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Abstract: The prominent Russian philosopher Nikolai Lossky and his ex-student
Nicolai Hartmann shared many metaphysical and epistemological views, and
Lossky is likely to have influenced Hartmann in adopting several of them. But,
in the case of axiological issues, it appears that Lossky also borrowed from
the axiologies of Hartmann and the latter’s Cologne colleague, Max Scheler.
The links between the theories of values of Scheler and Hartmann have been
studied abundantly, but never in relation to Lossky. In this paper, I examine
the manifold relationships — similarities, differences, borrowings, criticisms,
and possible influences — between Lossky’s axiology and those of Scheler and
Hartmann on four key interweaving issues: (1) their ontological realism with re-
gards to the objectivity of values, (2) their epistemological theories of the intu-
ition of values, (3) their ontological definitions of “value”, i.e., whether values
are relations, qualities, essences, powers, meanings, etc., and (4) their theories
of the stratification of values.
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Introduction

The Russian philosopher Nikolai Lossky — whom Joseph DieSka called “the
greatest living metaphysician of our century” (DieSka 1961, 38) — and his ex-stu-
dent Nicolai Hartmann, who studied with Lossky at the Saint Petersburg Imperial
University, shared many metaphysical and epistemological views, and Lossky is
likely to have influenced Hartmann in adopting several of them.! But, in the case

1 Hartmann had been a student of Lossky at the Department of Classical Philology and Philo-
sophy at the Saint Petersburg Imperial University for some time between 1903 and 1905. In support
of this claim, I rely principally on unpublished notes that Herbert Spiegelberg took when inter-
viewing Lossky for the book that he was then writing on the phenomenological movement (Spie-
gelberg 1982). In these notes, Spiegelberg writes that the relationship “with Nicolai Hartmann, who
studied under L[ossky] in St. Petershurg, was strong” (Spiegelberg 1960). For indications concern-
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of axiological issues, it appears that Lossky also borrowed from Hartmann. When
developing his ontological theory of values in Freedom of Will (Ceo6o0a sonu,
1927), Value and Being (L[HHocmb u 6bimie, 1931), and Conditions of the Absolute
Good (Ycnosus abconomuozo dobpa, 1949), Lossky took Hartmann and the lat-
ter’s Cologne colleague — Max Scheler - as his interlocutors and found support
for his own views in their axiologies. Scheler was aware of the impact that he
had on Lossky. In the “Vorwort” (written in 1921) to the second edition of Der For-
malismus in der Ethik und die materiale Wertethik, he lists Hartmann and Lossky
among the philosophers whom he thought had been influenced by the first edi-
tion. But, although he discussed Hartmann at great length, his remark concern-
ing Lossky is limited to saying that, in “a work written in Russian” (einer russisch
geschriebenen Arbeit), Lossky was one of those who provided positive stimula-
tion to further his own work through their acceptance of his results, their contin-
uation of his thought, as well as its simplification and popularization (Scheler
1921, ix). By “einer russisch geschriebenen Arbeit” Scheler was most probably re-
ferring to Lossky’s Fundamental Questions of Gnoseology (OcHosHble 80npocbl
eHoceonozuu, 1919a), in which the Russian philosopher discusses Scheler in re-
lation to his own intuitivism (Lossky, 1919a, 97— 98, 101, 103 —104).? It is worthy of
note, also, that Lossky claims to have met Scheler in person at the fifth Interna-
tional Congress of Philosophy in Naples in 1924, where the former was presenting
“L’intuitivisme et le réalisme contemporain”.? As to Lossky and Hartmann, their
paths would have crossed again at the eight International Congress of Philoso-
phy in Prague in 1934.* This being said, the links between the philosophies of
Scheler and Hartmann — and especially their axiologies — have been studied
abundantly and I claim no originality in my own comparison of their views.?
But they have never been studied in relation to Lossky. In this paper, I examine
the manifold relationships — similarities, differences, borrowings, criticisms, and

ing Lossky’s influence on Hartmann, see: Tremblay 2017a, 138 —139 and Tremblay 2017b, 198 -199,
204,

2 On Scheler’s influence on Lossky, see also: Navickas 1978.

3 Herbert Spiegelberg wrote that Lossky told him that “he remembers Scheler well from an in-
ternational congress in Naples in 1923, [and] likes particularly his emotional intuition in ethics
as an extension of his own intuitionism” (Spiegelberg 1960). The note says “1923”, but the con-
gress was held in 1924. Although Scheler figures on the list of the people who took part to the
congress, his paper was not published in the proceedings.

4 They each submitted a paper for the “Actes du Congres”; Hartmann submitted “Das Wertpro-
blem in der Philosophie der Gegenwart” (Hartmann 1936) and Lossky “Die christliche Weltauf-
fassung als allseitige Synthese” (Lossky 1936).

5 E.g., Koehle 1941; Kelly 2008; Kelly 2011a; Kelly 2011b; Prusik 2011; Ehrl 2012; Fischer 2011;
Fischer 2012; Romer 2012.
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possible influences — between Lossky’s axiology (theory of values) and those of
Scheler and Hartmann on four key interweaving issues: (1) their ontological re-
alism with regards to the objectivity of values, (2) their epistemological theories
of the intuition of values, (3) their ontological definitions of “value”, i.e., wheth-
er values are relations, qualities, essences, powers, meanings, etc., and (4) their
theories of the stratification of values.

1 The Objectivity of Values

In Value and Being (IJbuHocmb u 6vimie, 1931) and other places, Lossky devel-
oped an ontological axiology according to which values exist independently of
whether they are experienced or known by a feeling or thinking subject. He
held the view that “[v]alues are objectively-real aspects of existence” (Lossky
1937, 154). Lossky recognized that his realist axiology bears similarities with
that of Scheler in this regard. As he wrote, it is “clear that Scheler is a deter-
mined defender of the objectivity of values”.® To support this claim, Lossky
quotes Formalismus, in which Scheler says something to the effect that “the ex-
istence of the many values there are is not at all connected to the psychophysical
organization of human beings, and does not even presuppose the I or subject:
values exist in all of nature”.” Lossky’s reading finds reinforcement from various
passages throughout Scheler’s works. In Das Ressentiment im Aufbau der Mora-
len (1915), Scheler says that “[c]ontrary to what Nietzsche thought, genuine mo-
rality does not spring from ressentiment. It rests on an eternal hierarchy of val-
ues, and its preferential laws are as objective and as clearly ‘evident’ as
mathematical truths”.® In fact, it is often the man of ressentiment who, in his tor-
ment, because of his désordre du cceur, denies the objective existence of values,
and subjectivizes and relativizes them (Scheler 1915a, 223-224).

Scheler makes similar claims one year later in the second part of Formalis-
mus (1916), where he writes that “[v]alues can be neither created nor destroyed.

6 “M3b Bcero ckasaHHaro siCHo, uto Illejlepd pbIIUTENBHBIN 3AIMUTHUKD 00BLEKMUBHOCMU
wbuHocTen” (Lossky 1931, 14).

7 “Ho cywjecmeosaHie MHOTMX ITBHHOCTel BOBCe He CBSI3aHO Cb ICUXO(U3NUECKOI OpPraHU-
3arriero uesioBbKa 1 1ayke BOOOIIe He ITPeAIoIIaraeThb 51 WM CyObeKTa: ITBHHOCTH CYIIeCTBYIOTD
BO Bceit nmpupoxb” (Lossky 1931, 14).

