility, while unintelligible, it would
yet not be'lempty of content!,

1:E, Vol. 11. Ps 68¢
Lells VO]_, 1. De 70,
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Hbrtmann‘starté'wﬁth what he considers to be the lowest

values: From dhepe ﬂe progressesses gradually to the higher,v
- and what are for him the 'highest', namely thé personal values,
Sut thie is not the highest absulutely speaking. It is only
‘the highest that we can digcern, further discoveries not yet.
having‘beén made, Similarly; he explaing that the 1bwest are
not really the first, but only the first that can be known, .
~the valuational quality of those that are stii; lower being
too weak for owr feeling to register,

| The 10wést group that can be known Hertmann calls "the
most general antitnes®s",. or the group of opposites, They are
thus c¢alled; because, besidea.their elementariness aﬁd genew
rality, their povery of content and low quality, they also
have an added distinguishing mark, the peculiarity that they
manifest not only the relation of cprositicn between negative
and popitive; but also an opposition of positive against
positive, i.e. of value againet value. Hartmann divides thié
graﬁp of oppogsites into three sub~divisions. Into the first
falis the modal oppositions, There are two, The first is the
artinomy of mnecessity and freedom, and then the antinomy of th
value of the real being and nnon-being of values. The second
sub~division 1g that of relational opposites, Into it falls
the antinomy of the carrieré of values, Secondly there is
the antinomy of the values of activity and inertia, thirdly,
of the gwaée and range of type, then of harmgny'and conflict
and lastly of simplicity and complexity, The third subedivi-
sion is called the guantitative and qualitdtive opﬁbsitions.
Yere stand in antinomic relation values of the universaliand
singular in different aspectsa, for instancey betweén indiw
vidual and universal, infilvidual and collective unity, the
gmaller community5azd,ﬁhg.pqlipigg}'partj% nation and humanity}
and 8o forth, | .; )

The second group of values Hartmann terms “"valua=
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tional foundations of the subject". They are much richer in’
content and feeling susily detécts their quality, They cons

UStitute the valuational mmteérial For’ thé mordl values, and

&k such inhere mostly ‘in the strudture of mn. ‘Who ‘alone is

the earrier of moral values, T’he pec‘uliarity o this group

““““

‘but only the oppositioh of Yilue é.gainst diﬁvalue. MThe’ une’

am‘bigueus velation between valus and. disvalus, frem whieh

'eonflict.rizs ‘abapent, {5 énavacteristic ‘of a1l the wider. and’

moye eonerete values' of goods; ‘situations and persons.* One

ney say thet this peculiarity is the"valtaa%ibhai mari of this

‘group ‘of values whieh placest them on Hertmann's ‘scales

| These valuss are 1ife, *G'bnaai‘oua’aneﬁé;-, -a;é%iﬂtm éﬁff?ei‘i‘ﬁg;

strength, fréedcm of will, foresight; purposive efficacy.
Along with this weried of values, there is another, alio

 donditioning the content of moral valuésy but in the sense

of furnishing the material basies ‘hey constitute the objecs
tive mtertal, Tnese valuss are existende, situstion, pover,
happiness; etes | S

" Thé two groups which we' have now reviewed, constie
tute the Fealm of nonsimobal values. Ve now come to the realm

of moval valusss In the £irst place they ave thé values of -

 acts;and pf pevsons, Seéondly; tie¥ are based on the Lower

valués; but the dlstinctive mirk that separatos them from

the noneroral values is ‘Eheir éonmnéotion with freedom One E
aa.nnot blemes pevson {f 'te laske goads or sitmtionai values,
But moral badness 18 blameworthys Simaleriy; a pervson “4{&' not"

. praised for nonsioral valuety but moral yalues are praisee

worthys Thereforey "the spseific mark of ‘moral vaiues is"

not their height inm the ‘scale nor the faet that they are
: sy [ A} = B z
based upon other valuesy but their connection with freedom.*

What §p peculisr to the whole realm of morael values, is

that although our feeling readily régisters thelr moral quas
1ities; what theisr material consists in always eludes our
LeBeVole11epe127s 26EeV0le1ePPe 168169
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knowledge. Everybody e -
can fbel them but no one can degcribe them in conceptual terms,

HMral v&lues are divided into a fundamental group
and a speeial group. The fundamental group lies at the basis of _
'all meral valuee. To it belong the values of the "good", nobilit*{
richnesa of experience and purity. What characterlses values is
. that they are not llmited 20 & speaif1e group but reappear in »
the other valuess’ | _
' | ( The last three groups, the spec&al moral values, or
the virtueSg are arranged according to an historlco-empirical
method. “The first;group 1nc1udes especially the values o0f the
ancient moral systems (Plato and}Aristotie)g the second that of
the.ChiistiaﬁVSphere of éuitﬁ:e, and the last without a further
Y'Beiective p?inciple brings together the values which were lack=
irig in the first two, in so far 88 they have become accessible
- to our modern perceptions"l The first two groupd sonsist of a
eluster round two baéicvvalues¢>1n the first it is justice, in
the éeéond brotherly love, Arouhd justicé, there 1s wisdom,.
‘ccuraga and self-conﬁ?éii In it also fallé tﬁe Ariptotelian
virtues, fhe seéond group contains the Christian virtues of
| brotherlyvlove@ trﬁthfuiness, uprightness; fidelity, trustworthi-
neesg frustg faithy; optimism, hdpe, modesty, humilify and custom,
The iast group of special virtues are love of the remote, ra~ .
diant virtue; personality and persoral love. We can, however, .
glve an agcount of none of'these values‘herg. We must limit our-.
gselves strictly to the prob;ém of gradatién.
| 'Having_how seen aceordihg tdrwhat marks Harte
mﬁnn orders hié values, we must next consider their fbrmuiatioﬁ
.into priﬁéiples or laws'pf gradation, and his justification of
these laws, “nere are six such laws, falling into three groups.
. Théy are the laws of stratification'and foundaﬁion;‘forming the
first group, of oppositiona and complementation forming the
second, and of valuational strength and height forming the last,

lZQEéVol‘iigp.lvo'
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7ith veference to the ?irst group, Hartmenn says

" that the laws of the eategories hold in a moéified form for the
‘valueé'aiso,lbécause, since the materiéls of ﬁefal vaiuee.are»v
jmadéup‘of ontologicai féc%arsg the laws'of'the latter mus#‘als~
affect the foréer. theee laws, hqwévergfare-modified by others, 3
Of thess the ﬁoat.impbrtant are the four laws of stratification.§
‘Tne firet is the law of recﬁ%renee méaning that the lower valueé%
recur as elements in the higher, Tne second is that of transfor-
matienlaecmrding to Whieﬁ‘when the lower is taken up into the i
structure a8 the higher valves, their essences must nevertheless
.remain the same, ‘he third law, that of novelty, states that
'the hiﬁher laws cnnnotg without a remainédr be resolved into
‘their const¢tuents. The reminder is the element of novelty

| whiah is not accounted for by the lower. The fourth law stat@s
thaf the connection between the higher and the lower is not
eontinuous, The aévaﬁce'ia in steps or gtrata, Bach step cone
tains a HOVBlEJ§ but it is velated t@ the lower strata by the
recurrence of their elements.

| Thege laws, howeverg hold only approximately for the
moral values. “he most important change is the divergence frem
'thé law of recurrence and the preponderance of the law of trans-
formationand‘noveity;,Further, the intervals between the strata
Widen.‘ThéE weakening of the laws of stratification is due to !
the supervening of another law, the conditi&ning relation,
Aécording to this law the moral vaiues)depend for their‘rea- E
lisation on situational valven, This dependence, however, only
means that the situational valussére the precondition for the

| moral values, They are not present in the maral values; not oy
eVeh in.a'transférméd state, Furthermore, this dependence does
not mean that the moral values caﬁ'only be realised with the
tﬁe realisation of the situvational values, It only means that
the intention must be direccted to the sitﬁational volues, Hx~ ;
cept for this dependence, there is hardly any comnection bee |

tween the morai and the nonemoral wvalues, They are deseribed
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é
as ‘hovering! over the zqwer valuegs and the higher they are, §
‘and ﬁh@ higher they areg the less do th@y become explicable . %
thr ough the lower values, In factfﬁﬁhe higﬁer_"trahsformatien j
mekes such considerable leaps forward that.it can searcely be i
recognised as such'y and as the valﬁ@‘transforméd vanishe8, §
“the ihansformation becomes equivalent to the introduction of §
eomet?ingvnewf"l This gap between the moral walues and the con~- ,

ditioning values constitute the limit of the laws of stratifi- ;
cation, *he latter penetrate a 1ittle beyond the chasmy but i
‘soqp‘beeome tenuous and pale and are bf little help to cognise |
the highgr valves, Herce if one endeavours to conmect the moral%
values tﬁrough the laws of stratification only, they c@ten |
appear disconnected, isolated and conflicting, |

The eage is diffevent with the laws of oppositionm,
in the seeond group. They extend to all the values, There are.
five kinds of oppositibn‘falling into three groups, They are (1)
the value~neutrality opposition (2) tﬁe disvalue-neutrality
oppreition, They foim the firat group. (3) The second group
contains .only one opposition, the most universal, that between
value and diévaiuem (4)‘and (5) are combined in the third
gr oup, ?hé are the ﬁalue-véiue Qppesition‘and the disvalue~dis-
value opposition,

E&lneutrality is meant the indiffe?enceﬁpoint which is
paseed whenthe disvalueavélue seale 1s ascended. The most
important opéositions sre numbers 334 and 5, Especially is it
neceseary to establish relations between numbbrs 3 and 44 On
it depends the solution of the problem of the antinomies, Ia
the first,placé,‘vaiue and disvalue stand vertically opposed
to each others value and value horizontally. Yet disvalue
and disvalue (standing againet each other on the horizental
plane) invelve no real opposition, A man can be Dboth unjust and

vrutish, the two 8o mot exclude each other. Nor do the diago=

1.Ey Vole1l.pe406.
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nally placed values oppose each dther, Although juqtice and
love, acecording to Hartﬁann, afe antonomically opposed, juse '
tice is Compatible with lovelessnesns, puritV'with roral pover=
tys

. Hartmann now attempts a2 synthesie of values from the
Aristotelian doctrine of the means For Aristotle a value lies
between two extremes.or dtisvalues, For example, bravery lies
between gcowardice and rashness. But according to Hartmann,
'standing vertically opposed to the Arigtotelian disValues.
there are two more valuess Thus opposed to cowardicethere is
tapirited endurancet, opposed to rashness there is tdeliverate
foresighty cool presence of mind"B'Thus the Aristotelian vir-
tuesy, lying between two disvalues, is at the game time a syne
thesis of two values.

But here again,; this synthesls is net applicable to
the higher moral wvalues, However, Hartmann assurmes “that the
principle of syntbesis constitutes a univerrml law of the ethi-
eal tahle,fﬁand that we camnot discern the Arastotelian mean
between antinomic values such as justice and brotherly love;
purity and fullness of life, »ride and hunility, because of a
deficiency 4in our feeling for values. In practice values.are
- 8%t111 opposed, Every value has a tendency to dominate the othe
ers, and to break up the interconnegtion bvetween the values,

e | So far, therefore, the synthesis of values is still only an
ideal, .

The second member of the second group is the conme
plementary velation ise. a2 relation between'valuee g0 that~if
one appears; the other ghould also appear. Instances of the
complementary relation are trust and truetworthiﬁess, merit
and vecognition, heroism and admirdtion. This relation pre-

' suUpPpPOsES A Synthesis of values, In human beinzs this relation
consists in an 1nter~persona1 synthesis of walues, the value
of one personality complementing another, This is the cate-

I.E VOl lobo4l4o
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gorial form of the complerentary relation,

In conclusion Hartmann endeavours‘to.determine
exacﬁly to what degree values can bé,related through the three
relational lawe i,e, the laws of stratificaticn, of ccmplemén-;
tatiou.and of opposition, The first two laws 4o not apply to ¢
all values. Therefore they.are not infallibie guides to the %
height of a value”in o relational scale. The law of opposition
provides an indicaﬁian bf height in so far as in eveﬁy antie
thetie the synthesis is higher than the factors which are uni-
ted in i%t, and this applies universally to all values, Heﬁs
ever, this is not completely satisfying, because the rank of
& value is not deterrined only by its height gcccrding to Hart-
mann, Strength is enother factor. ‘here are three lows of
gtrongth, called eatesorial laws: (1)The law of strength accor-
ding to which the higher is always the weaker and more depen-
dent, the lower the stronger and the more independent. (2) The

law of material which states that the lower provides the matew

‘rial for the higher. (3) The law of fresdom which protects

the frecdem of thwe higher from the lower. The higher value re-
presents a new formation raised’over the lower, only materiallf
dependent hut further independent, |

| The question is whaﬁ does strength mean in the
realm of valuves? Hartmann answers fhat Juet as we céme to know '
height through the valuational feeling which assengs, approves,
80 we comé to know strength through the feeling, whieh rejects
and disapproves, BEvidence of the strength of values also lies
in this, that greater merit attaches to“the fulfillment of
the higher valuesg, but greater blane attachés to the violation
of the loweyr, Thus, for instahce, non-moral values(goods~va«
lues) are stronger that moral values. Further,; the lower moral
valwes aiso.manifest strength as against the higher moral
valves,

From this Martmann concludes that there are twoe ul-
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timate ofders of gradaticrn possible, corresponding b8 fhe two
laws of height and strength, and the two scales are the exact
reverse of each other. Whaﬁ in the scale according to the law
of height stands 'lowest', in the scale acecording to the low
of strength stands ‘highest's All values can be divided accor-
ding to these two'scalea. To the group of strength belongs

the values of purity, justice, modesty; reserve, deference,
hunility and even brotherly leve; Preference for height is
manifested by values such as nobility; fullness of experience,
bravery, wisdom and fidelity. These two scales stand in oppo-
sition and corresponds to a fundamental antinomy in the notion
of moral goodness. However, genuine morality demands a synthesis
between the laws of height and strength, but that is not yet

an actuality of the moral life.