8 “Nicht die echte Sittlichkeit — wie Nietzsche meint — griindet sich auf Ressentiment. Diese ber-
uht auf einer Rangordnung der Werte und ihr entsprechenden evidenten Vorzugsgesetzen, die so
objektiv und so streng ‘einsichtig’ sind, wie die Wahrheiten der Mathematik” (Scheler 1915a,
100).
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They exist independently of the organization of any particular spiritual beings”.’?
Still in Formalismus, he says that, “[i]nsofar as the being of values is concerned,
it does not matter whether an ego ‘has’ or ‘experiences’ values. [...] The being of
values no more presupposes an ego than does the existence of objects (e.g.,
numbers), or nature as a whole”.’® And, again, he says that “values subsist in
all of nature — irrespectively of our comprehension of them”.*

In his short posthumously published text, “Ordo amoris”, Scheler characteriz-
es the realm of values as “thinglike” (sachlich) (Scheler 1957a, 360). In the same
text, he makes the claim that “there is an ordre du coeur, a logique du cceur, a math-
ématique du cceur as rigorous, as strict, as objective, as absolute, and as inviolable
as the propositions and inferences of deductive logic”.* This realm is “independent
of the psychological organization of human beings”* and it would “persist in the
universe even if Homo sapiens disappeared”.* It is as independent of thinking sub-
jects “as the truth of the proposition 2 x 2 = 4”.* And, just as some people are more
disposed than others to miscalculate, a désordre du cceur, he says, disposes one to
“misintuit” this universally valid ordo amoris (Scheler 1957a, 350).

Scheler’s value-objectivism was in tune with his anti-Kantianism. With re-
gards to axiological matters, Kantianism was one of Scheler’s two main enemies.
As Hartmann remarks in his obituary of Scheler: “Scheler marshaled the new
theory of values on two fronts: against Nietzsche’s moral relativism and against
the Kantian formalism of the moral law”.' Kant, Scheler says, “believed that the
nature of the ‘world’ itself could be reduced to an ‘idea’. However, ‘the world’ is
by no means an idea, but rather an absolute, always concrete, individual

9 “Werte konnen nicht geschaffen und vernichtet werden. Sie bestehen unabhdngig von aller
Organisation bestimmter Geisteswesen” (Scheler 1916a, 268).

10 “Ob also ein Ich iiberhaupt Werte ‘hat’, oder ‘erfahrt’, ist fiir deren Sein iiberhaupt ganz
gleichgiiltig. [...] Das Sein des Wertes setzt so wenig ein Ich voraus, als die Existenz von Gegen-
stinden (z.B. Zahlen), oder als die gesamte Natur ein ‘Ich’ voraussetzt” (Scheler 1916a, 273).
11 “Abgesehen vom Auffassen der Werte — bestehen die Werte auch an der gesamten Natur”
(Scheler 1916a, 274).

12 “Es gibt einen ordre du cceur, eine logique du cceur, eine mathématique du cceur, die so
streng, so objektiv, so absolut und unverbriichlich ist wie die Sdtze und Folgerungen der deduk-
tiven Logik” (Scheler 1957a, 362).

13 “von der psychologischen Menschenorganisation unabhingige” (Scheler 1957a, 362).

14 “die auch bei Aufhebung des homo sapiens im All bestehen bliebe” (Scheler 1957a, 362).
15 “so wie die Wahrheit des Satzes 2 x 2 = 4” (Scheler 1957a, 362).

16 “Nach zwei Fronten hin grenzte Scheler hier den neuen Wertgedanken ab: gegen den Wer-
trelativismus Nietzsches und gegen den Kantischen Formalismus des Sittengesetzes” (Hartmann
1928, XII). For a translation of Hartmann’s obituary of Scheler, see: Hartmann 2019.
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being”.'” Although there is still, as Eugene Kelly says, “a residue of idealism in
Scheler” (Kelly 2011b, 190), in “Die Sonderstellung des Menschen” (1927), later
re-published as Die Stellung des Menschen im Kosmos (1947), Scheler argues
that, unlike (other) animals, who are completely immersed in their environment
(Umwelt), the human being is relatively free from it (umweltfrei); it stands “open
to the world” (weltoffen) (Scheler 1927, 195; Scheler 1947, 37). But that the human
being is “world-open” or that it has “world-openness” (Weltoffenheit) (ibid.) im-
plies that there is a world — of inorganic, organic, psychic, and spiritual beings —
that exists independently of it.'®

Scheler adopted the view — which he traced back to Maine de Biran,
Friedrich Bouterwek, and others — that reality is given in our experience of resis-
tance. In Probleme einer Soziologie des Wissens (1926), he says that “reality, in all
modes of perception and remembrance, is given only as ‘resistance’ against dy-
namic, drive-like attentiveness”.® The year after, in “Die Sonderstellung des
Menschen”, he writes that “[w]hat gives us existence is the experience of resis-
tance”.*® In “Idealismus-Realismus” (1928), he claims again that reality is appre-
hended through our “experience of resistance” (Widerstandserlebnis or Wider-
standserfahrung).”* And, in the posthumously published “Phdnomenologie und
Erkenntnistheorie”, he says that, in principle, the world is given to us through
experience both “as a ‘bearer of values’ and as ‘resistance’”.?> Qur experience
of reality is thus akin to hitting a “stone wall”, to use Dostoevsky’s metaphor
from Notes from the Underground.?

17 “Kants, der ja das Wesen der ‘Welt’ selbst zu einer ‘Idee’ herabsetzen zu diirfen glaubte. ‘Die
Welt’ ist aber durchaus keine ‘Idee’, sondern ein absolutseiendes, iiberall konkretes, individu-
elles Sein” (Scheler 1916a, 409).

18 In “Die Sonderstellung des Menschen”, Scheler identifies four essential stages on the spec-
trum between immersion in the environment and detachment from it, namely inorganic beings,
plants, animals, and human persons: “es vier Wesensstufen sind [...]. Anorganische Gebilde [...]
der Pflanze [...] Tiere [...]. Die Person im Menschen” (Scheler 1927, 197-198). In the revised edition,
Scheler puts the emphasis on “man” rather than on the “person”: “Vier Wesensstufen sind es
[...]. Anorganische Gebilde [...] der Pflanze |...] Tiere [...]. Der Mensch” (Scheler 1947, 39-40).
19 “Nur als “Widerstand” [...] ist Realitdt in allen Modi der Wahrnehmung und der Erinnerung
gegeben” (Scheler 1926, 161).

20 “Was uns das Dasein gibt, das ist vielmehr das Erlebnis des Widerstandes” (Scheler 1927,
208). In the 1947 revised edition, Scheler amended this sentence as follows: “Was uns das Da-
sein (= Wirklichsein) gibt, das ist vielmehr das Erlebnis des Widerstandes” (Scheler 1947, 49).
21 It is noteworthy that in “Idealismus—Realismus” Scheler profusely engages with Hartmann’s
Grundziige einer Metaphysik der Erkenntnis. For Scheler’s “Widerstandstheorie der Realitdtsgege-
benheit”, see: Scheler 1928, 285-293; Scheler 1947, 16.

22 “als ‘Werttrdger’ und als ‘Wider-stand’ gegeben” (Scheler 1957b, 384).

23 “kamenHas ctbHa” (Dostoevsky 1866, 14—15).
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But Scheler’s views on the issue of the ontological status of values seem to
have vacillated. In the “Vorwort” (written in December 1926) to the third edition
of Formalismus, reacting to criticisms that Hartmann had made to Formalismus in
Ethik (1926), Scheler charges Hartmann with the heresy of quasi-medievalism and
accuses his theory of values of being overly realistic: “Hartmann’s return to an
all-too-palpable real-ontologism and value-essence-objectivism, which seem al-
most medieval, appears to me to be an exaggerated reaction to the typical Mar-
burgian excesses of ‘creative thinking’ and the ‘law-bound’, ‘pure’ willing that
creates values”.* Here Scheler warns that “we should not fall back into an ob-
jectivism and ontologism that stifles the living spirit”.”> Scheler may have been
accusing Hartmann out of spite, to get back at him, even if this meant contra-
dicting himself (five years earlier, in the second “Vorwort” to Formalismus, he
had claimed that his own view was a “strict ethical absolutism and objecti-
vism”?¢). But he might also have changed his mind in earnest. This volte-face
brought Eckhard Koehle to speak of Scheler’s “double standard” with regards
to the ontological status of ethical values (Koehle 1941, 228).

On the question of the existence of the external world in general, in “Ideal-
ismus—Realismus”, Scheler takes a stance beyond the “idealism of conscious-
ness” (Bewuftseinsidealismus) and “critical realism” (kritischen Realismus).
And, in a manuscript posthumously published as an addendum to a reedited
version of “Idealismus—Realismus” (“Aus Teil V. Das emotionale Realitdtspro-
blem”), he takes a stance straddling between Heidegger’s “solipsism” (Solipsis-
mus), or what he also calls his Daseinssolipsismus, and Hartmann’s “critical re-
alism” (kritischen Realismus) (Scheler 1976, 260-265). Yet, Scheler clearly stands
on the side of realism more than on that of idealism, because he explicitly main-
tains “[t]he independence of the external world from the internal world”.*” So,
despite the fact that he is distinctly closer to realism than he is to idealism on
the idealism-realism spectrum, including with regards to the ontological status
of values, Scheler’s “double standard” compels us to use caution when using
the word “realism” to refer to his theory of values. What we can say with certain-

24 “Es erscheint mir eine iibertriebene Reaktion gegen die mafilosen Marburger Uberspannun-
gen eines ‘erzeugenden Denkens’ und eines die Werte erst erzeugenden ‘gesetzmafligen’ ‘reinen’
Wollens, wenn Hartmann nun auf einen allzu handgreiflichen Realontologismus und Wertwe-
sensobjektivismus zuriickgeht, der fast mittelalterlich anmutet” (Scheler 1954, 22).

25 “sollen wir nicht in einen den lebendigen Geist erstarrenden Objektivismus und Ontologis-
mus zuriickfallen” (Scheler 1954, 21).

26 “Der Geist, der die hier vorgelegte Ethik bestimmt, ist der Geist eines strengen ethischen Ab-
solutismus und Objektivismus” (Scheler 1921, XI).

27 “Die Selbstindigkeit der Auflenwelt [...] vor der Innenwelt” (Scheler 1928, 268).
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ty, however, is that, at least in one of his phases (namely, before 1926), Scheler
held values to be objective, mind-independent, as endowed with being as num-
bers, and held their interrelations to be as valid as mathematical inferences.

I spent more time on Scheler, because of the ambivalence in his thought,
than is needed for Hartmann and Lossky, whose views were more stable.
Much the same as Scheler (although perhaps not the Scheler of late 1926
who charges him of quasi-medievalism), Hartmann agreed that “values actually
have an autonomous existence, independent of all cognizing and desiring”.?® At
the beginning of Ethik, he speaks of values as “real”.?® But one must keep in
mind that Hartmann here uses the word “real” in the broad sense, which in-
cludes both real and ideal being. Because, for Hartmann, values are not
“real” in the narrow sense of the word; they are rather ideal beings. As he
says, the “mode of being of values is that of Platonic Ideas”.>® For Hartmann,
axiology is akin to pure mathematics in that it only retrieves contents already
subsisting prior to consciousness, which means that he agreed with the Scheler
of “Ordo amoris” that values are as objective as logical and mathematical infer-
ences. For him, “[v]alues subsist independently of their degree of realization in
reality” > They “are independent of consciousness”.** Hartmann also took an
anti-Kantian stance and turned the world back on its feet, i.e., on its ontolog-
ical foundation, and resorted to the argument from our experience of resistance
in Zum Problem der Realititsgegebenheit (1931) as well as in Grundlegung der
Ontologie (1935), where he in fact also refers to Scheler on this issue (Hartmann
1931, 23; Hartmann 1935, 184).

Lossky was also a committed realist with regards to the existence of the ex-
ternal world in general. He had decided early on that his own philosophical mis-
sion was “to overcome Hume and Kant, and to develop a theory of knowledge
that would explain how it is possible to have knowledge of things in themselves,
and would justify the pursuit of metaphysics”.* Ontologism was in fact a distinc-

28 “Werte tatsachlich ein selbstdndiges, von allem Erdenken und Ersehnen unabhdngiges
Wesen haben” (Hartmann 1926, 47).

29 “Durch sein Vorhandensein unterscheidet sich ethische Wirklichkeit von der ontologischen.
Beide sind gleich real” (Hartmann 1926, 53).

30 “Werte sind der Seinsweise nach Platonische Ideen” (Hartmann 1926, 108).

31 “Werte bestehen unabhdngig vom Grade ihres Erfiilltseins im Wirklichen” (Hartmann 1926, 52).
32 “Werte bestehen unabhéngig vom BewuBtsein” (Hartmann 1926, 134).

33 “npeoponers IOMa 1 KaHTa, MMEHHO pa3BUTh TEOPMIO 3HAHUSI, KOTOpPasi OOBSICHWIA OFI,
KaK BO3MOXXHO 3HaHMe O Bel[ax B cebe M ompaBiaia Obl 3aHATMsT MeTadgm3ukon” (Lossky
1968, 87).
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tive feature of Russian philosophy since as early as the Slavophile movement in
the nineteenth century. Lossky himself says that the

view that the external world is knowable is widely prevalent in Russian philosophy, and
indeed is often stated in its extreme form, namely, as the doctrine of intuition or immediate
contemplation of objects as they are in themselves. A keen sense of reality, opposed to re-
garding the contents of external perception as mental or subjective, seems to be a charac-
teristic feature of Russian philosophy (Lossky 1952, 403).