We have now considered Hartmann's account of the
mode of being and the nature of his values. $his he developes
- at great length to justify his assertion that acts are human
by virtue of their relation to values, and that these values
contain the sufficient teasén for our judgements about good
and evil, Before we now proceed to raise the question of their
éatisfactbrinessas principles of intelligibility, we must
first inquire into the reagon why we consider intelligibility
a necessary condition which Hartmann's values must satisfy, If
may be asked, what is the connection between human acts and
the intelligibility of their final term? Do human acts require
for their existence a final term which is per se intelligible?
The answer must be positive, and to find the reason it is nece=
gsary only to look at the first character of human action,
None of oui ordinary actions is terminated by itself. We can
always look beyond it, ask what it is fof, put it in a wider
context, In the same way the prOX;mate ends of human aétion,

i.e. those things which we desire as good and seek'to obtain
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through our acts, always refer for their.meaning beyond them-
| _gelveas Take_fo; exnmpleJahsimple act such as getting out for
:alwalk. The act, taken by itself, is not its own sufficient
reason. To explair it I have to bring in other pmrposes, for
instance, visiting aefriend. or perhaps going to wview the
-spring flowers at,Kirstenbosch, org_to keep_in good health,
But these more general ends, in relation to which setting out
for a walk is‘a'particular epd. can.in their turn be placed
in a wider context. Thus; for instance, to visit a friend I
-must have a further plrpose inview, perhaps to borrow a book,
.or simply to be socilable, ,In their turn these can apain be
gsubordinated to wider purposes. But in this way we cannot
proceed without coming to an end, for then we would never be
~able to find the suffibient reason for our first act."%e do
Anﬁtvchoose in all instanges with a further,End.in}vieW (for
then.men would go on without limit, and so desire would be
unsatisfied and fruitless),";rites Aristotle. Somewhere along
tﬁe line we must come up against a good which we desire for
its own sake, a good which is good absolutely and with refe=
rence to.which everything =1se is good, Hence we see. that we
are unable‘to perform even such a simplie act as setting out .
| for a walk without ultimately intending some'final good which
is good per se, for .we are’unable to judge anything good unless
we judge simultaneously by implication that there is a fimal
good, the reason for the goodness of which is itself. The
finai end must therefore have two characteristics. It must be
4Qoodness per se and intelligibility per se. However, the two
are really one, for when something is good with reference ‘
to {itself (2g£ se)y the reason why it is good muét be itself.
To posit n supreme good which is not intelligible per se is
a contradicticn in termss ‘hat is what a Supreme Good means,

A Supreme Good which is not per ge intelligible, would make the
‘human act impossibley for as we have seen, we can only desire

1.The Nichomachean Ethics, Bkel.chell.
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to obtain that which we first apprehend as good. Now,' we
apprehend something when we discern the sufficient reascon

why it is good or degirable rather than nots But we cannot

- e

l“{s‘good-or'desirabie,:because if ‘it is not its own sufficient ?
reasony nothing else can be ite Bufficient reason, for as its -
“name. implies, there is nothing beyond it. Therefore, there
caﬂnbﬁfbe a human act, for evérything that -id, musthave a
-gsufficient reasan‘for being.s Therefore we must conclude that
. per se inﬁelligibility,ié & necessary desideratum of the Su-
preme Goods | o

We must now ask: Ave Haptmann's value s per. se
intelligible? Do théy render moral behaviour and moral phi-
losophy intelligible? And as we have looked at values from
two aspécts, we ahéli asks that question first with referen-
ce to their order, and then with reference to their mode of
. beings Accordingly, our first questioﬁ must be: Is the order
4n the realm of values as set out by Hartmann intelligible?

To answer this question we have to éonsider whether
the principles of which the,valuational gradation rests, are
2 sufficient and satisfactory explénation for the order that
obtaing in the realm of values. We have to determine whether

} only _
these principles are per se intelligibile, for,an explanation

. e e

~in terms:of that which-is per se intelligible, and does not
refer for its inteliigibility beyond iteelf, is satisfactory. '
The principles or‘léwe on which the order of values rest, we.
have set out-in the previous pagess; rhey ares a8 we have seen,
the laws of stratification; opposition, complementation,
strength and height. Nowj do these laws satisfactorily ex-
plain the valuational order, do‘they give the sufficient
reagson why, according to Hartmann, we should grade brotherly
love, for instance, higher than justice, lowe of the :emotest'

higher than brotherly love, and personal love higher than
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‘botn? I think that t ese laws do not give the sufficient
reason for the vaiuational‘order such as put forward by Harte
_‘mann'because tﬁey are not,ggg se intelligible, nor do they
refer to that whieh is per se intelligibles They are the ulti-
mate laws governing the order, Thése lawts stahd as much ‘in
need'of explanation as the ovder iteelf, and this final éx@iaa
nation ig not fortheoming from the philosophy of Hartmﬁnn‘

This statement needs no further justification than a recollec-
tion of these laws, and in addition the different 'soale marks'
which Hartmann per ceivés in his valuess To start with the
latter first, we are still left with various'questions; For
instance, why should having a value for an opposite instead of
a8 disvalue, determine the placé~of the first group at the

foot of Hnrtmanngs ecale? But further, why sﬁould not having
this feature, determine the position of the second group above
the first? So we can go on asking similar questions of every
nigher group of valuess e c¢an atky why should there connection
with freedom mark the moral values as being higher than the -
previous groups? Further, why shouid»the place of the fundamen-
tal moral values be determined by the‘fact that they reappear
in the otﬁer values? and lastly, why should the virtues be
placed above these because‘they are based upon situational
values? What cbnnectian is there TVetween these characterisgtids
of‘valueé,_and their position on the scale? The same also
applies to the laws that goverﬁ the gradation of wvaluess Thus,
for example; we c¢an ask why it is that the values in whieh
other valueg recury or in which otnef values.gre transformed, .
or in which there occurs a valuationa1~noveity, should be the'
higher? Further, why should a value which represents a synthe-
5is between two anththesis, or a valﬁe which is conditioned, |
be the higher? lastly, why, according to-the scale of strength
should the ‘stronger values be the highersy and finally; what
doestvaluational hdight 'really mean?

If Hartmann answers to this last question that the



. N

56

. height of a value isvdetermined by our 'feeling'® for values, -

and that the laws and scale marks are but more or less in-

adequate conceptual expre331ons of what feeling clearly per~
ceives, but thought cannot grasp, then we must reply that we

are still faced by the same problem. For, even 1f we were to

admit that we have what Hartmann has defined as the power of

intuitive ratlonallty i.e. a power by which we can acquire
knowledge without argumentation,lthen this primary conscious=-
ness would still express 1tself in a judgement. though an
intuitive oney; and the burden would still be on us to look
for the sufficient reéson'ofr this judgement, "Feeling" in

itself camnot be the sufficlent reason because it is not per

~ge intelligibles Of 2all human judgements taken in themselves,

we can agk: why is it thus and not other wise? Human thought
is not the measure of its own truth,

~ Not only do Hartmamn's laws of gradatlon stand

in need of further explanation, but even as they are, they

do not help him to his objective, namely to create a scale of
values, As_we have seen, the laws of stratification do not

succeed in bridging the antinomies of the moral values, nor

1.In attributing thie power of intuitive reason to the human
intellect, he showre how deeply he has misunderstood its na-
ture, The reason, of course, why he posits it, is because, as
we shall see, he has misunderstood the proper objeet of the
human intellect, Riscursiveness is an essential mark of the
imperfection of human resion.~Non-dimcursive,thought belongs
only to a spiritual being, and above all to God, as St,Thomas
Aquinas proves in the Swma Contra Gentiles Ch,IV1l, One of
hig arguments is as follows: "All defect is far removed from

. God because He is simply perfect, as proved above, But argu-

mentative knowledge results from an imperfection of the intee
llectual nature: since what is known through another thing is
less known in itself: nor does the nature of the knower sufe
fice to reach what is known through something else, without
this thing through which the other is made known. Now in arg-
umentative knowledge one thing is made known through another:
whereas what is known intellectually is known 4in itself, and
the nature of the knower suffices for the knowledge thereof
without any means from without, Hence it is clear that reason
is a defective intellect: and consequently the divine knowledge
is not argumentative,"
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do the 1éw§ﬂ¢f opposition and lartmannt's interpretation of N
the Aristotelian mean &iéld?the required'rQSuit_ The same
appiies to the laws of complementatimn; and a8 regards the
;‘law of height and strengfh, they yieid two. scales which are
the exact 0pposite of eaeh ether, but the reason why we
'aheuld adopt the one ratherv than t_he cheri in the basénece of .
a~éynthes§§§ iS'nqtmadefclear;‘Thé réasoﬁ.why Hartmann cannot;
_ succeed %Qngﬁtabiishiﬁg an& relations b@%weeﬁ his values, is
'.ﬁot‘féfléé:ﬁeeka It is'found in fhe'firét prﬁneiplé of the
values, namely, tnau the "Lower" is xndnpendent of the thigher!
"All grades of values, genuine in their own right; possess them
<peculi&r‘autonomyw which éan be diminished by no kind of de-
pendence upon anything above‘ The whole meaning of the realm

of values, 80 far as it is a world of ideal self-maintaining
entities, stands or falls with this foundation principle‘“l
Each value ha calls subsistent and absoelute geodness; But if
this is s0 then there can be no order ameng his valuess Order
is only possible in a-dépendent geries where such determinae
tions as "better“ or "worse" "more" or"less", "higher" or
"lower" can bc applied, but thele determinatiens cannot be
.‘affirmnd of Hartmann's valuess hey are all "best"‘ "mogt! or
"highest", for, when we define something as'subsistent g0o0d«
nees'a we mean that tha thing is independent of all other

Y &

_things,‘and it is independent because it possesaes the ‘whole

of goodness. This isg what Hartmann asserts abgut his values - .

o~

when he defines them as subsigtent goadnesss But in that case
there could be no difference between his values; and the manie
fold of va;pes must reduce to one, for.there is no perfection |
that the zzféﬁe hes and the other has mot; to differentiate them,
But thie is a manifest absurdity@ Common sense tells us that
justice is not the same as courage, nor 10ve the same as faith,
nor the value of a fruit the same as the, value of a stone; or

-theﬁvalue;of«a-flnwenuthe.game as the value of a ttree, From

P

1.E.Vol.11l.p.28.
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this we can draw certain conclusions., Since they are not the
same, they must be different, but not wholly different, other-
wise they could not all be called good or valuable, They are
different because some are 'more valuable', others are ‘less
valuable'y some are 'better', others are 'worse', some are
'higher', others are 'lower', Goodness allows of degrees, and

if we Inquire why it is that we call some things better than
others, the only reason can be that that which we call 'better'
must be closer to that which is 'best', while t“at which is i
'worse' 1s further away from the tbest', It is no answer to |
pay with Hartmamnm that the better ip the better because it is
the more complex, or embraces more elements, Or represents a
novelty, Although it may be that these are characteristics

of higher values, by themselves they cannot give the suffi-
cient reason for the height of a value, because we can still ‘
ask: why is it so?

Thus we arrive at the conclusion that values are i

not dn independent serles, as Hartmann asserts, because that i

e w -

is a contradiction in terms. The term 'series' implies depen-
dence, Furthermore, we have seen that the sufficient reason
for the scnle of values, or degrees of goodness, is that which
is best, or the supreme value, Values are ordered with refe-
rence to the supreme value, This is the only satisfactory an-
swer to the relativism from which Hartmann is so anxious to
escape, but from which he cannot,vbecause his values lack a
stable and immovable foundation. To order wvalues according to
human 'feelingt', is to order them according to a relative
principle and moving point,

We are now in a position to see why Hartmann
cannot make the scale of his values intelligible. He cannot
do this because he denies the necessity of a supreme good, Ore .

der implies dependence, and dependence implies a first ihde-

pendent member on which the whole series rest and which is the .
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sufficient reagon for the, existﬁnee of each dependent member,
In s0 far as Hartmann fails to appreeiate this, he fails to
lfind the sufficient reason far a scale of valees, |

o The denia] ‘of the necessity of a supreme good which
’is the sufficient reason for the order of values. has certain
implications in the sphere . of human acte. One of the charace
teristics of human acts i8 that they are orderly. We are not
the victims of desire like irrational animalsg By the fact
thatVWe'paasees reason we can order our desiresg~0rder, however:
is nbt merely ﬁoméﬁhing that can be produced by ue, it is one
‘of the primary conﬁitioné of human_life@.To be a man is to live
purposiveiy@ Human 1ife imposes on us the necesgsity of welghe-
ing conflicting desires in the light of 2 more ultimnte pur<
poses Bub if there is no sufficient reason why we sheuld cone
siéer éne»purpose mor@‘ultime,thén anothery then the order that
obtains among human acts must also be without a sufficient rea-
songrand therefore; unintelligible, The unintelligibility of
the order of values 1s therefore reflected in human actsy and
~we are compelled to say that the aet of 6rdéring our acts has
né sufficient reasons This amounts to a dénial of the princis
ple of finality aécording to which every agent acts in view of
an end which is the sufficient reason for theé aétiona‘and

since the principle of finality is one of the &spectstof the
pf&ﬁgiplé_of sufficient reason (iieg the principle of suffi-
cient.reason as applied to acts)y the denial of the former
reéults in the denial of the latter, But furthermore, this

_1a3£ denial élso results in the rejection of the principle of
»hcontragiction_which;states that being is not non-being, or

that & thing cannot both be and not be at the’séme time, For,
if an adtion exists without a sufficient reason, then that ace |
tion existe and soes not exist at the same time, It does tiot
exist because it lacks thaé without which it does not- exist,

Therefore we must conclude that Hartmann's re jection of. the
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supreme good not -o1ily makes- the brder'of valuesAinteiligibleg

but also destroys the order of acts; and w1th it the science

of et ics which we have defined ap the study of the order of .
) 7 ‘ |
human aets.

The reason why Hartmann aannot make the order of ‘hisg -

valués intelligible; d9es~n0t lie only in‘his rejection of the .
final‘éﬁds It can be‘soughtwmuch deepex in the mode of being
of his values whichy as he so unéritically points outy is une
inteiiigiblegRBut we ecannot rest satisfied with such an une
ériﬁibai approach and must inguire why the.modé of.beihg of his
. values is neﬁAinﬁelligibiea The reason must be pought in his
'%hecry'of knowledge, It is because Haftmann is mistaken about
he proper object of the human intellect that he cannot make |
hig vgluss’intelligibiég'The proper object of the hunan intels ’
lect'ié noty ag he thinké;fthe;piatonie ideasy but as we must
now - endeavour to prave, Being; In order to do this we. rnust ina
quire into the nature of- ?nGWIdegea ' Tt '

»»The‘first-pondition of knawleﬁge (and here we are in
| the fullest agreement Wiih,Hartmann,and Plato) is that it mast
bé‘knawledge of an objeet which is uniVersaiaand necessarye

The early Greek phllosophers thought that there was no such . -

1.1t may seem an urwarranted procedure to criticise Hartmann
for violating the principles of sufficlent reason and contra-::
diction without first proving their validity. However, if any
though is devoted to these principles; theiy {truth must be self-
evident i,e. they are truths which are evident to anybody who
understands the terms, They cannot be demonstrated because a
demonstration consists in convening subject and predicate by
means of 'a third terms But a third term is not possible here be-
ecause the predicate is ¢ontained in the subjects To call these
prineiples into doubt is absurd. For instance, if I doubted the
“truth of the principle that being is not non-being, then not
even the doubt would be certain, flor then the doubt would both
be and riot be a doubt, In other words, I would both be certain
and not certain of the truth of the principle of contradiction,
The same applies to the prineiple of sufficient reason,

2; 5ee BeV0lelapd303; Hortmann tries to bridge over the unine. .
telligivility of his values by his theory of the ought. But is
this ought any more intelligible than values? In so far as it
is separate from existence; it is not intelliglble, for the
mind oan only grasp what is, In fact; the ought only serves to
make clearer how uninteliigible values are. They cannot be coge
nised by thought because they contradict the first prineiple of
thought, the prineiple of contradietion. This principle, Hart-
mann maintaing, is only ontologically wvalid,; it does not apply
to his galues. But if that is so, then his values cannot be
cogniged, . :
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object in the world, Conceiviﬁg the world as p urely material,
and observing that all material things are subJecf to change;
they were of the opinion that we can have no true knowledge

of the nature of things, For that which is in a continual
state of flux, the mind cannot understand, because it changes
before the mind can grasp it.