Lossky was not alone in this assessment. Semyon Frank, for example, also
wrote, in Die russische Weltanschauung (1926), that one of the main tendencies
among Russian philosophers is “their leaning toward realism, or better said, to-
ward ontologism, the impossibility for them of being satisfied with any form of
idealism or subjectivism”.>*

The realism of Lossky, Scheler, and Hartmann, their anti-Kantianism and
anti-subjectivism in general (with a proviso in Scheler’s case), was not limited
to their epistemological and metaphysical views, but also had implications for
their axiologies and ethics. Lossky, for one, wrote that

exaggerated concern with the subjective aspect of conduct, shifting the centre of gravity to
one’s own inner life, may easily lead to the moral perversion called pharisaism. It consists
in a man doing good for ‘the sake of the good’ and not out of real love for his fellow crea-
tures; his attention is occupied not with the person he loves or pities, but with his own ef-
forts to be ‘good’, ‘righteous’, and ‘just’ [...] (Lossky 1939, 289-290).

And he comments, while also seeking support for his own view, that “Scheler
thinks that Kant’s ethics come dangerously near to this, in so far as Kant main-
tains that the morally good man in the true sense of the term in rendering help to
another is concerned not with that person’s welfare but with carrying out his
own duty” (Lossky 1939, 290). This holds true for Hartmann, too, who equally
criticizes the tendency toward pharisaism in Ethik (Hartmann 1926, 433). And, in-
sofar as Scheler’s and Hartmann’s ethics are “material value ethics” precisely be-
cause they are anti-Kantian, i.e., non-formal, not rule-based, ethics, Lossky’s
ethics may also be considered a “material value ethics”.

A criticism of the formalist aspect of the Kantian philosophy was already to
be found in Lossky’s Foundations of Intuitivism (O6ocHoeaHie uHmyumueusma,

34 “ihr Hang zum Realismus oder, besser gesagt, zum Ontologismus, die Unmdoglichkeit fiir sie,
sich mit irgendeiner Form von Idealismus oder Subjektivismus zu befriedigen” (Frank 1926, 11).
For further characterizations of Russian philosophy as inclining toward ontologism, see, e.g.:
Radlov 1925, esp. 11-12; Zenkovsky 1948, esp. 17.
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1906), which appeared in German translation in 1908.%° It was in fact also al-
ready to be found in other Russian philosophers.>® Kantian moral formalism
was an object of criticism for Vladimir Solovyov — the first great Russian philos-
opher —, who made such criticisms throughout his career, from The Crisis of
Western Philosophy (Kpu3ucws 3anadHou ¢unocoghiu, 1874), in which he criticizes
Kant for “the complete emptiness of formalistic morality”,? to Justification of
the Good (Onpasedanie dobpa, 1899), in which he writes that “in morality, as
in everything else, form and matter are equally necessary”.*® This raises the
question whether Hartmann — and perhaps also Scheler — found inspiration
in Lossky or in Russian philosophy in general for their critical stance toward
Kantian formalism and intellectualism (in ethics and elsewhere). In Russian
thought, except for a handful of relatively faithful Russian Neo-Kantians, the
emphasis was on the “living experience” and “living knowledge” of values
and ethical demands that are felt in one’s guts, so to say, that are immediately
given through emotions, rather than on the dry and lifeless respect for abstract
rules (formal ethics). Early inoculation by Lossky could explain why Hartmann
remained unaffected, while in Marburg, by the Neo-Kantian formalist legalistic
ethics of his professor Hermann Cohen. For Cohen, “[t|he law is the foundation
of human morality”.*® In fact, Cohen had himself been a target of criticism in
Russia, including by Lossky, who attacked his “abstract ideal-realism”, to
which he opposed his own “concrete ideal-realism” (Lossky 1922, 7 ff.).
Moreover, since, on Lossky’s account, the existence of values is not “rela-
tive” to a feeling or thinking subject, he characterizes objective values as “abso-
lute”. And, seeking support in Scheler, he says that “[b]y asserting the objectivity
of values, Scheler also defends the existence of absolute values”.*® This is con-
sistent with the remark in the “Vorwort” to the second edition of Formalismus,
where Scheler writes: “The spirit behind my ethics is the spirit of a strict ethical

35 Losskij 1908a, Chapter 4.

36 On the Russian general aversion to Kantian formalism, see Thomas Nemeth’s Kant in Impe-
rial Russia, 2017. See also my review of Nemeth’s book: Tremblay 2018.

37 “coBeplieHHas IMyCcToTa (POPMaIMUECcKOi HpaBCcTBeHHOCTH” (Solovyov 1874, 118).

38 “Takb KaKb Bb HPAaBCTBEHHOCTH, KaKb ¥ BO BCEMb OCTJIBHOMb, (DOpMa ¥ MaTepis onHa-
KoBO HeoGxommMmbl” (Solovyov 1899, 611). See also: Critique of Abstract Principles (Kpumuka
omeneueHHbvixb Hauanw, 1880), Chapters VI-VIIL. On Solovyov in relation to Kantian ethics,
see: Nemeth 2014, §. 5.4; Nemeth 2017, §§. 8.7-8.8.

39 “Das Recht ist die Grundlage der menschlichen Sittlichkeit” (Cohen 1919, 386). On Cohen’s
legalistic ethics, see also: Zank 2004.

40 “VTBepKaass OOBEKTUMBHOCTb IrbHHOCTel, lllesleph OTCTaMBaeTh TAKXKe CyIecTBOBaHie
a6comoTHbIXD ITbHHOCTEeN” (Lossky 1931, 14).
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absolutism and objectivism”.** And, referring to Hartmann’s Ethik, Lossky says
that “Hartmann in many essential points agrees with Scheler. [...] By defending
the objectivity of values, N. Hartmann, like Scheler, asserts the existence of ab-
solute values”.*? And, indeed, although he claimed that values are in a sense be-
yond the dichotomy between subjectivity and objectivity (Hartmann 1926, 167),
Hartmann admitted the existence of absolute values:

The existence of values of goods is [...] not in the least affected by the relativity of these
goods to a subject. Vis-a-vis the subject and its valuing-feeling, it has the character of
being-in-itself (Ansichseins). Its absoluteness includes the being-in-itself (Ansichseins) of
that relatedness. To state this formally: the being-for-me (Fiirmichsein) of the goods depends
on the being-in-itself (Ansichsein) of the values of the goods.”

For Hartmann, thus, values have being-in-themselves (Ansichsein), and this the-
sis is in fact, he says, “simply the positive formulation of what has resulted [...]

from our criticism of Kantian subjectivism”.**

2 The Axiological Intuition

According to Lossky’s metaphysics, which he calls “ideal-realism”, being is div-
ided into ideal being, the criterion of which is to be non-spatial and non-tempo-
ral, and real being, the criterion of which is to be spatial and temporal. These
criteria are mentioned, for instance, at the beginning of “Concrete and Abstract
Ideal-Realism” (KOHKpeTHBIM ¥ OTBJIEUEHHBIN Wjeas-peaym3M, 1922), where
Lossky says that “noticeable in contemporary philosophy is a growing interest
for the ideal in the exact, Platonic sense of the word, i. e., for the realm of super-
temporal and superspatial principles. On this ground emerge systems that may be
called ideal-realistic, since they take the ideal to lie at the foundation of real (i.e.,

41 “Der Geist, der die hier vorgelegte Ethik bestimmt, ist der Geist eines strengen ethischen Ab-
solutismus und Objektivismus” (Scheler 1921, XI).

42 “TapTMaHb Bb BeChbMa CYIIECTBEHHBIXD MYHKTaXb COrjaaceHd Ch lllesepoms. [...] Otcra-
MBasi OOBEKTMBHOCTH ITbHHOCTeN, H. I'apTmMaHHDB, Kakb U Illenephb, YTBEPXKIAETh TaKkKe
cyliecTBoBaHie abcoMOTHRIXD ITbHHOCTEN” (Lossky 1931, 14-15).

43 “Das Sein der Giiterwerte ist [...] durch die Relativitdt der Giiter auf ein Subjekt nicht im
mindesten tangiert. Es hat dem Subjekt und seinem Wertgefiihl gegeniiber den Charakter
eines Ansichseins. Seine Absolutheit schlief3t das Ansichsein jener Bezogenheit mit ein. Um
es formelhaft zu sagen: das Fiirmichsein der Giiter beruht schon auf dem Ansichsein der Giiter-
werte” (Hartmann 1926, 127).

44 “Werte haben ein Ansichsein. Diese These ist zundchst einfach die positive Formulierung
dessen, was sich [...] in der Kritik des Kantischen Subjektivismus ergab” (Hartmann 1926, 134).
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spatiotemporal) being”.** Hartmann’s criterion for determining what belongs to
reality appears to be a refinement of Lossky’s own criterion. Based on consider-
ations on his theory of levels of reality, Hartmann recognizes that everything spa-
tial is temporal, whereas not everything temporal is spatial. He thus grants real-
ity to everything temporal, which also encompasses the mereologically
subordinate region of everything spatiotemporal.

With the aim of justifying his ideal-realism, Lossky developed an epistemol-
ogy — or rather “gnoseology” (rHoceosorusi), to use the Russian terminology
(handed-down to Hartmann) — that he calls “intuitivism”. This gnoseology was
principally developed in his Foundations of Intuitivism (O6ocHogaHie uHmyumu-
eusma, 1906), but its main theses are also to be found in other, shorter writings.
According to his intuitivism, real beings are intuited by way of sensory intuition
and ideal beings by intellectual intuition. Lossky characterizes intellectual intu-
ition as the “knowledge consisting in the processing of non-sensory experi-
ence”.*® By knowledge of the non-sensory he means “cases in which knowledge
requires complete abstraction from sensory experience, and in which it is hin-
dered by sensory experience”.*” An example would be the intuition involved
in “the deductive inferences of pure mathematics”.*® Intellectual intuition is
also the mode of intuition of the self-evidence of mathematical “axioms and pos-
tulates”.*” When someone understands the self-evidence of such axioms and
postulates, there “is an immediate intellectual vision, or intuition, by which the
truth is apprehended with perfect clearness” (Lossky 1919b, 366).>°

This being said, for Lossky the realm of ideal beings includes the subrealm
of values, which is intuited by way of an “axiological intuition”. The axiological

45 “B coBpemeHHOM (pwI0cO(MM 3aMeTeH BO3PACTAIIMUI MHTEPEC K MUJIea/TbHOMY B TOUHOM,
IUTATOHOBCKOM CMBIC/IE CJIOBQ, T. €. K IIAPCTBY C8EPX8PEMEHHbIX U C8ePXNPOCMPAHCMBEHHBIX
HauaI. Ha 3ToVi 1MouBe BO3HMKAKIOT CUCTEMbI, KOTOPble MOXKHO Ha3BaThb udeasi-peanucmuuec-
KUMU, TaK KaK OHY I10JIaraloT B OCHOBY peasibHOro (MPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOr0) GbITUS —
mpaeanbHoe” (Lossky 1922, 4).

46 “3uamie, cocTosiee Bb 06paGoTkb HeuyBcTBeHHAro ombita” (Lossky 1906, 325).

47 “xorga 3HaHie TpeGyeTh 0COOEHHO IOTHATO OTBJIEUEHiS OTh UYBCTBEHHATO OITBITA, KOTIA
OHO BCTpbuaeTh TOJNIBKO MOMbBXY Bb UYBCTBEHHOMbB OIBITh” (Lossky 1906, 326).

48 “nemyKTMBHBIA YMO3aK/IOueHis uncron MmaremaTukn” (Lossky 1906, 326).

49 “axciomb u moctynatoBh” (Lossky 1906, 326). Needless to say, Lossky has in mind self-evi-
dently true axioms and postulates, and not hypotheses and assumptions the truth of which re-
mains to be verified.

50 I here use Nathalie Duddington’s 1919 translation, which makes use of the terminology of
“intuition”, instead of the 1906 original, in which Lossky used the word ymo3pbHie, which is
best translated as “speculation”. Since Duddington’s translation was made in consultation
with Lossky, we have to infer that Duddington’s terminology reflects Lossky’s mature concep-
tion.
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intuition is immediate contemplation of moral and aesthetic values. In this re-
gard, Lossky remarks that, for Scheler also, “some special kind of perceiving
is required by which values may be discovered”.>* But, whereas for Lossky values
are apprehended by an intellectual intuition, for Scheler they “are perceived not
by theoretic, but by emotional-intentional functions, by the activities of feeling
(Fiihlen)”.>* Lossky says that what Scheler calls “emotional intuitivism” is the
“theory that values are perceived by means of feeling, as a special function di-
rected toward them”.>® Scheler’s emotional intuitivism, he adds, is a theory that
claims “the immediate givenness of transsubjective values in the feelings of the
subject”.>* And Lossky fully concurs with Scheler “that feeling is a special kind
of cognition in which values are given”.”®

Hartmann, too, admitted the presence of a similar intuition. He partly sought
the solution of the problem of the teachability of values and virtue in the
avapvnotg (anamnesis) of Plato’s Meno, which is an aprioristic kind of apprehen-
sion. In fact, for Hartmann “[a]prioristic knowledge is always inherently intui-
tive”.>® But, as is the case with Lossky, for Hartmann there is a ratiocinative a
priori and an emotional one, an a priori of thinking and one of feeling, which
must be distinguished. Just like the rational a priori, “[a]ll moral preference is
intuitive, is immediately there, and is always contained in the grasping of a
given situation [...]. It does not first wait for a judgment of the understanding”.”’
This kind of “aprioristic insight” (apriorische Einsicht, e.g.: Hartmann 1926, 27,
28, 56, 102) or “aprioristic intuition” (apriorische Intuition, e.g.: Hartmann
1926, 56) through which values are revealed, Hartmann sometimes calls
“value-feeling” (Wertgefiihl, e.g.: Hartmann 1926, 482-483), as Scheler does,

51 “Heo6xomumb, MpaBa, OCOObIN BUIh CO3HABAHIs, TOCPEICTBOMB KOTOPAro ITbHHOCTH MO-
I'yTb ObITh HalideHvt” (Lossky 1931, 14).

52 “BocmpigTie ILIBHHOCTeN OCYIIECTBIISIETCS He TMOCPeICTBOMb TeOPeTUUECKUXb, a
TTOCPEAICBOMB IMOYIOHAIbHBIX® UHTEHIIIOHATBHBIXD (PYHKIIN, TOCPEACTBOMD TSI TETBHOCTEN
uyBcTBa (Fiihlen)” (Lossky 1931, 13).