Plato, on the other hand, wishing to save the certain-
ty of our knowledge, maintained that besidem the corporeal
world there is also a world of divine universal ideas by a
participation of which each individual sensible thing receives
its nature. Hence, he says, it is by a participation of the
idea of man, that a man is a man, & horée a horse,

Aristotle, however, showed that Plato was wrong, and
that his error sprinés from an uncriticai acceptance of the
Heraclitian conception of the nature of material being. Hera-
cleitos help that there is nothing necessafy and universal in
the.world. Rlato accepted this, and accordingly posited his
separate world of universal ideas. Both commit an error., It is
certainly true, Aristotle maintains, that the real, the concreta
course of things, allows of contingence and change, and thus
far Heracleitos is right. But to say that the world is wholly
transitéry, is to do away with 1t. Change without a subject of
change is meaningless, That would be.saying that change changes
which 1s absurd. Only gomething can change. It is therefore not
necessary to posit the éeparate world of platonic formsor ideas
For, underlying the flux of Heracleitos, there is something
which undergoes change. This something Aristotle called prime
matter. However, prime matter 'is' not something, strictly
speaking, It is one of the principles of material substance,
by itself it cannot exist. In mo far as it is informed by
form, the substance of which it forms one principle, comes to
be. Aristotle analysed all material beings into these two
ultimate elemepta. matter and form, Yatter 1s the purely poten-

tial element, form the actual element., Everyt:ing is intelli.
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‘gible in so far as it 1s in act, Therefore there exists in

evefything an intelligible element in virtue of which it possess
-e8 a specific nature or essence. This prineiple 1s not sepa-

rate from things as Plato held, It inheres in them as one of

the factors which congtitute their substaﬁcea Therefore, conclu-

dés}Aristotle, even if thg world is subject to becoming, it is
not who;ly tranaitorjy but contains in it, %ncarnmte. an endu-
'riﬁg element whiéh caﬁ be the jroper ébjeét of the human inteie
'lecta' |

| | Wot only is Plato’g idens unneceéSary;‘they cannot ex~-
plain to us the nature of things, for ldeas do not enter into

the substance of tﬁings. Forming by themselves a geparate set

of substances, they differ essentially from real things. There

fore, even if we admit that we have knowledge of these geparate
substances, we cammot for that veason claim to form a Judgement
conbexning gensible things. Aristotle argues further that if
we accept the ?1atenic ideas, we camot explain motion, for
since the ldeas are motionless, there cannot bé an archetype
of motion in the world of ideas, Therefore the whole study of
nature which consists of a knowledge of the causes of movement,
is annulled. | |

Why did Plato commit this error? He was quite right in

believing that we can only know what is unchangeable and uni-:

versal, But he strayed from the truth by thinking that the in-

'telligible object must exist in the knower in the same manner:

85 in the thing known. And having obeerved that the intelligi-.
ble object exists 1p the mind under conditions of universality,
immateriality and inmmobility; he colicludes that the things -
which we understand must have in themselves an existence under
the same conditions, But, says Aristotle, it is not fitting t'at
that which is known should be in the knower in the same manner

as in the thing known, for everything which is in any recipient

is in it according to the mode of that in which it is, Therefore-
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since the intellect is ah,immatefial and spiritual facultyﬁ.iﬁ
while the thing understood is a material objéct, the intellf-
gible object cannctvbe*in the intellect in the same mammeras
in the thing understood. | ,

It is in this fashion that Aristotle refutés Plato
and chows at the same time that there are embedded in the
world of changeenduring and intelligible realities, Theée ine
teiligible realities can beboth in the thing and in the mindy
because they can exist in two modes, TPhysically, individuated
in the singular thing, and psychically, intentionally,'univer~

palised 4n the mind. Universals, therefore, exist as such only

'in the mind., Outside the mind they are embodied in singular

particular things, Thus, for instance, human matwre is a uni-
versal, common to all rmen, but it exists as a universel only

in the mind, In each of us it exists as our own individual

. natures,

Thus we see that there is inkthe.worlé an object
necessary and universal, about which the mind can forﬁ true
propositions, truth consisting in conformity of the mind with
the thing. The second condition of knowledge is immateriality
and thic concerns not the object, but the subject of kﬁcwlédge;

The reason of this condition can be seen by comparing the matur

of & knower with that of a non-knower, The difference between

them lies in ¢his that the non~knower is limited to his own
form, while a knower, in addition to his own form, can aiso
regeive the forms of other things. But he rcceives these

forms as other, foreign ﬁf objective. xherefore a knower is
not limited to his own being like the non-knower, but he grows
as it were infinitely, because the same cbject which exists

outgide of him, begin to be in khim objectively and intentio-

“nallyg But, in order thus to receive the formsﬁcf‘thingsf the

knower must have & certain degree of immateriality. By this is
not meant independence of matter; but independence of potenw

tiality which restraing or 1mprisons things in the exclusive-
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‘ness. of their own beihg,‘The formal reason that makes a being
aiknowing being, therefore, is immaﬁeriality; There are de-
grees of immatgriality. Thug, for axample, sensitive knowledge
is the immaterial reveiving of concrete -corporedl forms i.e.
1imited corporeal forms which are concréte,and individual, The |
human intelleet also receives the forms of corporeal being,

- but it does not veceive them coneretely; individually, but
abstractly i,e, separated from those accidents which surround
.them»in an actually existing being, ?herefore, the human ine-
tellect knows them as universal and necessary. An intelligent
being therefore has a greater degree of independence from
potentiality, it has more actuality than an irrational being
receiving knowledge through the senses, The more immediate
cause of knowledge is the existence of the forms of things

in the knowery; not as informing his mtter; but informing his
form or intellect,

From these two conditions of knwﬁiedge it
follows (i) that the human intellect is an immaterial faculty
(2) and that its proper objsct is being., The first conclusion
follows because a faculty whose formal objeet is the essence
of corporeal being, must itself be immaterial. This conclusion
rests on ;he principle that the formal object élways specifies
the faculty, and sinee the formal ohject of the human intellet
-is the irmaterial egsences pf mterial being, therefore the
humén intellect must be an immaterial, incorporeal faculty,

With reference to the second conclusion; two
objects must be distingulshed. Phe first i{s the object which
thé'human intellect has in common with all other intellects,
namely Belng., This is called the common formal object, Butf;
specific kind of intellect, it has a specific kind of object,
nanwely the essence of material being abstraéted. This 48 the
proper formal object of the human intellect,

That the common formal object of the human in- |
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tellect is Being, follows, for as we have peen, it knows the

-essence .of corporeal thingse But a faculty which knows the
,éssence of corporezl thinge; has as its common formal object
‘Being, because Being is defined as'that which hag existence'.

‘But that which has existence is an essence, Being is thevefore

a quidity or essence considered in its most universal manner.
Therefore, the human intellect, in knowing the essences of
things, knows Beingq This does noty however, mean that the
intellect knows only Being in generals It means that whatever
the intellect knows, it knows under the formality of Beimgs
Hence, when it knows the cause of & thing, its purpose, origin,
properties and relations with other thingss in these different
ways it is apprehending the Being of a'thing.

. But the humen intellect is not a pure intellects Yan
is only partially an intellectual nature, “ence the proper
formal object of the intellect cannot be Being as such, it
must be that ecpecies of beings which is proportionate to its

powerss Now, the human intellect 4g an immaterial form in a

material being. Therefore its proper foermal object must be an

N

immaterial form in a material being, therefore the proper for=-
ml object of the human intellect is the essence of material
beings, not as it is singwlar and individualised in a particular
being; but universaliseds ebstracted from individuaslising
notes, dere again we must make a reservation. Vhat is meart is
not that the human intellect understands only corporeal being,
It means that the intellect knowe the essence of material beingl
primorily, per se and directly. It also knows other thingsy

but only indirectly by means of its pr?pervformal objeecty just

. as sighty; which has colour for its proper objectsy can percelive

quantity and extensiong not-primarilyfvbut mediately through
colour;vln»the same way the human intellect ean pereeive,beings
of ni higher-order than itself, but it perceives them in terms

of its proper object.
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Q Having thus proved ihat what we know 1s Being, we
see that everything whiéh‘is in sone way Qr other, can be
known, But Hartmann's values have no being, in spite of his
clatm to the pontrary;for(ﬁeing is defined as'that whose act
isiexietence'; But Hartmann's values c¢an never exist, neither
actually nor potentially. Therefore they have no being,ranq _—
consequently fhey are unintelligible, foi a thing is intelligi-
v_ble in so far as it has being. ?herefore; neither c¢an they he
the final cause of the goodness of human acts, for as we have
eeeq in part ome, the first\and most important preerequisite
for the human act is knowledge. But as Hartmann's values are
unintelligible, théy cannot be desired by the will, LTherefore,
they cannot be the final end of the human acty and the fimal
»causé of its goodness,

- Furthery; because Hartmann has migunderstood the
proper object of the human intellect, it is also imposaible
for him to prove the freedom of the will, Such a proof is
only possible on the tasim of a sound metaphysie where reason
attains its rightful ébjeet Being, This object the will nece~
ssarily desires under the aspect of the good. But while the
universal good naturall& impels our wills, man is free with
respect to everything miwm less than the universal, for any
finite thing that the intellect can present to it under the
aspect of goodnese, cannot satisfy the will whose measure is
the infinite. . .

Another result also follows from the same cause,
namely, that his account of the human act suffers a palpable
distortion and_is rendered unintelligiblé. Hartmann recognises
that the proper object of the will is the endy; but in order to
bridge over the gulf between the end, which is something real,
and the ideal value, he introduces his theofy of unintended
actualisation; namely, that the will only intends some particu=-
lar good which stands to values as means to end, while the

value follows on by itself, But this is unintelligible, for



67

nothing can be willed as means, except in view of some pre-

viously.wiiledvend¢ The proper oBject of intention, which is

the first act of the will, is not the means, but the end

_which. is t;e ralson ¢'etre- why the Wili chooses the means

proposed to it by reasoh If the end is taken awayy the suffi-*

clent reason for the means also dissappea*s. Hartmann basis =

this theory of his on his Qrigicism of XKanty and he is guite

right in so far as he seeg that men's fimsl end is not his

~own moral improvement. But there is nothing which preventis the

will from intending a final objective end, which is the suffi=
cient reason for the series of means;‘&f guch an objectivelend
can be found. In that case man would be intending his moral
goodnéss, not as suchy but in so far as it is in his power
to direct, or not to direét his will to hie final end which
constitutes the source éf moral goodnesss

Howevery a final @cnclusién'aisa followe from
Hartmonn's pogition, We have proved that his values render
the‘hﬁman act unintelligible and mkes scientific ethice im-
possibie, for in the last snalyeis we cannot, on his theory,

give intelligible reasons for our judgements atout good and

evil, Values, however, not only have this effect on human acts,

they also have a disruptive influence on the human personality

~ which ig the source of the human act. We can see this best .

by considering the problem how the intéiiéct comes to possess’
its objects Hartmanw, under Plato's influénce, posits the docw
trine of innate ideass But such & doctrine.destroys the of
human nature. For if tLe soul has innate ideas by which it
understands the platonie forms, and do not receive them through
the genses; it woulé not wveed a body to understand, and hence
no reason ¢an be assigned for the union of ﬁoay and sculy Human
nature which 1s one substance, consisting of twe substantial

prineiplésg body and soul, is divided by Hartmann's theory of

- values into two separate substances, an immaterial soul accie
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dent@;;yunitgd to a'hady@ Hence Hartmannfs,platénism, in the

- £ield éf_the,human_peréQnality; lqnas him up in a dualism

as wmitigated as that of Descartes or Kant, |
f.‘F?Qm the unintelligibility into which this philosow

,wphy,piungas ﬁg; wevcénJﬂnly'egaape by firstly recognising that

_ being is the proper object of the intellect, and secondly by

.gliving a trus\aeéouﬁt of the role that the sense play in the

e

process of .cognition, How large that part isy can be seen from

the fact that if they are abscents the intelleet cannot know.
That does noty however, mean that the intellect is wholly

dependent on the sense®. But in its ppoper function, namely

intellectiony it is independent of the bodily sensess S5t Thomas,

following Aristotle; places the whole process in perspective
by saylng that 'kncwiedge heging in the senses and is perfec~
ted in the intellects ! The sense present its object to the
intellect; but the intellect; by its own energies absiracts
semething already contained in the sensible representation,
but hidden; which the image by itself could never reveal, This
abtractive faculty is ¢alled the active intellect, and that
which 1t abstracts i the form or intelligible likeness of the
~ objecty and this is called the impneaged'speciea'by which the

possible intellect (the intellect pvoperly speaking) is deters

mined to0 understand by making it preduce an expressed species
in which the object is apprehended as universalsy

- This theory of the origin-of our ideas; unlike
Hartmann's innate ideas, give a gufficient reason for the
union of body and soul, for ldeas cannot be formed except by
means of sensations and images, which in turn necessarily pres
- suppose bodily organs. Human nature, on thisg theory, therefore,
@an,be 8 uﬁity; a composite of two substantialfprincipleSg
each 1n¢bmp1ete and‘compiéﬁenting ﬁhe:other and forming toge«
ther a single substance, This is the first step to the makiﬁéﬂ

of human acts possibley for a nature at war with itself cannot

act in an integrated fashion,
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We must conclude that_Hantmann‘has not given a satisfactory
answer teo the question: .In what does human goodnese coneist?
Weverthelessy from this critigue of,his.WQrk,,a very impore
tant principle emerges on. which the‘answar‘to that question -
must‘bé‘baﬁéd. That prineciple isvthaﬁ being and walue are
inseparadbly and‘indivisibly one.lHartmann'hgs saﬁarated them
at the cost of intelligihility. To separate value from being
is to render it unintelligibie, fory bgiﬁg is the principle
of.intelligibility;

‘ ' Value is nothing else than being considered under .

a different formality, as that which satisfles a desire or

appctitef Hence Aristotle defined goodness as that which all
thingszdesire_ But only something (l.e.an actually existing
thing) canvaatisfy‘a desire, If I desire money, for instancc,
x.dent desire it in iden; but in actavliity, In so far as any-

thing ie actunl, it can satisfy 2 desives; and hence, in 8o

'far as a thing is, it is good, To separate a thing from its

goodnessy as Hartmann does; is to geparate it from its being,
which le absurd, A thing canwnot be epart from its being, Good-
ness, therefore, is essentially & characteristic of realitye.
Everything which isy edther actualiy'or potentialiyx is good.