53 “yueHie O TOMbB, UTO ITBHHOCTM ITOCTMUTAIOTCSI TIOCPEICTBOMB UYBCTBA, KaKb 0COOOM
Hampas/IeHHOM Ha Huxb QyHKIin” (Lossky 1931, 14).

54 “HeNOCPe[CTBEHHYI0 JAHHOCTh TPAHCCYO'BEKTUBHBIXD ITBHHOCTEN BB UYBCTBb cyObekTa”
(Lossky 1931, 123).

55 “Henb3st He cOrylacUThcs Chb IlleslepoM, UTO UYBCTBO €CTh OCOOBIV BMIBH CO3HABaHifA, Bb
KoTopoMb maHbl IrbHHOCTM” (Lossky 1931, 123). Lossky is here referring to: Scheler 1916, xi,
64, 261-269.

56 “Apriorische Erkenntnis ist vielmehr immer urspriinglich intuitiv’ (Hartmann 1926, 103).

57 “Alle moralische Stellungnahme ist vielmehr intuitiv, ist unmittelbar da und immer im Erfas-
sen der gegebenen Sachlage [...] bereits enthalten. Sie wartet nicht erst auf den urteilenden Ver-
stand” (Hartmann 1926, 104).
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€

but also “valuational insight” (Werteinsicht, e.g.: Hartmann 1926, 101), and
“emotional apriorism” (emotionaler Apriorismus, e.g.: Hartmann 1926, 104).

According to Scheler, not only values, but also the relations between values are
apprehended by way of intuition. As he says, “the rank order of values can never
be deduced or derived. Which value is ‘higher’ can only be grasped through acts of
preferring and pursuing. There is here an intuitive ‘evidence of preference’ that can-
not be replaced by logical deduction”.*® Although Lossky accepts Scheler’s emo-
tional intuitivism, he considered — perhaps unfairly — his account incomplete
and one-sided. Because, even though values are given via emotions, they are not
properly speaking known through emotions. Knowledge (as justified true belief)
of values requires the involvement of a theoretical or ratiocinative activity just as
much as any other kind of knowledge — just as much as, say, geometrical knowl-
edge. On this point, Lossky sides with Hartmann, for whom the “knowledge” of val-
ues is also a theoretical activity. As Lossky says, unlike Scheler, for Hartmann val-
ues “are accessible not to thought, but to an emotional, intuitive Schau [...].
However, knowledge of them, as any other knowledge, has a theoretical charac-
ter”.>®

Thus relying on Hartmann, Lossky says that “distinguishing in this way the
practical experience of values by means of feelings from their theoretical identi-
fication by means of knowledge, we may accept Scheler’s emotional intuitivism
for the practical sphere of action and, at the same time, speaking of the cognition
of values, we may affirm that it can be obtained by a theoretical intuition”.*® This
is because, he says, the

awareness and the experiences thus far mentioned are not as yet knowledge. They have a
primary practical importance as possible directors of our behavior. But in order for them to
gain theoretical importance, i.e., to become knowledge, intentional acts of cognition are
necessary on the part of the observer. These intentional acts must be directed both upon
the outer object and upon the feelings with which the object is clothed in consciousness.

58 “daf} die Rangordnung der Werte niemals deduziert oder abgeleitet werden kann. Welcher
Wert der ‘hohere’ ist, das ist immer neu zu erfassen durch den Akt des Vorziehens und Nachset-
zens. Es gibt hierfiir eine intuitive ‘Vorzugsevidenz’, die durch keinerlei logische Deduktion zu er-
setzen ist” (Scheler 1916a, 87).

59 “IloCTyIIHBI OHM He MBIC/IM, a BMUAbHI0, ‘Schau’, aMoIiaIbHOMY, MHTYUTUBHOMY [...]. OmHa-
KO 3HaHie 0 HUXb, KaKb U BCAKOE JIpyroe 3HaHie, MbeTdb TeopeTuueckiit xapakrep” (Lossky
1931, 15). Lossky is here referring to the 1926 edition of Hartmann’s Ethik, p. 108.

60 “PasrpanuumBasi, TAaKUMb 06Pa30Mb, ITPAKTUUECKOe MepeXkyBaHie ITbHHOCTEeN UYBCTBOMb
M TEOpETUUECKOe pasjiMueHie MXb3HAHieMb, Mbl MOXKEMb [IPUHSTH IMOIIIOHAJTBHBIN MHTYUTHU-
Bu3Mb Illesiepa 1 IpakTMUecKoy cdepbl M Bb TO-)K€ BpeMsi, TOBOPSI O NO3HABAHIU
ITBHHOCTE, YTBEPKIATh, UTO OHO OCYIIECTBIISIETCS ITOCPEJICTBOMD TAKOM JKe meopemuueckol
unmyuyiu” (Lossky 1931, 125).
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These acts are differentiation, abstraction, inference, etc., and they result in the judgment of
value, the knowledge of value.®*

Moreover, Lossky and Scheler both distinguish the intuition of values from the
intuition of the objects of religion. In On the Eternal in Man (Vom Ewigen im Men-
schen, 1923), Scheler speaks of a “religious act” (religiéser Akt), which is ac-
quaintance with the “religious object”. The religious act “transports the subject
directly into a sphere of existence and of values accessible to him only”.%* This
act appears to be distinct from the “emotional act” (emotionaler Akt) (Scheler
1923a, 89). This distinction is quite similar to that which Lossky makes between
the “axiological” and the “mystical” intuition, about which he works out his
ideas in “Mystical Intuition” (1938a) and Sensual, Intellectual, and Mystical Intu-
ition (UyscmeeHHasi, uHmMesieKmyaibHass u mucmuueckas uxmyuyis, 1938b).
Needless to say, Hartmann resorts neither to a religious act nor to a mystical in-
tuition given that he does not have recourse to the God hypothesis in the first
place.®®

According to Lossky, the objectivity and absoluteness of values combined
with the intuitivist gnoseological approach has the advantage of ruling out axio-
logical relativism and, thereby, moral relativism such as that of Nietzsche. In this
respect, he agrees with Scheler, for whom, Lossky says, “from the subjectivity of
the choice does not follow the subjectivity of what is chosen”.®* In order to avoid
relativism, he says,

we should distinguish, as Scheler explained, between the norms of behavior and the values
corresponding to them, and keep in mind that one and the same value under different con-

61 “TlepeunciieHHBIS CO3HABaHIsI M IIEPEXXUBaAHisA ele He CYTh 3HaHie; OHM UMbBIOTH
TIEPEBEHCTBYIOIEE Npakmumuueckoe 3HaueHie, KaKb BO3MOKHbIE PYKOBOJMTEIM HAIIETo
roBesieHis. Ho jy1s Toro, uTo6bl OHM TOJIYUWINM Mmeopemudeckoe 3HaUeHie, T. €. CTAIA 3Ha-
HieMb, HEOOXOIVIMBI ellle MHTEeHIlilOHaIbHbIe TIO3HaBaTe/IbHbIe aKThl HAOJII0IaTesIsd, Harpas-
JIEHHBbIe ¥ Ha BHBIIHIN IpegMeTh M Ha UyBCTBA, KOTOPHIMM OHB OIBTH Bb CO3HAHIM; 3TU
aKTBI CYTh pa3IMueHie, OTBIeUeHie, OOCY)KIeHie T. I.; Bb Pe3y/IbTaTh UXb SIBIISIETCS CyXHcOeHie
oybHKu, 3HaHie o ybuHocmu” (Lossky 1931, 124).