Being, therefore, is a super-excellent perfections In itself

it implies no imperfec¢tion, The reason why there are limited

perfections is'fhat‘there,are 1imited beings., But if there - -

were a being who is being unrestricted and unlimited; 8 being
whose VEiy essence it is to exist, that being would be infini.’
tely perfect and infinitely good, |
~ This kin@ of goodness which ie anonomous'with

being;'is called metaphysical or ontological goodﬁeas, There
iz algo two further divisions of goodness, physical goodness
and m ral goodness,

Fhysical goodness is the goodnéss of a being that
has evef&thing which maturally belongs to it, For example, a
horse may have good sight or good hearing, dbut unless he has
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everything which naturally belongs to a horse, he is not a
good horse,

But there are also some belngs, who in addition to
those things vhich naturally belong to them, also have cer-l
tain capacities or potentialities to be what they are not yet.
Yoral goodness is the goodness of such a being who has the
power; by the acts controllied by his rational free-will, to
obtain that which constitutes the eatisfaction of these capa=~
cigles, That is the question which we must investigate 1in the
last section, That object constitutes the satisfaction, and
heﬂce the goodness, of that being who, in addition to hie naw
tural appetites, also have higher desires, the desires of the
intellect and the will. To this question Hartmann cannot give

a satisfactory answer because of his ethieal atheism,



Part 111,

‘The Sufficient Reason of Human Actss

S¢ far this critique has been concerned only with
pointing out & certain,ultimaﬁe‘uninteiligihility that lurks
in the thought of Wicolai Hertmann, That does not mean, how-
ever, that his work has no value. Indeed, there are many lessons
tc’Be iearnt from Hartmnn, Compared with certain 6ﬁher phie
logophies his work ranks relatively high. Far is he removed,
for instance, from the hedenism of chbeé‘w?g endeavoured to
deduce moralityffrcm.man’ﬂ 1egest appetitey or from Hume ‘s
empiricist &ﬁtempﬁ_ta found morality on statistical 1gws of
behaviowe. Hartmann's philosophy is buii§ on the firm convice
‘tion that no hedonisn and no empiriciém can'giye o satisfactory®
explanation of moralliy, ?ﬁrthér, he haé recognised the far
higher and nobler degires of the intelleei and the will, which
5" to nis credit, in spite of his failure to single out and
make known to us that object which constitutes their satisface-
tion, Furthermore, Hortmann compares favourab1y even~with hig
master Kent. In so far ag he endeavours to found his values
objectively, his philosophy bears witness to the profound
truth that hwmn reason cannct be the sufficient reason for
the categorical imperative. Howewver, as we have geen, in that-
very objectivity lies embedded the seeds Qf another diserepane
8ye for objectiwity without reality is meaningless,

A just estimation of Hertmannis wofk rmust also take
intc account his compelling arguments for the freecdom of the
will which only lack the conclusive force of o demonstration
- due %0 a certain weakness in the metaphysical sﬁbétructure.
Furthefg there are 2lso many true judgements embedded in his
work, for instance his often repeated'dictum that the will

can only desire what is vaiuable, ory that what is good'fer
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us is not subject to our passing whims, but is unchangeable
1ike the fundamental requirements of our natures which it sa~
tisfies. But Hartmann doee not succeed in giving the sufficieht
reason for these truths.

These are only a few of the many points in Harte
mann's favour. However, we cammot enlarge on them here, for
the problem offl which Hartmann has failed, still awaits a solu-
tion, The question is whether there is a supreme good which
‘rendere the human act itgelf, and our ethical judgements con-
cerning its good and evil, intelligible,

Although this critique has brought us to a negative
conciﬁsion so0 far, neverthelees,; certain resulte have emerged
which enable us to formulate positively the conditions which
the supreme good must satisfy, In the first place, it must
actually be (not ideally like Hartmamn's values), for only
that which is actually can be the sufficient reason for the
actual human act. Seéondiy; it must be'intelligible per ses To
satisfy this condition, it must not only be, bit be in such a
mamer that it is the cause of its own beirg, for that which
refers beyond itself for its cause, must also refer beyond ite
gelf for ite intelligibility (i.e. for its reason of being).
The gufficient reason for the goodness of human acts must also
be the sufficient reason of its own being. In other words, it
must not only actually be, it must be & se. |

In order to discover, therefore, the sufficient
reagon for the human act, we must prove the existence of a
being a gg,iSﬁchﬁadbéing}(if it exists) will be thé final ex~
planation of the hﬁman‘act, and will be the final'éause of its
goodness, for as we have seen, being and éoodness are con-
vertible terms, and a thing is intelligible in so far as it
has being. Therefore, if we can prove the existence of a being
who 18 not in some mode or other, but whe is being unlimited,
that beihg will also be uniimited intelligibility and unlimited
goodness, and we will have found the intelligible cause of #he
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of the goodness of hunan act se _
That God, who is Being a se existe, can be proved

by the natural reason alone through the argument by analogys

In general outline this argumenx consists in proving God's

existence from the existence of his creations By considering e

" the nature of created things, we see that aithough they ar’e‘,'

they are not ‘their own reason of being, and to explain their
actual existence there must be an actual being who is the rea-

son of his own being. Névertheless. although God's existence

ean be proved out of the mouth of his creation, we cannot by

such means gain a knowledge of the es-ence of God. That could
only be known in itself, not by means of its effectsa The ana-

logical érgummntg‘theréfore, has its limitationa, But that is

no reason for discardihg its Although it is an imperfect know-

ledge;‘it is nevérthelesg;genuine and true,s In fact, analogical
knowledge is knawledgg proper ﬁp the statuaséf the human intel-

lect which, as we héve seen, attains primarily to the egsence

of sensible being because it_is an exbodied intellect. Whate

ever exceéds its ngture, 1£ knows through this object, imper-
fectly,“bﬁt genuinely; To take an example, a weak eye, although
it does not sée'ite objéct with the same richness of detail as
a normal éye, or an eye iodking through é lense, nevertheless
b= perceives truly 1n 50 far as 1t perceiveé. The human intel=

Ileet, in so far as it is an intellecty c¢an attaim to the il

~
cause of all being, although it cannot exhaust the nature of R

that cause.'
| The doctrine of analogy is the only means by which

we c¢an steer a safe middle course between the two extremes

'répresented on the one hand by Hartmann, and on the other Yy

the'pantheists. Hartmann, in order to keep his values pure;

: B . ' heiy
places them so far distant from reality, that*a%i connectiong
with the veal is

be%ween—%heﬁ-&fe brokcn. The panth?ists, on tho other- hand,

place the world 8o near to Gody, that the two merge into onea
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The dostrine of analogy, however, makes possible a transeene~

dent orq#tor distinet from the world, but 'ie is not, like Harte
mann's values, 80O far remote as to make all knowledge of Him
1mpoeaib1e. Every effect bears some likeness to its cuuse,'and
analogical knowledge of the Cause consists in tracinz out this
likeness,

Before we can prove God's existence. we must first
exnlain what the term analogy means, When, for example, ie \
consider the nature of ereated things, we can at least draw
one”conelusion, mmely that they exist, Ve also see that their
existence is of such a kind tlat they can come into being and
can also lose their being, They have certain powers of causing
other beings to come into Being. they are called efficient
causes, They also have certain perfections, We call them true,
good or beautiful.'But in what senses e¢an this knowledge help
us? 6an we apply it immediately to God? Do we affirm God's
existensce in the same sens as we affirm the existence of
oreated beings? D6 we mean that God ie a cause in the same
sense as, for 1natanbe. a carpenter is a cause of a table? Do
we mean that God hae perfections in the same sense as creaturesd
And if we answer in the negative, must we.thereby understand
that the reason why we apply terms like "existence”, "cause?
or "perfection" both to God and to creatures, is wholly diffe-
rent, and that it is only by ochance that we eall both God and |
ocreatures “causes", beings that exist or beings which have per=~
fectiona? The answer lies in the doctrine of analogy,

Aristotle defined analogy as that by which diffe-
reﬁt things are called by the same name because, although they

are simply di“ferent, they are relatively the sarme, Analogous

things are equivocals not by chance, but by plan, or similars i

according to proportion, There are two kinds of analogy. The {
|
|

one is anmalogy of‘attribution or proportion, the other analogy

of prpportionality. According to the first, the analogous gle= |
' \
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ment is an external sttribution of all except oks, which is . .
the prinsipal analogate. Thus, for instanse, colowr, alr, medi
oine, food or animl are called hsalthy by the analogy of ..
attribution or proportion, because the analogous element healt-
is extrinsic to all except the animal, in which it is intrinsi
Nevertheless the others are called healthy because of a cerw
tain proportion which they have to thes health of an animal,
This is not the kind of analogy which we can affirm of God,
because if we did, we would mean, when for instance we say
that God is good, that goodness is not intrinsioc to God, dbut
that relative to creatures He is good as the cause of their
goodness,

Analogy of proportionality derives, not from the pro-
portion of one or more things to a prineipal, but from a si-
militude of proportions which obtains between things., The ana-
logous element is intrinsically in each of the analogates, In
each, however, it is different, dbut proportionally it is the
sane in all, Analogy of proportionality is divided into meta-

physiocal and proper analogy. Thus according to analogy of
metavhysical proportionality we call the lion the king of

beasts, because as a king is above his subjects mo the lion
is abbve the animals, although properly speaking, kingshlp
belongs only to men., The absolute perfections of God are not
predlioated mevtaphorically. But perfections which formally
contain an imperfection are predicated of Him metaphorically,
such as, for example, that He is angry, which means thatHe .
has the virtue or the power of acting like an angry many when
He punishes,

Analogy of proper proportionality is found when the
common element is present properly in the diverse analogates,
though 4t may be found in a more perfect mode in the principal
amalogate. Thus, for example, being is predicated both of

substance and accident because substance stands to its being
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as aocident stands to its being. Ana.logy of proper proportio-

_nality can again be sub-divided according as there is or is

not a determinate distance between the analogates, Analogy
of proper proportionality with determinate distance exists
along with analogy of attribution, .Thua, for example, we can
say thgt a rabbit is healthy, mea.ning that it is good to eat,
but a rabbit can also be intrinsieally healthy, so that a rabe
bit stands to its health as a man stands to his health, This
is the kind of analogy existing between oreated substance and
accidents, for created substance is to ite being as accident
is to 1ts being. But this kind of analogy can also not be
used to predicate something of God and creatures for then
creatures would stand in the same rela.tion to their being as
God stands to His, and th?y would be of ths same order as
God; God's being and perfections would be measured by theirs,
There is, however, also analogy of proper proportiona-
11ty without determinate distance. Thus, for example, sensa-
tion and intellection are both entitled in a proportionate
sense to be called knowledge; for sensation is to the sensi-
ble object what intellection is to the intelligible object.
It is by means of this ultimate kind of analogy, i.e, analogy
of proper proportionality without determinate distange that
we can predicate 60mmon terms such as being, unity, truth, .
goodness, beauty, intellect, will, cause, end, ete,, both of
God and oreatures, They are all analogical predieations |
thr ough which we can express truths intrinsic both to God and
to creatures because in their formal concept these nptions
imply no imperfections, i.e. although they are found in limi-
ted modes, there is nothing to prevent them from existing in

1
an unlimited mode, We must prove this first of the absolutely

L

All the errors of agnosticism spring fram the redustion of
analogical notions to univocals, and hence a denial that they
transcend the genera and spacies, Kant for instance denied a
knowledge of God., The notion of caksality, for example, he

=



primry notions of our intellect such as. being, unity, truth’
and goodness. o |

If we consider the notion of being, we find that we

.preéicate it of different kinds of entities. Being can, for
instance, be predicated by mnalogy of proper proportionality
determinate
without,distance to a stone, a plant, an animal or a man,
though the concept being does not aduit of any of the limitaf
tions and imperfections easentially inherent in the objects *
of which it is predicated, because it abstracts from all mat-'
ter and from every limit of genus and species, being beyond
a;ll'generu., and seperate from every finite mode, Hence there
i8 no reason why this notion should not be predicated of a
most perfect being by analogy of proper proportionality with-
out determinate distance, Thus, if we examine the nature of
finite beings and find that they are of such & kind that they™
require a first cause (as we must still prove), then when we
affirm the existence of God, we mean 1t in an analogical sense
without determinate distance., Thus there is no reason why we
should not affirm that as a finite substance stands to its
being, as Being by iteelf, so a most perfect 'being stands to
its own being as to be called being & se.

The same holds good for the other transcendentals, as*
they are called, We have already seen in our oritique of
Hartmmnn that being and goodness are ones, Goodness is being -
taken under the formality of desirability, Goodness fkerefore
is also an analogical notion, Although found in imperfect
modes, it involves no imperfections in its proper formality
because 1t abeptracts from the imperfect modes, Thus when we
speak of a good frult, a good horse or a good man, we apply
the common term analegically. Fruit is good for eating, a
said, cannot be applied to God for the notion in iteelf implidl
limitation and to apply it to God is to limit Gods According ta
him the principle of causality states that every cause must
have a cause, To say, therefore, that God is a cause wouldbdlt-

imply that God is in His turn caused. This difficulty, howeve:-
arises from making causality a univocal, But this 1s not necess
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' 'horse is gaod fm- a jwrney; a virt‘uous zm ﬁ.‘s g@ad becausé he
daea gooﬂ and dmws Dtherﬁ to daing gwda But gaodneea, just
uke. beings transcends the imperfections of these limited ' -
' ‘modews Therefore there is Wo reason why wé shéuld not way that
God 48 good (1f we can prove that He exists) for in itgelf | o
- there is no imperfection in the notion of goodness which ;pre-«
vente 1t from expressing goodness in au, drfinite modes

" The same holds ‘gt,n.o&-f_-af unity and t¥uthy for unity is
- the undividedness of beingj truth is the conformity of being

. with the intellesty ory conversely, the. conformity of the inte:

~ lect with the being that measures its The first is called ’
ontolozicul truth for creuted thinge are.in so far as they ave
~dn conformity with the éxmemplary fdens iy the divine mind, The
~ second ‘g called iegi'éé.i truth because it exists in the human
mind when'it is in conformity with the beﬁngs outside it,
| ‘Therefore "we camnot seesouffirm that thess primary -
" notiong are ingufficient in themselves to enable us to mequire
somé positive knowledge of Gody if He exlats, But it is only
in b negative and relutive way that the divine mode of beingy

o of unity, truth and‘-gbodn*e?gs is. -knm by usy and he‘mel we.

- . ‘spaak of such goodness as non«finite or supreme, "

. Wuat has been $8id of the transcenﬁentala, befug;« ‘unity
truth and goodness, must aliso be affirmed of the notions of :
effiolent cause, ondy intellect and wills The notions of effi-
‘tlent and final cause involve no imperféctions and are anse
logical, They are related to being, for they constitute the
sufficient extrinsie reasons why & thing is not self-existents

- gaPy. Cohusality meang nothing else than the bringing of snother

‘be‘ ng into being, abd in itself this implies no imperfection.

e -we ean affirn this perfection of God; but we deny its
1im1té& mode of existense to God, Henee when we say thi God is,

& causs; we must add that He is an uncaused cause, Or, when we'
 say that God existe, we do not mean that He hag existence like

. gwatwe@. but that He ig exiaten&e; subsisting being,

Garfigou-mgrangez "G6d, His Existence and His NatureY
'vol. 1 DDe 218~21§."
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_ Naws $0 cause OF pmduce being implieﬂ no imperfectian Wha.t-

1  'ever, fer it meane nothing more t‘han the realisation of some-:

S thimgs f course@ ch cannot be the fcrml principie cf a

:,‘beizxg whieh conta,ins ir@erf‘ectima or limitatiang aueh as
heat oy Mghtw Nevertheless an agent as agengt involvea -na L
-‘xlimitations. There is nothing in the production of being op=
‘posed o the nature of an infinite 'beingg and if this: 16 )
true of being as efficient causey it is also true of being .
~as the final cause, betause as final cause it 1s the ‘ult_im@é-
. souree of the real order which we perceive in thingss

C 7 As for the riptiong of intellect and willy they are al-

' 8o analogical notionss For the intelligence is immediately

- Pelated to being which is its formal cbjecty and likewise
the will is immediately related to goodness which is its
formal objects ‘Therefore the intellect and will do not bes -
 Lomg o any genuss. but are transcendental, like bé.i_ng and good
noess. It is true that. i;fx‘i;.gti;s; intellect and _wi-ii are called ..
. poweds or potencies capable of meting and distinct from thelr
numsyous aets; but this is merely the finite mode of the in-
. tellegtual 1ife which, because it is an ;abisqiw_;e.éna analos
glesl. perfectiony i susceptible of a higher mode. Thusy for
Anstance; in us wisdom is a ha.bitg but formelly, or as it is
~in.itselfy it cbstracts from that mode and denctes simply
tinowledge throush first couses's and .«;m;»s,;mmg no ime
- perfection whatevery guch as ﬁm,imperrae;ti\ou of digeursive~
.negs, Thus 1% is not impossible to a»dmit an infinite and eter
nal wisdomy intellesct; will, 1we. justice, merey annlogicale
. 13+ From this we must conclude that if God exists, then ana=
logionity knowledge is ‘possible. of Him,- . .
-We must now proceed to prove God's existences This

must be a proof & posteriori by a @énsi&eratim of thé natures
of things to determine whethey the existence of the uhlverse

demands 'thé existence of & first causej; that the movement
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. 'wnich 1s in the aniveraé derands & mover who does not need to
be moved himselfs that efficient causes demand & -cause, which
- ip uncaused; that contingent beings demand o cause hegessary
in iteelf; that composite and imperfect beimngs demand an abs .
. polutely simpke and perfect cause; and that, :fimlly;f ‘the' order
~in the univerce necessarily presupposes an -i;tr‘tze‘imgeﬁtgaesigﬁw
nevrs Therefore o first causs must existy and all the sbsolute
perfections which are found in the .world in. a limited degree,
must be dn Him linrén Anfinite and éuperr—'emﬁx;’e*nt modey on the
grounds. that a cause 2lways produces its owm likeness for it
cannot give what it has nét gotse 1 . |
The five classical proofs for God's existence esch
. Btarts from s different aspect of created belng. The first =
proof considers dréated being as subject to change, the second
| ag causdy the third as é@titi;ngﬁ'nt;,; ‘the fourth as composite and
. imperfects the fifth as forming a pattern directed to ‘some endy
They &re all important for from each pome of the divine attrie
butes are dedused, Thusy from the first i+, :f@ilowg that Ged iw
pure acty from the second that he is belng a sey from the thira
that He: .is'z':eeeseary ‘b@-ﬁ.ma‘ from the fourth that He is soves .
reign goodness and from the £fifth that He . is: the supreme intel
+ ligence, They are thercfore all important for a development '
of the:dzﬁ.ﬁine attributes, but we are mostly interested in.the
fourth and fifth proofs by which it is proveds; not only that
God exists, but sleo that He is the supreme good and supreme
 intelligence, The first three we shall only deal with ghorily.
~ .. The first proof starts from the observable fect that
there L8 movement in the worlde By thils is not only meant phye
sical movement; but aleo movement of the intellect and the
will, in fact it considers all change and Tbejeo'minfgg movement
" in the widest possible ;éenfse. The -xsréef from movement rests ons
tws pringiples, (1) that whatever is in ‘m:éﬁi,m is set in motiom
by another, (2) that iu & series of essentially subordinate
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. movers no infinite vegress is possibles Thé first prinoiple 15
v explatned by the Aristotelian doctrine’ bfi ot and potency,

" Nothing moves unless ilt." ig in potency with' regard té“ﬁha’tl. tom

. wards which 1t moves: Yot anything moves in mb far as it is in
act; for to move is nothing other than to %ri'ﬁlg'samthing out
of potency into sty But nothing can be brought from pb?é'ncy_ :
to act; except by the agency of something x\_fhﬁ.&h is in scty Vet
it is not possible for the same thing to be at onee both in
act and in potency with Fespect to the same thing, dbut o’ﬁi‘y‘" wit
respest t6 diff‘e’m\}at thirgls Thus what is hot in aet cannot at

- the same time be hot inm potencyy but is'at the same time isatéﬁ;
t1ally cold. It is therefore impossible that in respect of the
‘eame- thing, and in the same manner, anything Should be Loth
mover and moved, or that 1t should mové itself, Hence, everys

- thing which is movedy must*bs moved by something elsss But this
cannot progeed to infinity; for then thers woigi;i be no first
movet, ‘and conssquently né other mwer'g since second moévers do -

. not md?es"‘uﬁie*ss,ﬁiwé@’ by a first ‘movery’ just as a éti@k does

not move unless moved by.dhmnd " ii‘fﬁzéﬂwer@f@fe netessary to
arvive at a firpt mover vmiﬁh is moved by nsneri and this first
mover 16 called God Tuerefore God exbsts,

The ceeond. proof of the e:tistence of God 1s drawn from
fthe conception of efficient cause. It starts from the o‘bserva-
ble Pavt that there are efficlent causes in the world; for m-—»‘
stance, o man makes o tableép o bird mikes a nest, water makes a
Fchannelshéﬁ. the othey hand %o éfﬁ@iem 'eﬁu‘sé can be found
. which oauées. itpélfy The cause being necessarily anterior to
the -effeét@» & being to: be it om efficient. ‘cause, would have to
he anterior to ‘1tae’.1f, which ia impossibis. Therefore every efa
.ﬁci@nt cause fs & oaused. cauam But in a pubordihate "éeriea of
efficient eauses an irfinite regress 16 not possible, for then

e
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the chuse of the first would ﬁtiiﬂ.!ﬁa?@_% be discovereds - - -
- 'Therefdirey in order tp exmplain these things, W}z&eh are, causeds

. we tust go back Yo o first efficient sﬁanﬁjé‘ who - is not hi;nse;i.t

- cauged, ‘& first cause;who'is the canse of everything else angl-!
- who 48 himeelf not sauseds This is Cody therefore God existo.
oo The thisd prwf,ié:%aséd: on the gonception of contingen-
¢y avd necesemity. Like the others it slgo starts from the
" observable fact that there are contingent belngs in the world,
viich cén both: be and not bes since they are found to bs gone-
rated and can copwrupt. Bltt it is impossible for these always
to exisly for that whiech is possible not to be at pome time
i noty Thereforey if everything is possible not to 'ba@, thén
&t ome time there could have been nothing in existences Nows
4f this were trues ,-eire;fn now there would be nothing in exic-
tente hecause that which does not exist \oniy;begins to exist
by something alrsady existings Thereforey if at vome time
“nothing waps in extistence it would heve besn impossidle for
anything to kmve begun »*%m ‘existy and thus even now nothing
‘would be in existence « which is absurds ‘Therefore; not all S
' beings are merely possible but there must exlet samething the
ektistence of which is necessary. But every necessary thing
| either hap its necessmity taused by something else; or not.
Yow, it fa impossible to go on to {ofinity in necessary - -
‘things which have their vecessity erused by a.nat’her@f‘ as has
| ‘éeera siready proved in regard to efficient causems Therefore
‘we arg driven to poptulate the existence of soms being hme
- wing of 1teelf lts own necessity and not réceiving it from
another; but vather causing in others their nscessitys Ang

- this n‘_éé*exase:ry belng. is ¢oliled Gods Therefore God exibtss

sﬂm‘ I; QeBsy Al e
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‘Thus far we have @?bﬂédjﬁhe’eﬂﬂﬁténé@‘yf an,gamgkgd‘gwéa.“
'veﬁg'ém=ﬁnéaused eauﬁég-ﬁxneééﬁséryhbeing“wha is so”ﬁeé@ééaﬁy*;
that ke cannot mot be. ALl these arc called Gods The fourth.
'proéfuafgués“fram the degree of being or peffeetionxinfﬁhe _
- world to the existence. of an absolutely perfect being in whom |
g found in an infinite degree all thexabgoiﬁme‘peffec%iona |
- which we only know in thely limited mode. We have already cone
. Bidered thesevabsoiute.ﬁranscendentélAperfecﬁiona;'suﬁhag

- being, unity, truth and goodnocss. Now, startipg from the dee ;
. greey of each of thess perfections in the worldy the fourﬁh

- proof argues to the existence of an all-perfect beinge This
is the wost luportant proof for owr purposess for it proves
‘the existence of God as the cause of all the perfections in
the worlds Hence every perfection, such as goodnessy truth,
intelligences mugt be in Him, | )

The fourth proof starts from the observable fact that
Yamong belngs there are seome more and some less goody true
noble and the Iikegﬂ;fh@ge'are all absolute perfectionss But
-Boue @affééti@ne-ame‘mixnﬂ,?i,eg,perfectigmg,ﬁhich ¢¢ntain ime'
. perfections in %heira&éf&nitién,.and,thereforeg although they ;
- are a perfection inm mome belngs, in others they are not, Such

are perfections like laughter; angers smallnsss or greatness; f

- -ete, ‘The transcendentals also aduit of degrees, as we have -

 teens It 18 on %heﬁé‘thatuthe;gracf-depend$u,HEre,wg~wi1ilone
-1y summarise our earlier conclusions, nawely that there ere.

gdegrées of being in the world, Likewlise there are degrees of

- goodriess &nd degrees of truthy -

. Further, we have also seen that unity, truth and gool--
;néﬁs:afe=%aa transcendentsl properticsn  of beings They are
found in all beings; .but in none ex¢lusively. In so far as a

. thing is, 1t is goods But in so far as a thing is, it is also

1. | -
8. THe X6 Q2o phe e .
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onie and true. Being, unity, truth and goodness are e@nVErtible

’.(.f::‘. tez‘ma. o L_ ” y v.. . ‘ ; .(; ’..‘ '- oy " ‘ . fon P ‘51

. Brom thes& two prinelnles {the preof Proceedss If %here

'"a?szﬁings;Which ares -ave tyue and aTG*QOD@\An.varyihgadegrees

then7thﬁ?é.must be ‘one - supreme beilng of whom we can saygiﬁoﬁf.
@niy‘ﬁhaﬁ_ﬂe is§<ip»truéwﬁnd,good§<but»thatfﬁe is Beingﬂitseif

Truth itself and Geeodness itselfy and this.is Gods This proof

'regtsnonsthe\fallﬁwing,@ﬁineipleasT"When;a‘geffbéﬁibﬁs the ¢on

cept of which does not imply any imperfection; is found in wa~

' ryingwdegrees-in'éif?emeﬁt‘beingag,nane of ‘those whidhlpoéseSQ

it imperfecily containg o s@fficlent exmiaﬁation foﬁiiﬁ and

hence its cause must be sought . in & being of a higher ordcrg

which is this very perfectﬁcug“ stsThomas Aquinas for“”7*teaf

.- this principle asuiollawgt *More and less are predicatédwafﬂ

different things, according as ﬁhey\resemble;in'diffefeh% WEY S
aom@ﬁhing:m%ichaiS'thenmuﬁimnm@“?In ﬁhis form we. can retognise
% as the principle on which we ased our critigue of Hartmann
conception of the order.of yaluess The main argument was that
wherever. there ie "Llowep? and "higher: %5 the presence of the
thighest" is presupposedy which is the s@ffieient reason for
the  gradation,

.‘Tﬁia prineciple which congtitutes the major of the- proof

- must in ite turn be proved by two othey principleso

(L}If the same perfection is found: in various beingss it ia '
impossible thet esch should possess it 1n_itHVOanrighmg‘it'

Goes not pomsess {t in 1ts own right, ises exclusivelyy becaus

. other beings have the asane perfections

(2) If o perfection the concept of which implies no imperfeﬁﬁ

~tion, is found in m being in en imperfeet statey lced g ied

‘with imperfections; this being does not posssss this perfection

in its cwngrightg but has it from anether‘whieh-poseeseeé~it
in ite ovm right, I other words; the being, goodness o¥ truth
of things ¢an be explained only by that which ig beingy truth

and goodness, For example, all things are beinge but some are
i.Garrigou-Iagrage; D308, 2e S.TH.I.ng. 5. _



' more 50 then others, To say that some 'th'ﬁn@éfhziw-mdfé being
than swothers, is to say hl'at 5 ome bein,e S7¢ more perfect
for a perfect thing is something vhich is uhoroughly or wall

then others,or geme beducs are movs iLopa

made, Now, to say imperfection, is the saie as asa.ying_-gompms
gition of a perfection with that whiech limits 4t. That which
1inmits a ‘?’being is potency: There are vurious’ degreed of being
‘Because every degree is more or less limited by the essence

- into which the existence is recelved, since essence denotes
a capacity for receiving existence, It is in poteney to exige
tence; existence does not belong to it by definitions A being
- iB more pérfect in so far as its essence is less su‘bﬁéaﬁt to
restrictions and cdn participate in the act of existence to
a' greater degree, Every being, thercforey is n comp_oi"tiwén..
of a perfecting element (existence) and & limiting elmnﬁ ‘
(esserice)s But every compowite beimy consisting of these. two
elenents demands o eause for it cannot reduce itself from. pom-

tency to acts In the final smalysis this composite ‘beingy cone

- pisting of essence and existence; presupposes z cause in

whieh there is absolutely nothing of ‘couposition, which ig
‘not a combination of act and potez'xev;f:é ‘cause whieh i-scpizr"e
actuality, whcse very essence iz to exist,. vho possesmes o
‘eﬁszence by its own righi as that vwhich Belonge to its nas
»ture—, pure subsistent beirg g ge and consequently infinite
| perfection, | |