62 “er versetzt sich als religioser Akt auf unmittelbare Weise in eine nur ihm zugéngliche Da-
seins- und Wertsphére” (Scheler 1923, 350).

63 Concerning his Christian beliefs, Lossky is certainly closer to Scheler than he is to Hartmann,
who was rather on the agnostic — if not on the atheist — side of the religious spectrum. On the
question of Hartmann’s religious beliefs or lack thereof, see also: Scheler 1929, 43-46 (“Mensch
und Geschichte”, §. V); Breton 1951; Zwingen 1958; Galecki 1971; Buch 1983; Reinhard 1995;
Jordan 2002.

64 “U3b CYyOBEKTMBHOCTM 6blOUpPaHisi BOBCE HE BBITEKAeTh CYOBEKTUBHOCTb 8blOPAHHA20”
(Lossky 1931, 134).
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ditions can be the source of different, sometimes even contradictory norms. So, for exam-
ple, the contention that ‘the personal value of one person is equal to that of another person’
under different conditions can give rise to two contradictory norms: ‘take care of others’
and ‘take care of yourself’.®®

Lossky believes that the intuitional approach to axiology has also the advantage
of avoiding the pitfalls of the axiological psychologism developed by members of
the Austrian School of the theory of values, namely by the early Alexius Meinong
in Psychologisch-ethische Untersuchungen zur Werththeorie (1894) and by
Christian von Ehrenfels in System der Werttheorie (1897/1898).%¢ Such theories,
he says, are subjective and thus have to renounce any commitment to the exis-
tence of absolute values. As Barry Smith says, “for Ehrenfels value is itself just
the relation of desirability of an object for a subject” (Smith 1994, 296). In con-
trast, Lossky claims,

the proponents of intuitivism (e.g., Scheler [...], and also the author of this book [i.e., Los-
sky himself]) can escape falling into psychologism especially well. In fact, the proponents
of intuitivism argue that besides the individual psychical experiences of the subject there
may also be present in consciousness many parts of the external world and different spe-
cies of being — material being, the psychic being of others, ideal being, etc. Understanding
the structure of consciousness in this way, it is natural to look for values not in the subjec-
tive feelings caused by them, but deeper, namely moving in the direction of the objects of
the feelings.®”

65 “citbgyeTh pasnmmMuaTh, KaKb 3TO pasbsicHeHo M. Illeepomb, HOPMBI TIOBEAEHIS U
COOTBbTCTByMOIIiST UMb ITBHHOCTU M OTAABATh Ce6b OTUETH Bb Pa3IMUHBIXD YCIIOBISIXD OBITH
VMICTOUHMKOMB Pa3JIMUHBIXb, AaXKe MHOTAA IPOTUBONOJIOXKHBIXb HOPMb. Takb, Harp.,
T0JI0KeHie ‘CO6CTBeHHAsl ITbHHOCTD JIMUHOCTM paBHA ITBHHOCTU APYTOM JIMUHOCTU MOXKETH
JIaTh HAUQJIO Bb PA3/IMUHBIXDb YCIIOBISIX'b IBYMB IMPOTUBOIIOIOKHBIMB HOPMaMb: ‘3a60ThCS O
Ipyruxs’ U ‘3a60Thcst 0 ceGb’” (Lossky 1931, 119). Here Lossky is referring to Scheler 1916a,
219, 306-320.

66 I say the “early” Meinong, because he will later change his mind and defend an anti-psycho-
logistic axiology in Zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Werttheorie (1923).

67 “0COGEHHO UETKO OTTPAHMUUTHCS OTH BIAJEHis Bb ICUXOJIOTU3Mb MOTYTH CTOPOHHMKU
uHTYUTHMBM3Ma (Harp., [lereps [...], a Takke aBTOPD 3TONM KHMIM). Bh camom mbirh, cTopos-
HUKY MHTYUTUBM3MA YTBEPXKAIOTD, UTO B CO3HAHIM, KPOMb MHAMBUIYAJIBHO — IICUXUUECKUXD
IepeXXMBaHill CyOBeKTa, MOTYTh HAJIMUECTBOBAThH JII0ObIe OTPb3KM BHBIIHATO Mipa U JII06bIe
BUIIBI OBITiS — MaTepiayibHOe ObITie, Uy)Koe IICUXMUECKOoe ObITie, MaeaslbHOe ObITie M T. II.
[Ipu TakoMb MIOHMMaHIM CTPOEHIs CO3HAHIisS eCTeCTBEHHO MCKATh ITBHHOCTY HEe Bb CYOBEKTUB-
HOMDB UyBCTBb, BBI3bIBaeMOMB €10, a IJIyOXKe, MMEHHO W[ Bb HallpaBJeHi Kb MpegMeTy
uyecTBa” (Lossky 1931, 25-26).
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3 The Definition of Values

Lossky is not only interested in knowing that values are, but also what they are —
not only quod sit, but also quid sit. Are values relations, qualities, essences, pow-
ers, meanings, or something else? To tackle this issue, he begins by surveying
previous definitions of values. He considers the position of the German philoso-
pher and psychologist Johannes Heyde as he developed it in Wert: Eine philoso-
phische Grundlegung (1926) and according to whom a value is a relation between
a subject and some object (Lossky 1931, 26-27). For Lossky, such theory has the
advantage of not being purely subjective, because the relation between the sub-
ject and the object already extends outside the subject. And, for sure, a relation
between the subject and some kind of object is necessary in the apperception of
values. But, even if the concept of value is closely related to that of relation, for
Lossky, Heyde mistakes the relation between the subject and the valuable object
for the value itself; a value may or may not stand in a relation, but it is a cate-
gorial mistake to take the relation for the value itself. The value must rather be
on the side of the valuable being (Lossky 1931, 27-28). Thus, he concludes, “no
matter how much we agree with Heyde that the concept of value is very closely
connected with the concept of relation [...], still we cannot accept as true the fun-
damental assertion of Heyde that ‘value is a relation’”.%®

In contrast to the definition of value as relation is that of Scheler, for whom
values are qualities (Qualitdten) (Scheler 1916a, 249). But Scheler also character-
izes values as Urphdnomene (Scheler 1916a, 260).%° This terminology is likely to
have been borrowed - directly or indirectly — from Goethe, who was seeking,
throughout his scientific writings (on mineralogy, botany, osteology, anatomy,
the theory of colors, etc.), what he called the Urphdnomen. The prefix Ur-
takes the sense of “primordial”. The word can thus be translated as “primordial
phenomenon” or “proto-phenomenon”. The Urphdnomen, that Goethe also occa-
sionally called the Urform, is similar to Plato’s intelligible Forms in that it is an
original model or plan that nature expresses in an infinite number of variations
through the multiplicity of natural phenomena.” It is in this sense, I think, that
one must understand Scheler’s conception of values. That is why Scheler says

68 “Kakb ObI JaJIeKO MbI HI IUIM 3a ['elie, coramasach, UTO MOHATIe IrTbHHOCTY ThCHBIIIMMb
06pa3oMb CBSI3aHO Ch IIOHSTIEMb OMHOWEHIA [...], BCe JKe Helb3s PU3HATh MICTUHHBIMD OCHOB-
Hoe yTBepkaeHie ['eiime, uTo ‘ITbBHHOCTE ecmb oTHoIeHie™” (Lossky 1931, 27). In his rejection of
the definition of values as relations, Lossky agrees with Scheler 1916a, 248-249.