In the Bame wey from the degrees of geodness we nust
u.‘ltimtely arrive at & ppprene goods All good things which
are not goodness itself are good bhecause they have that form
or perfection which is gocdness, But they hatve only 1ird te_d
‘goodnesss limited or imperfect goed‘néss} hovever, NAE 8 meK«
‘ning only dn terms of wiimited goodness, The 1imited 155.‘{1& |
in@empﬁeté gaadnééfs' could never be good in any way unless it

recelved its goodress from a bYeinz who is goodness itseif, If
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. theré is no unlimited goodnessy 1t is imposeible to hmve ' -
L iﬁmfteﬂ‘g@odﬂess; Therefore; if there are,good-thingﬁ;whése-~

”-"gaodneSB ig Iimi edy thelisy dcuual eﬁistence’presuppaséa thex

actunl existence ef-uniimiped goﬁdness¢:Therefore there must!.
be &an actmally'exﬁsting uﬁlimiteﬁ goodnees which is goﬁdnes%»~
inelteelf or absolute goodneses 4 N
‘The same argument holds for truth, Since there are mos
tually existing degrees of truthy there must be an actunlly
existing supremé'%ruthh’ e '
‘We have now established that there is o bupreme bedng -
'8 g8, complete goodhess and écmplete ﬁruthg But this being
8 ge who 15 f£ill velrg must be complete goodness and complate
truth beeause in 86 fur &8 o thing isy it is good and trues
So the infinite beins wii% is infinite truth and infinite
geodnesss Furthermoreé, all the other transcendental perfecs
 tiong can be affirmed of Being a sey such as unity, beaulys
. intellecty; will ;ggfheir propertiesy wisdom, justice and mers
¢y, But when we say that thege perfections nre in God, we_ao
not mean that they are seperate from God's beinge They have
- an ultimate unity in Gotl's being from which they are'nbtvdifhf
‘ferent, They are only dis%inot~raﬁbnaiiyr%ecause of thg 18-
- mitation of our minds which cannet cenceive in ene'eeﬁeept;f:
 the infinite allsperfect being. We can enhceive.ﬁﬁd‘a‘ﬁerfee—
tion cnly by enumerating one aftey another all the perfecs.
tiong which we know that He_posseswess.ﬁuﬁ»we muat addsthat
though we, through ‘cur imperfection can ¢onceive these per-
fections cnly singlyy y&t:ih reality they are all c¢ne and the
same slmple uricomposed divine belnge |
 The fifth proof for Ged's existence we can only give
in briefs It proves the existence of God as the supreme in-
teliect from the order of the world. We perceive that things
which lack inteiligencei such ae natuwral bodies, aet f@r an

ends; and this is evident frem their acting always, or nearly
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always in the same wdy, So as to obtain the best result, .. ..

- Henge they achieve their end not fartuitguslyy_but de$§$p¢@1$

. Now, Wastever lacks intelligence cannot move tewards an end,

unless it be directed by scme being endowed with knowledge -
and intelligencet at an arrow is shdt.tg ite mark by the

archers Therefore some intelligent being existe by whom all

 matural things ave diree%@d‘to their end; and this beinz we |

o
gall God,

. Te toueh upnn.thia preéf@‘n@t only, because it proves’

4hat Ged 1o the puprame inteiligene@ﬁ but alse because Harte

mann ebjects to the principle on which it rests, namely,

- that every matural agent i¢ determined to some or other end,

=Eb=§bj¢c%s te it on the pgrownds ﬁhata.what,hevealla,?aﬁﬁaﬁﬁf
teleologydp 45 Incompatible with the freedem of the wills If

. the cosmos it moving. to a predetermined endy then the humsn

belrg whv 18 also immersed in the matural order, mmst likee

- wise be predeternined and hence cannot be held responsible

- for his actions, Bub further, 'cosmic teleology! impiieg en

' orderer moving the world towards its end, a conclusion which

Hartreinn thinks we have no, justification for accepting.
ngeverg it must be: asked whether a denial of the principle
of. finality wakes morality and freedom any more possible.
Hartmann hinself admits that it does notg when cqns@ﬁgring<?
ﬁhe,p?ﬂbiemvof_freedmm@,ﬁﬁéality is possible only in:a world
which is through and through csucelly determineds where stond

- drops where by the act of sight we see and don't heary an

e
ok N
Lt

C

aeoryn produces an oak and not a lime; for only in such a
world can we forgnee thﬂ,aonsequanceé of our acts. This is.
what the prinsiple of .finuldty states, namely, that every
natursl egent is determined to a specifie effect, Thus a
store is determimed to drop, an eye to sight, an acorn to

b Y ?-m TeQeBs AsBs

-
PN



L Sao.

an oak tree, and sinc%:&etermined effedts are uniformly pros
- duced by agents, they cannot predu&e.fhe‘éffeatw by chanceg. 1.4
it must be by designy as the fifth proof arguess Must we, i
, therefore; conclude with Hertmann that such a world.ledves no
scope. for freedom of the will? Such a conclusion does not
‘necessarily follow. Tor instance, nothing that we can do can
, aiter thc fact that under certain specified conditions watér{
_béiis at 100°C. But that does not mean that we ave determined
to boll this pint of waierm or to leave that pint unbolled,
Although, therefure, we are determined in a sensey there is

- gtill scope for freedom, Hartmann has confused the Aristotes
lian doctrine of finality with the doelirine of finalistic
determinism accarding,tn'which the will ie determined by the
same kind of necessity &5 & physical object; and has as 1lits
tle power of avoiding its degtiny which has been predetermi—
néd 8s, for instance, a stows Was when it is droppeds But
this poeition is far rémoved from the principle of fimall-
%yu-Aifhpugh it is trwe that every agent, whether natural or
human, peoescarily tends towards dn end; yet diffe:ent kinds
of ageﬁté are deternmined towards their end by different
kinis of neoessity, Thug, after Having stated the principlé'
of finalhty, St.Thomas addst "Wevertheless it must be obpere’
ved that a thing tends to an end; by its action or movement,
in two wayst first, as a thinz, moving itself to the endy
-ag mang sccondly, as a thing moved by another to theiend;
‘&g an arrow tends to a deﬁerminatg end through belng moved
by the archer, who directs his action 'to the end. Thereforep
those things that are possessed of réason, move themselves

- to an end; because they have dominion over their‘aetiomag
through theiyr frec~will which is the fzeulty of will and -
- reasctl, But those things that lack reason tend to an end, by
natural inclimtion, as being moved by another and not by -
thenselves «s0ssCondequently it is proper to the rational

~ -
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nature to tend to an end, as directing and leading itself to
the end} whereas it 1s proper to the irrational nature to
tend to an end, as directed or led by another, whether it
apprehend the end, as do irrational animals, or ﬁo not ap=-
prehend it, as in the case of those things which are alto-
gether void of knowledge.."1

The principle of finality is therefore not incompatie
ble with freedom, and Hartmann's objection to it is inwvalid,
Henge, the fifth proof, which rests on this principle, is a
valid proof,
| e have now proved the existence of God from five
different starting points, namely, from movement, causality,
contingent being, degrees of perfectiom and from the order
in the universe., Ve gave special attention to the fourth
proof which proves the existence of God as the all-perfect
Beings Ve must now turn to a consideration of the divine
attributes, However, before we proceed, we must ask whether
there is among all God's perfeotidne one which stands out
above all the others, and which first and foremost disting-
uishes God fram all other creatures? There is one, and that
perfection is Being glgg,zThis is vhat first and foremost
distinguishes God from all other beingsy for all beings exe
cep¥ God are caused, and they are not their own sufficient
reason, while God is uncaused, and He ig His own sufficient
reagon, He is uncaused hecause it is His very essence to
exist, and that can be said of no other being, Further, all
the other perfections can be deduced from Being a se, for
they are nothing other than the transcendental perfectioné
of being existing in Him in the highest degree of perfec~
tion. They ave slimplicity or unity, truth, goodness or pere
fection, intellect and will and their »ropediies wisdom,
Justice and mercy. From these many more c¢an be deduced,

such as His immensity, tnfinity, eternity, but ve must
l. S.7Th.I. IIQQ.lvogo 2¢ Vhen we say that God is
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1imit ourgelves to the three divine Iéttri‘butes. namelyy
goofness; .intellec'b andwin-. o

| We have aiready proved God's goodness & pdsteriari-s«
The pame cﬁneius'ion can also be ‘rea;ched by an & pr.i bri de~

duction frah Being g see A being who is g go must be abso-

lutely simple. There is no composition of act end pdﬁen@y in

. Hime He is pure act. But the being who is Being g gé is aleo

the first efficient cause of all being and therefore He must

to momething which is already in acts. Hence, sinece the-

‘'be most perfecty for only that can give beings Hes actuality

f.irst efficient cause is pure actuality, it must aiso be the

most perfeet beingy for a thing is perfect in proportion to

' it4 actuality, Furthers the first causé of all being must
‘-.contain all ereated perf’ec‘tmna because ever;r eff‘eet vi‘r-
-tuaily' pre<exigts in the causes, These effectsy, howevery not
'-on"lyv presexist in the cause, they presexist in a more pers

" fect manner because they exist nonematerially, and matter is

the principle of zmperfectmn-

From this it foilows that God is ,sre-eminen‘tly good
for a. thing is govd when it is desira‘blea But all things fe-
eessa,rily degire their own perfeetmn, and, by desiring ity
they necessarily desire God Himself, fexj jtne perfecﬁian .of,i_
an effect consists in a certain likeness to its causes Henee
desirability and goodness ave attributabie to Gods

But God is not: only good, He is the Suprems or Soves
reign good, for He is the supreme desirable, all desired
perfections flowing from Him as from their first cause, #
Furthevrg God ies essentially goody ieéce it ip His very Y.
senéé' t0 be good, there iy no accidental or acquired goodw
ness in Him as there is in ﬁaa Since God is the sovéréigﬁ

Beﬁ.mg a, gg, we do not mean that He merely has a different
kind of being from creatures, Ged's being does not a1l into

any genus, but transcends all as the cause of all generas

k.
-
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O tighy as efi‘:.clent cause in that He i th@ ‘cause of the bew

- dnz of al"i thingeg a.nd ag Tinal ca,u 50 in % ‘far us bil thi 28
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- good who is eseentially goody He is the final end of a,ll
thiné,s, iar it m in %he nature of the good t0 be an end.

and m 'i:he sunreme good to be the m;m*ewe o:w Pinsl endy We

can thevef‘ore pay Lha,t God is the sow:'ce o*P ull goo&ﬁws, He ;_

s

- ap all things are more ;_)"f“’?(‘t the Tore ‘bkey bea.r & iikeness

‘t¢ the divmez perfectima v’h‘ich is cal 'led ﬁmmplary perfece- o

©are a‘ctr«mted to him af their last end. “Each of thcse ‘beings

acte anly in order to attain by meens of it¢ operations the

parfectlog; ,which is pmper to ii and fhereny to rvealise ity

Cend which ig to repvesem, God. " But each ﬁhiﬁg tends tow

wards ita final end in u mnner peculis® to ite own nature,

Honce inanimate beings, tr animate belngs devoid of knows

' ledge tend to God, bechuse in possessing their own being,

they parfg;icipaté in a likences to God wno created them. Han,

‘however, tends to his fimal end in a monner peculiar to an

mtelllgenﬁ creatur e .u es with ??ndtx?ie‘dggé of his end and

=a‘%:cefi.,f mllmg ite hem, the finnl ‘end n*f' all things is the

same, but the manner in which they aitain to it is different,
Thet Goé is intelligent can 190 be deduced g priori
from his defimition 1.b, Being o ge. Tt Zollowsy om Béiﬁ.;‘ag a’

' sg that God is absolutely immaterial Tor He is imi:i'mifte&:

eﬁ:‘ie;'tenc'ég‘ pure aet, end ginée motter is t}m*t which &g in - -

potencys there can be uo mitter in Him, B t, as we have seen,

immeteriality is the voot of cognition, Henee plantesy; :E'é’j;r
éxample, have no inowledge for thelr form is wholly imuexs..

éé& in mnitere But sense i cognitive because it can receive

L)

' ‘chc sensible qua‘la, es .f'thiﬂgs ﬁ":frse frob miter, The lnw

fi_;enect'i‘_s $111 “"uzthpr cognitive bevause it knows things

1.Gilson: “"The Pﬁﬁﬁ.bsep}m of SteThoms A@img";_ Te 3376
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more perfectly abstracted from matter. But the divine 1ntel§
lect is absolutely and completely immaterial, Therefore God
must be supremely 1ntelligent.1

In God, however, His intellect is not a faculty dis-
tinct from his being or from the object known, as it is in
us, His intellect and His being are identical, and the ob=-
Ject of His intellect is also His own being, Hence in God
the supreme degree of intelligence i1es combined with the su-
preme degree of intelligibility, for a thing is intellipi-
ble to the degree of its immateriality, and since God is in
the highest degree immterial, He is in the highest degree
intelligible, Further, there is no time when God is not
knowing Himself, The divine essence as intellect is al-
ways in the act of cognising, and the divine essence as
intelligible is always in the act of being cognised. Hence
there is no distinction between the divine essence as know=
ing subject, the intellect, the idea, the act of intellect-
tion and the divine essence as known. God knows, He knows
by Himself and He knows Himself., God's intellect and His
being are eternally interlocked in the act of self-contem-
plation. Further, God's intellect is the only power ade=-
quate to the divine essence as intelligible, No other being, |
by its own natural powers, can know God as God knows Hime
self. That would mean identification with God, for God's
being is penetrated through and through by His intelligence
8o that the one is not distinguishable from the other,

The divine essence is called the primary object of
the divine intelligence, That does not, however, mean that
God knows only Himself, In knowing Himself, He knows all
things, because, through contemplating His own being he
sees it as imigmble in an infinite number of ways., This is

le S.Ths I, Qelde
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ocalled the secondary object of the divine intelligence. God,
.therefore, does not know things by turning His gagze away
from Himself, His-knoiﬂ.edga would then suffer in its perfec-
tion, for every other intelligible object is inferior to

the divine being, The divine knowledge is Just the reverse
of ours, We know things because they are., Things are because
God knows them, He knows them not only in a general fashion,
but in all their particularity, for even the particulars re-
motely participate in the divine perfections, Further, He
knows not only actual things but also pos‘aible things. for
He knows also the possibilities of Himself, lastly, God knows
future contingencises, for He sees all things in the eternal
present,

However, God's knowledge is not the only condition
for the being of thinge, Before they are, God must also will
them to bey and in willing them, will Himself as their end.
Henoe we must prove that in Ged there is will,

That in God there is will follows from the fact that
He is intelligent, For the good as nown constitutes the
proper object of the will, so that as soon as the good is
known, it must also be willed, Hence a being which knows the
good, must also he endowed with willy But God &8 supremely
intelligent, He knows being at the pame time under the
formnlity of being and goodness, Hence in God there must be
will, Further, like God's intellect, God's will 1s not a
faculty separate from His being. His will is His vefy essenm
Similarly, the primary object of the divine will is the
divine essence which it necessarily wills, for the divine
espence is the object of the divine intellect, and what the
intellect knows, the will necessarily wills, But the first
" act of the will is love. Hence God loves Himself, and He
loves Himself as much as He is lovable, which 1is infinitely.
This does not mean, however, that God's love for Himself is
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egoistic. Egolsm consists in loving oneself more than the
puprene goods But God is the suprems goody as we have pros
vedy so that in loving Himself, He loves the supreme good,: :
'_an,d_, hence there 1s no egoism in His loves Purther, God loves
Himaeif with a conetancy that never wavers. He ea"rmot‘ but .« .
a.dhere to the suprems good; for ths leving au’bJect and o‘bjecu
loved are abaolutely identified in Him, Gad's lwe ef Him—:
self ie calléd a holy love becauce His love is an mchange_-
able puritys He is never Anconstant in willim and perfore
ming the goode On the other hand, impurity o n.siist-’a_ in not
adhering to the supreme good; but in adhering topa areated_»':ﬂ
good which must necessarily be inferisr to the supreme good.
In loving Himself; Gof also loves a‘i:l thinge, and His
love is & aroative i;we’;,. fecs all tliirg;a come into exis=
tence  besause God lw‘es thém; and He ‘-loves’i t‘hem begcause of
 His superaa.bundant goodnesss God wills and loves Himself -
necessarilyg but e‘(rerythitg else He wills and loves freely.
Greation iz an e.bselutely free acts The existence of crea«-
,v,-f;uz'ea is 5 g;ratuitoua gift ‘Por 'Bhe goodness of God is inde-
 pendent of any erea.turee Nothﬁ.tg cm be added to it by the
- goodness of any areature. When God wins ereatures, He pri-
\mrmy wills Himaelf, a.m?. enly secondarilr creaturea aa
ordained to Him. Tbﬁt dces not mean,that His willing Hime
561# s the eénd ia the ca.wae of Hi$ *eﬂ'ﬂ.iing gréatures as -
the msans., Just asaGod knows the effect in the cause, aléh
though His knowledge éf it is not eaunéﬂ by nowing the

ause; 50 in wauzm the énd; God. wiiis” the means as orderedm
to their egd, but the end i not thb ca.use of His willing

\ni‘l
1t “.‘

the meanss = A ;’,; M\_,\

 From theae three di‘ﬁne attr;i’buteg we must conclude
that we have found. a Beirg who eombines, iin Himself the _
Bupreme deg'r-ee of geodnese with the supreme degree of intel—
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1igibility, and hence we can say that that which constitu-
tes the goodness of human acts (its final end) is at the ..
same time that which makes it intelligible, Therefore if wes
say that the goodness of the humn act consists in being 4t
refited to God who ‘i{s man's final natural end, we gan give
an it elligible reason for this juigement, for the final
end and the sufficient reason of the human asct is one and
the same Being., The goodness of the human act consists in
being directed to that Being whose essence it is to be good
and who contains the goodness of all things in a supere
eminent mode, Its sufficient reason is that same Being who
is through and through intelligible to Itself, God is both
the final and efficient cause of the human being and his
acte, 80 that when the humn being moves to its final end,
it is simultaneously moving to that being who is the suffie-
clent reasmon of its existence, Hence we must conclude that
to take away the intelligibilibty of an act as Hartmann does
is to take away its goodness, Further, to make the human
act unintelligible, is to make the existence (1) of moral
behaviour, and (2) of moral philosophy, impossible; for, as
we have seen, nothing can be without a sufficient reason, -
Hence nothing would move owr wille to act unless there were
a supreme good which is its own sufficient reason and the
sufficient reason for the goodness of everything else, whe-
ther we know Him as the supreme good, or whetherp without
knowing Him, we act in conformity with the hierarchy of
goods. The second conclusion also follows, for ethics is the
activity of esplaining act through first principles., But an
explanation in terms of that which endlessly refers beyond
itgelf and never comes to reat in a final term, is no expla-
nation. Because of his ethical atheism Hartmamm cannot make
clear to us why there should be a science of ethics and
maral behaviouwr rather than not,
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' We must ‘m‘ﬁ'g’o on'to 'disem‘r‘ef"the' 'differehbé that' the
existence of 4 final end which is per: se intelligible ‘makes
o ethics. In other words, we must sk where & Christian»=
ethics differs from Hirtmannts, The main deficiency of Hart:
| “mann's ethics 1 tat it is urvealistie, It is based on a ..
False' theory of human nature and 1s not applicable to man -
&8 he ‘really isy half animaly helf '@pirite This deficiency
""i’é"ﬁupplemente&: by & Christian éfhi& for it endeavours to |

‘regulate human action according to that which is good for
PFeal ’me‘n;- The first question t‘h;t it must settle is what ..
humari nature is, We have already definsd humanity as ratios
nel animalitys Next {4 must endeavour to establich the ges
. neral mornl laws by & consideration of the natural human -
appetiten and ti objects which constitute their setisface
tions Thi's is larzely & natter of experiences We know from
éﬁc@erieme that we have various appetites springing from.
both gides of our natures. There is first of all a physis
aal appetites Sueh'vforf example 1s the »’a‘_,r‘:petite for existernce
Then thevre’ éﬁ*ér '@énﬁ’i‘ﬁi% appe tiae@; sp"ringing Prom: i
.animal natures Suchy for exampley are app@titea for foods
Soxy etes lastlys there is in us-a’ cognit:lvé appetite
springing from the intellectual side of our matures. Nowy
a1 ac'?’t"s" are good which are directed to the objects thé_a_,t' .
‘gatisfy the-né appetitess Buty, since a striect hiéra;rchiea;le‘
order obtiing between thesge objects@ a corresponding order
v ;9btains between the appetites. For sxample, the object of
the physical or vegetative facully is ¢ompar it.ively NEATY OWy
and henes it iv ealled the iowest appetites The ,bb;je_c% of
" 4he pensitive 'fa.'mmy is much wider &nd therefore \ji‘tf.‘:iﬁ k
‘highey than the vegetative faculty, while the will is ihe
higheat or master appetitey for if.‘s ‘objeet is the widest;
embraeing the objects of all the otﬁer-fa;ppetites.l

1.Cronin<The Seience of Ethics.pp.105ff and 132 £fe—
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J It is in the satisfaction of this higheat 1ntellec-
tual appetite that the goodness .of man consists. Wbumuat
. now determine the obaect_whichyconatituteSatne satisfaction
| @fﬁthig,gppet&te. Since, the will is an intellectual appetate,
- and as. tﬁé _proper object. of the %3%3115 being is general, -
. the proper obdect of. the will,‘which neceasarily wills that
. .which, ﬁhe 1ntellect knows, must, be gaodness in general. But
nothinp short of .the 'infinite' can satisﬂy the eapacity of
the w111¢ Thersfore the infinite goods God himself» is the
final objective end of the Will.l _
‘n,z The. proper object of the will having been deter-;
‘mined, ethics can set about to regulate human action accors
- .ding to ita Sinces however, -4t 4is not ﬁmmediataly evident
which acgions lead to. man ‘e final natural end, ethies must
find eamﬁ ‘14nk between the act and the final end. The orite~-
| rion of :he goodness of an act is that "y man tends to the
ultimate natural .end when he tends to the- immediate natural

2
- end of his own being as man," lece Bhm if his actions lead,

not to %ﬁe frust ationg but to the. satisfaction of the leu
gitimate tendenciea of his nature. Since therefore we have
. proved that the good of man: ie an inteilectual good, the - -
goodness of his acts must. ﬁons&st firatly; in reason contem-
plating - its righttui object, being. and secondly, 1n ‘the |
- will freely pursulag that good which is made known to 1t
by the ;gasong o | |
oL, Hawever, practical reason is only the praximate
_ rule‘efihuman actionsglln its turn it depends on a priucié'v'
ple which directs it and to which it must conform, for it
yréécribéafer forbids & certain line of action to guide us
to our final ends Hencé,vmore thanlpn‘reaéon thé goodness -
. of the human act depends on its end, for;-“Just as a natural
~thing has its species from its form, 80 an action has its g

nd
species from 1ts object (or\endlywasmmomementWfrommi$smterms

1.The Science of Ethics:p:70
2. The Science of Ethics:p.125. 3eS5.Thels 114 Qe 18 A e
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Further, since we have defined the final end as Being, we
may say that an aotioh is good in so far as it participats
in being, while a deflclency in its being constitutes moral

evll, Finally, the more being an actbas, the more {ntelli-
gible it is, the less being it has, the less intelligible
1t is,

To deviate, therefore. from the prescriptions of
reasoﬁ..is ultimetely to deviate from our final end and
from God's etBenal law, The matiral moral law by which we
are commanded to act rationally, not to frustrate our natu-
ref, but to obey its legitimate tendencies, is nothing dbut
the eternal law as imprinted on creatures, "The eternal
1aws s smay be ﬁaid to be 'written' in our hearts. If reason
is the ruale whereby the goodness or malice of our gctions
are measured, it owes it to this supreme rule, which is ite
self but a ray of the divine reason, shining in us by way
of participation."lThe etermal reason of God envelops human
reason, providing a basis and sanction for 1its prescriptions,
"The light of reason within us 1s able to show us good
thihgs, and guides our will, in so far as it is the light
of His countenanse, It is therefore evident that the goode
negs of the human will depends upon the eternal law much
nore than on natural law; and when therefore human reason
fails we must have recourse to the etermal reaaon."2

The éternal law is called the external principle
of moral action, However, moral aocts, i,e, acts of will
directed by reason to the final end, also presuppose an
inner priunciple, namely the hablts of virtue which equips
the soul's energles for their tendency towards their last
end, and keep them direoted to it, Initislly the will is
in potency with respect to that which constitutes its good,
and before it can actually will the good, it has to be act-

1.Gilson=Spirit of Mediaeval Philosophy.p.sss.
2e S¢eThelelleQel% Ac4e




oy

uated by the virtues. Now, we may ask, what is a virtue? ..
.Essentially it is an operative habit l.,e. a quality whereby
an agent who is paturally indifferent to & certain course..
6f aqti0n,‘or its oﬁposite. comes to bé permanently direefe(
to the course which leads to the good, than to the othe::.1
Thére are intellectual and moral virtues, the former belng
concerned with the well-disposing ofitﬁe'intellect, the
latter with that of the will, In the intellect there is one
perfect virtué; i.é. a virtue which not only gives us the xx
| poﬁer to actvweli; ﬁuﬁ also inclines us to the right action,
“fhié is the virtue of piudence and 1t is concerned with fin-
ding the right means which will lead to the final end, and
moves us to take those means, The moral virtues, on the
| othér hand, are in the will, and they direct it to its
final'end. There are four éardinal'virtues corresponding to
the four distinet rational powers in man, Theyhre (1) prac-
tical recason (2) the rational will (3) the concupiscible
appétite aﬁd (4) the iraseible appetite. The corresponding
virtues are prudence, justice, temperance and fortitude, the
first_enabling reason to discover the acts that lead to
the last end; the second determining the will o seek the
~ gbod which is due to thersy the third restraining the wan-
tom rush of concupiscence after pleasure; and the fowrth
encouraging a man‘tb be bold when otherwise he would fight
ghy of the difficulties.a -

Just as human reason is based on the etermal
law, 5o human virtues have their exemplar in the divine
being, Hence St.Thomas writes:"The éoul needs to follow
something in order to give birth to virtue; this something
ie Gody if we follow Him we shall live aright. Consequent-
ly the exemplar of human virtue must needs pre-exist in God,
Just as in Him pre«exist the types of all things, Accordinga

1.The Sclence of Ethics.p.559,
2.The Seclence of Ethies.p.579.
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ly virtue may be considered as existing originally in God,
and ‘t’hua we gpeak of e gm‘ r virtuess ab thet in God the::
mvine Mind may be ca.lled prudenceg while temperance is the
*burn‘s r@ of God's gaze on Himselfy even as in us wt is that
which conforms the appetite to Teasone God's fortitude is
His uneha.ngeablene 883 His Justice is the observance of the.
Eternal Iatrin His: warka. Gody, therefore is the exemplary
ocause of mman virtue, and we may say that a virtuous man
is a man who fixes his gaz‘;; on his final end and strives

' wilth'all. his powsrs towards the attaimment of the divine.
similitude, Any aﬁcounf of the virtueég fherefore, which -
leaves out the final end, thereby omits the raison d'etre
of the virtues and render them uninte}l:lgible.

How far this is true of Hartmann's account can
be seen by comparing his treatment of purity with Dietrich
von Hﬂ.ld.ebrand's " Defence of Purity. We shall first give
von Hilde’ora.nc_l's expoqition.

What aécording to von Hildebrand doee purity
mean? He answers that it is a virtus, and to explain this
more -:E‘uily. he compares it with temperament, What is the
difference between virtue and temperaBss®? Temperement is -
merely a personal ldiosynocracys. It involves no freely choser
attitude to valuesy; but is simply t'given'! like a physical
characteristic, and is not capable of alteration by the
will, A virtue, on the other hand, always involves the
distinctive apprehens ion of wvalues and a corresponding re-

sponge to them, That does not, howvever, mean‘ that a virtue
is inevitably attained with 4iffleulty. On the oontrary,
there are people who have Yeen virtuous from their chﬁd—v .
hood, others, again have only attalned it by struggle, Diff.
culty of attaimment ip therefore not a criterion of virtus.

The dilstinction mnt rather be sought in the value involved
and the attitude of the subject, The possession of a favou~
1eSeThele11.Qu61.A.5. |



rable temperament does no more than meke the attainment - ‘
of virtu@ easiers But’ “the. ouality of 4 virtue differs from’
that of temperamenta While - tem@erament is o natural endows:
ment & virtus is the work of a ratioml will regponding in
a’ Quita.ble mAnTEY to ‘a mlue perue:iveds Ag soon as this
| habitmal response eeasea; the virtue 1s 1ast. On the -other
handg & temperamental diapositian is never lost by a lack -
of the will's response to the world. of valmesa' ' .
°  Vhaty them are the values that the pwre man per~
aéives, ‘and to whieh ‘hig: purity tmplies ageent? In the firet
plaee, says vou Hiiéebrana, 5 virtue always involves not
only 8 perceptiom but alﬁe_an understainding of the pb'ﬁsi-
 tdwe yalue  of the?virtua itpelf and the negative value of
the opposite vices Wherever & pure man neete purityy he per
 ceives it_aﬁ a‘pnﬁitiw€ value an&‘undersfands its beautys
Wherevey he mests impurity@ he understands the negative
value involveds' But this 1s.nmot the sole perception of vae
1lue to which purity 43 a response. Whst then iz the spoeific
vilus of purity? To this von Hildebrand answers as follcws:
"It is thﬁ,Bplendou:'whiéh;attaéheﬁ to everything united . -
 £&6§9§@1ub1y~w1th.Ge& the Holy of Holles; and pre«eminently
to that which refleets the light of holiness; which the pure
man beholds. on Which his gaze is fixed unswervingly. The
brightné@s of Hip dountenance to Whom the angels chant their?
Tm‘isagim;’» which : -i:ssfg:'.iﬁdé,ﬂeﬂ?, ';iaéempat‘ible with any negative
voluey that isy »wi'th anything evi‘ivf.v but ptands in spscial -
'. eppositi onn 4o @ tﬁ@ﬁl&ﬁé&iiﬁ;‘fﬁ;ﬁ iz apprehended by the pure:
in ite ciea,r@ regplendent and immmculate besutys and willed *
by an zmreserved surrénders 1t is-th‘e surrender to this-

splendour which fcrmally conatxtu‘tes purltyi We are now -

better able to understand why the pure lives more then
otters in God's presences His counterance is turned to God,

 &nd he rejects everything whose nature is in any way income
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:,patzble with this splen&our and cannot éndure the divine
‘:gaze."l Purity. in facﬁ; is not a specific value. It belongs
Courity ftself ie not 8 Eurrender 40 ﬁhe sum~teta1 of values.
”“Wasentiaiiy it involves. a surrender to the value of the spler
- adour ‘of God's holinesss | vk_ 3 |
- This ls the: first and’ foremost condition of .
. puritys But Becondly@ _gg@__purity3 in eontradiatinction to

" that of sexless beinge like angels; slso involves a partia

¢ euler attitude to wexy bhe acceptance of its positive value‘

"*anﬂ the regectian ‘of. the. negativ@ valuea That does not mean;

; howevery that.humanxpurity consisﬁg-eznlusively ina surrena-
- der to ﬁhe~§ﬂsitiﬁé ﬁalues’nf-sezwlfor‘virginitya chosen in
‘obedience to the dfﬁine.wi11g;is the ideal form 6f*purity3
The positive ﬁaiﬁe@¢c£-aex which. malke 1t’pure are'the éﬁpio&a
men%_nf;ﬁhe faculty in accordavice with %hé divine pregcrips
tions onlys & régaééinétof_iiwés,akmyéﬁﬁry belonging to
zgcdwfand not to be used unless He_giﬁéﬁ Hig ekpresa pefmﬁsr
“g6ion in the sacrament’ of mebrimonyy and striet control so
as not to abandon oneeeif to the pleaayrcs of isolated sexy
. foar the pure man recognises,ﬁhe diabolical havoe that‘the
‘miguse of sex @reateg;faﬁd the uniQué;ﬁeparatiOﬁ from God
: that is ite effecty A “ﬂ'Vu” | o o
To understan& thé: v1rtue of purity completelyg
| Vonlﬁildebiand says that it must be made absolutely clear
. that it is esmentially a'virtue re@mifiﬁg"a supernatural
foundations To eiueiﬁ&‘he this he :\éomia‘a;i"é's purity which is
& creation of the:ﬁpiritgrwith mtural puritys Natwral
'v.ﬁﬁri%y is a virtuéaiIt iﬁvblv®s;the peréepﬁion of the nego-
tive value of impurity in particular instanéesg and its ree
jeetionﬁ,meEr%heiesga-the:perceptioﬁ«offvalue by the nature

ally pure lacks two factors of -decisive importances (1) It

l.Dietrich von Hildebrand«In Defence of Puritykiasﬁm
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ie merely the perception of a particulay concrete valueg
nut'é permanent ¥nowledge of the virtue of purity, (2) The
understanding of the value of purity by the naturally pure
is superfieial, They @0 not understand that a zurrender im
due to it, whatever may he their netursl inciination.l
The value involved; is also different im sach case.

¥hilse purity in the strlct sense is the splendouy which
gshines from the countemance of God, in the case of the
naturaiiy pure 1t ig the cleanness of natﬁre as oppoged to
the oppresive atmogphere of sex isolated as ity own end.

That the perfect spiritecreated virtue of purity
demands a supernatural foundation, cen be seon further from
the fact that%@irtue of a moral man who keeps himself pure
not froxm religioup, but ethical motiveagAlaeks substantialit}
It is not a Quality really belonging to his belng, dbut is
something accidental. Only 2 supernatural uinion to God oan
glve the will the power of constructing virtues which have
the. substantiality of habits, Not only doos idealisiic ethice
fzil to make virtue scomething substantial, but alsc the
value at which it aims is sorething remoie from the objec-
tive value of purity. The idealist merely rejects the abuse
of mex in order to be free from the corrupting poiwsen of
isolated sex which may otherwise hamper his flight to the
ideals »

The ecmplete virtue of purity, concludes von HildeQ
brand, is only possible on the basis of a Christian ethic.g
Only such an ethic can recognise the essgentially supernatu-
ral foundation of purity, that it springs from the supers
natural life of the soul whichyreceives its impetus from
God and under that inepivation gives birth to the perfect
virxﬁe of purity, '

1.In Defence of Purlty.p.?3.
2+ In Defenece of Pur ity. Pe 7 95



Diametricaily opposed stands Fartmann's account,
He agrees with von Hildebrand that purity is the result of+%¥
vercepthon of a value anﬂ a response thereto, But he differs
from him both in his conception of virtue and what constie
tutes the value of purity itself, In the first place purity
for Hartﬁann is not a virtue consciously attained by the
attitude of the will, It is something natural, Purity " is
the.primal state of tho &éthes before conflict has set in,
before real 'life! ﬁas begun, before experience and guilt,
It £alls into the lap of the younges.Purity is no merit in
one who has it it was not acquired, 1t was given."lmever-
theless, it has a moral value, for‘although it cannot be
vacquired according to Hartmann, it ean be lost, and when
losty it can never be regained, Hartmann comes to this con-
clusion be;ause he gives an almost physieal interpretation
to the virtue of purity., Purity for him is not the state of
the will, It is simply the walue which the moral inexperience
of the child has, However, if purity 4is nothing but a gift
of nature, as Hartmann maintains, and is notsgﬁﬁégigég in
the prodution of which we ourselves have co-operated, then it
can have no moral value, #nd we cannot be blamed for not
having it, for the gifts of nature nﬁﬁure can withhold, It
does not help to say that its moral value lies in the fact
that we can retain it, for, Hartmann maintaine, as soon aﬁ
the wvalue comes in question, it 1is already lost. Hence he
speaks of degrees of purlty mixed with impurity. He attri-
butes a degree of purity to the mature man who approximates
more or less to the idemrl purity of childhood, But this 1s
unintelligible, for purity consists in directing oneself to
the final end, For Hartmann, Rowever, purity simply means
that whatever we do, we must do with concentration and #urpose

irrespective of the end, But this is abpurd, for then the

1.E,Vol.11,.p.218,
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a

man pursuing evil purposes singlemindedly, would also be
pura, | , _ _

For Hartmanﬁ the value of 'ptjzr‘i‘ty dees not involve
knowledge of 1t and its corresponding vice. Purity is "a
sort of moral instinet whereby one turns away from evil
without any nroper knowledge of good mnd ev:il."l Purity
{5 merely negative, being nothing but that value of the natw
rally pure who intuitively exclude everything which is cone
trary to value from their being. '

Hartmann regards purlty ¢simp1y as one among many
values. To lome it does not necessarily imply to become
immoral, He says, "were purity the one moral values or even
only the'cen*t:vml one, that would mean for ethics a radical
pesaimiém.‘ -But purity is ﬁeither the one nor the otheresTo
dispute over the impossible is folily; Actual 1ife, however,
s full to the brim of that which ean ﬁe striven for and
att&inedc"z

For von Hiidebrand purity is the effect of any
virtue,‘ and to 1ose purity is to become immoral, Although
purity is one among many values, yei': in a peculiar sense

it is all, for in the exemplar to Which'the pure man di-
recte his vga.ze, the value of purity is one with all the-
other values, Purity, therefore, does not imply moral poverty:
as Fartmanmwnaintaiu;s., J"ust.the opposite 1s true, To be pure
i1s to be morally richy, for it is to be like the divine being
in Whom a1l values are unrited, This is the solution of Hart=
mannt's antinomies to whichy however, he ean never attéin
becauge of the separation which he makes between ethics and
religion,

Ve must conclude that Hartmann's treatment of
purity ie a particular example of the unintelligibility into
which his atheism plunges him, Sepafating the natural from
the supernatural and considering purity as if it were'only a
1B Vol,11.pe212,  2.EeVols1l.p. 2224
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natural virtue, he mioses 1ts central meaning; for purity

is essentlally a virtue requiring & supernatural foundation.

We have now tracded the unintelligibility of Harte
mann's thought, both in his account of the humen act and

‘of the virtues, to his ethieal atheism, However, the prob-.

‘Yem still reming to unhinge his arguments for atheism, and

this must be our final task,

| Hartmann's atheism is founded in his conception of
ﬁeraanality, a conception which he forms in his eritique
of Scheler's Doctrine of persomality. This theory regards
the human persomlity as pure act and amounts to nothing

less then the deification of man, Its error is quite patent,

for it is obvious that the human personality is not perfect,

As Hartmann:y'points out, we are conscious of the existence
of otheqbersnnalities surrounding usy and on whom we are
dependent for the satisfaction ef‘our many needss We are
pubject to their actions; and they are subjeét to ours, From
this;ihoweverg he draws the conclusion that personality and
subjectivity are inextrdoably bound together, andvaccording
to his eategorial iéw§; the subject as the lower form, my -
elst without personality;'but the reverse does not hold, "Pex
-gonality é6xists only on the basis of subjectivity, Just as
subjectivity exists oiiy on the basis of organic life and
1life only 6n the baeis of the whole subordinate uniformity

of nature," Hence, if God is to be a personality, He must

also be a subject ise.Hé must stand in the relation of ree

~ tiprocal conditionality to the worlds But to widen the cone

cept of personality in this manner, is to make it empty of

‘contents Man alone is strictly speaking a personality, for
the unity required for action can only be found in a subject,

A collective body, far foom being a pérsonality of a higher .
orders 1s called a person only amalogically (analogy of attrd
bution br proportion)g génce Hoytmann conecludes that "In the

1.EsVol, 1spe 326
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total pe sgectivw whach is wereby diseloﬁed; it becomes -

ﬁ’

immediateSy clear that the two exteemes ave the 1¢mits of i

')“‘

’,pera@naiityg In the{fnll prlmary ‘gense ai_the wordi_a'perg

gon is and remeiing only the Lower extrémsy, the individual |

subjecty the man, The opposite extreme, the universaly

absolubé and alliembracing entity, 4f such exist, is so fm
| pemoved from being %ﬁefhighést'ﬁraer ‘0% person that it |
must be much rather’%he(ibwest order of person, the abpolw
  5minimum és regards pefsbn&iﬁt?gsaﬁut thiﬁgmeams that the

irelistnderstood categorial doherence of this whole perspeo-t

tive proves exactly the o@pbsite’df that which personaliem
tries to prove by its Godslf one gucceeds in drawing Him

-intovthis'perspeé%i%e&IiS'ﬂot the highest and absolute per- .

‘sony but the absdiﬂteiy‘imyersbnaifﬁeiﬁga'The concept of

Himy seen from this point of view, would be the negative

1imiting conc@pt of peraonaiity in generaiﬁ" ;ﬁjQKR"

This ig the justification which Haytmann gives for

hig atheism, Tt Stands or falls with his ceneeptioﬂ of
pergonality. In aiﬂéy'tb see whether it is a tenable posia

tion, we must ask whe ther it iy true that personnlity can

exist only in an imperfect moﬂé ag Hartmann maintains? Is.

there any impsrfection in ite formal coneept which preVents

it from existing in an infinite mode? There is nota A per-

‘son means nothing mora than ’an individual substance of

t

v
¢
‘a

a rational rature? In itself this implies noy tmperfection.m

It e a eimpiyxsimple ov dhyolube pemfection theh allows
of degreesy but is not to be identified with any of the .
AMpérfeéﬁ’mﬁdeswin which it‘exigté.'ﬁemﬁe’ﬁcthing(prevents
us from saying of God that He is personaly for He is the

individual. the substance ‘and the patiohal or intellsetual

natiwey as has hepu proveds Hartmonnt's d&ffieuitieé with

Théi@m ériqes fvom his interpreting personality s a
univncals If that were soi; his objections would holdy and

1 I OVOL(' 1. De 348, '
2.?hillipswﬂbdern Thomistic Philosophy.p.214.
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God would become !the absolute" imperecoml beingte Buf C
as we have endeavoured t¢ point out, that iz not the true’
Thedstic position;»Perscnality iz not to be taken W & unie
vocal sense, it can only be applicd to God by anslogy of
froper. proportion without determiveyd distances That does

not mean that personality 18 God becomes ‘utteriy transe

formed! Although the hurman snéd divine personalities are
siﬁpiy diff'orent, nevertheless they are proportionmally the
some, If personality is therefore taken in an analiogical
‘;énﬁpngt*in‘a unlvoeal sense, there ir no Yeason why it
gannot be affirmed of God, and hance Hartmann's objections
to & Theistie personal God fall to the ground.

- To conclude, we must aptert that Hertwannts
philosophy is an unintelligible philoesophys His athedism
precludes his thought from theg source of all intelligibi-
1itys, Wo being but God 1s per se intelligible and Hartmamf
values, thexefore, cannot be substituted for the God of
Christian philosophye Seen'frem one angle his philosophy
1s an attenpt to get beyond the standpoint of ordinery
idealiemy bubt Plato ie no answer %o Kant, the ontological
status of the "ideas" is no higher than that of the "ecated
«ries?y In facts; the phenomerologiceal method, of which
Hartumnn speaks with so much self-assurance as if it were
vehe open-sesame to all probiems, is but a new form of
Xantian philesophy activated by scattered elements of
Avistotelianism as lmritelin yoints cuty But in so far as
this method.ieade Hartmean no further thaen the canﬁemmlaﬁ
tion of hig innate ideas, vhich have no dbjective foundae
tionn but are merely figments of his éwn mind, it @aﬁnot
‘hélpﬁhﬁm to solve auy problems of veality, Viewed from
~ enocther dxrootion, ?oWever. Hartmannts thought is fatally
'QZZ:% Yy Kantian'agaeﬁtéﬁéﬁﬁh The 5ep&rat10n between ethic
and religiom which appesars in his philesophy is but the
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'-,:iegaéy bequeZthed 4o him by Xant, w&*nave seeny in its vas

' .i'icusl'plmxaes the unintélligibility into which i:hiévpésiﬁpn

" plunges ethies, and unless we gre to. fake owr leave from -

. moraiity {for we ‘béiie’ife' that on Harmﬁm"s presuppositions:
Jw»morél&ty'is netpozsible) we mush assert the absolute relation

between the truﬁh”éfffneiam and the possibility of moral -

Yehaviour and morel philésophye Athical atheism is a contrae

dletion in terms¢'Ethﬁcs‘im@1ie£ Theiim,
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