69 “Werte als Urphdnomene” (Scheler, 1916a, p. 260). On Scheler’s characterization of values as
Urphdnomene, see: Zhang 2010, 180-183.

70 On Goethe’s theory of the Urphdnomen, see, e.g.: Henel 1956; Hennigfeld 2015.
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that values “as Urphdnomene, do not admit of any further explanation”.”* As Ur-
phdnomene, as primordial forms, these qualities are the beginning of a series —
they have no cause -, so their being cannot be explained.

Concerning the latter definition of values as urphenomenal qualities, Lossky
says that, for Scheler, “values, for instance, ‘pleasant, charming, delightful,
noble’, etc., are not relations, but peculiar qualities forming a special realm of
objects”.”? He interprets Scheler as reducing values to such qualities as ‘pleas-
ant’, ‘charming’, ‘delightful’, ‘noble’, and so on, and he disagrees with this re-
duction. Although values are “given as feeling and may be expressed in such
words as pleasant, noble, sweet, delightful, tender, sublime, [...] and so on
[...], value cannot be reduced simply to these moments: these are only the symp-
tomatic moments of value”.”> He explains that, when we use words such as
‘pleasant’, ‘charming’, ‘delightful’, and ‘noble’ in order to express our axiotic ex-
perience of an object, these words denote a

complex fact of cognition that has both a subjective and a transsubjective side: the subjec-
tive side consists in the fact that the observer experiences his own subjective ‘feeling of de-
light’, ‘feeling of exaltedness’, ‘feeling of beauty’, ‘feeling of nobleness’, etc., whereas the
transsubjective side is the perceived object of the external world with its colors, sounds,
and activities in that wholeness that imparts it its specific worth and specific meaning
for the plenitude of being, the meaning that is experienced by the observer in the ‘feeling
of delightfulness’, the ‘feeling of nobleness’, etc.”*

71 “die Werttatsachen als Urphdnomene, die keiner weiteren Erkldrung zugdnglich sind”
(Scheler 1916a, 259).

72 “irbHHOCTH, HaNIPUMbPB, “IIPISITHBIN, MWIbIA, BOCXUTEIbHBIN, 6JIaTOPOAHBIN” U T. 1. CYTh
He OTHOIIIEeHis1, a CBOe0GPasHbIS Kauecmaa 06pasyioliis 0co6oe 1apcTBo rpeaMetoss” (Lossky
1931, 12).

73 “maHHBIA Bb Pa3BUTOMBb CO3HAHiIM Bb UYBCTBb M BBIPA3MMBI TaKMMM CJIOBaMM, KaKb
MPISTHBIN, MWIBIA, 6JIarOPOIHBIN, HBKHBIN, BOCXUTUTEJIbHBIN, BO3BBIIIEHHBIA, [...] ¥ T. II
[...], rbBHHOCTB He CBOAMTCS TOJIBKO Kb 3STMMb MOMEHTaMb: 3TO CMMIITOMATUUECKiE MOMEHTBI
nennoctu” (Lossky 1931, 79-80).

74 “cnoxHBI (DAKTH CO3HAHIsS, MMbIOIIi CYOBEKTUBHYI0 M TPAHCCYOBEKTUBHYIO CTOPOHY:
CyOBEKTMBHAsI CTOPOHA COCTOMTb Bb TOMbB, UTO HAOJTIOAATENb IIEPMXKBAETH CBOE
CYOBEKTUBHOE ‘UYBCTBO BOCXUTUTEJIBHOCTH’, ‘UYBCTBO BO3BBIIIIEHHOCTHU , ‘UYBCTBO KPACOTHI,
‘qyBCTBO 6JIarOPOJICTBA, MY>KeCTBa’, U T. I1., @ TPAHCCYObEKTUBHASA CTOPOHA €CTh CO3HABAEMBIN
MpeMeTh BHBIIIHATO Mipa Ch ero Kpackamu, 3ByKaMi, JTbsITeJIbHOCTSIMUA Bb TOV UXB ITBJIOCTH,
KOTOpas MpUlaeTh UMb CIlelMduuecKkoe JOCTOMHCTBO U crelnpudecKkoe 3HaAUeHie IS oJI-
HOTBHI OBITiSI TepeXXMBaeMoe HaOMoJaTe/IeMb Bb ‘UYBCTBb BOCXUTUTENIBHOCTH', ‘UYBCTBb
6maropogacTsa’ u T. 1.” (Lossky 1931, 124).
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For Hartmann, values have a mode of being other than that of reality.”” Now, as I
already mentioned in the section on the objectivity of values, he does say on occa-
sion that values are “real” (Hartmann 1926, 53). But one must differentiate between
“real” in the broad sense of what is in general and “real” in the narrow sense of
that which exists in time. Because, for Hartmann, what is real in the narrow
sense of the term is that which is temporal. As he says in Philosophie der Natur,
“temporality is the main characteristic of reality”.”® This is the only way to make
sense of other claims, such as the following, where Hartmann says that “[v]alue-
structures are ideal objects, beyond all real being and nonbeing”.”” Scheler has a
slightly narrower criterion than Hartmann for determining what is real. For him,
what is real is not what is temporal, but rather what is causally efficient. In “Ideal-
ismus-Realismus”, he says that, “[f]or us, reality and causality belong essentially
together. That which is not effective (wirkféhig) is also not real (wirklich)”.”® Commit-
ment to this criterion compels him to reject the reality of such things as space,
shadows, rainbows, and... values.” Although Scheler and Hartmann have different
criteria for determining what is “real”, they nevertheless both agree that values are
unreal. As Kelly says, “[flor Scheler and Hartmann, values are not ontologically
real” (Kelly 2008, 5). But, again, this is true only insofar as we understand
“real” in the narrow sense that they attribute to this term in accordance with
their respective criteria.

Values are not real, yet they still constitute some form of being. For Hartmann,
they are not categories of being, because categories have no existence separate
from the concretum in which they exist.®° They are rather &pyxai, principles (Prin-
zipien)® of being in the sense that they are a prius, in the sense that they exist
prior to the valued things — a characterization that is not without resemblance to
Scheler’s own characterization of values as Urphdnomene. As such, they belong
to a different realm of being, namely the realm of ideal being: “there is a self-ex-

75 “Haben sie also ein Sein, so jedenfalls ein anderes als Realitét” (Hartmann 1936, 976).

76 “daBd Zeitlichkeit geradezu das Hauptmerkmal des Realen ist” (Hartmann 1950, 217). For
Hartmann’s criterion of reality as that which is temporal, see: Hartmann 1935, 185; Hartmann
1938, 9; Hartmann 1942, 218; Hartmann 1949, 784.

77 “Wertstrukturen sind eben ideale Gegenstdnde, jenseits alles realen Seins und Nichtseins”
(Hartmann 1926, 107).

78 “Realitdt und Kausalitdt gehoren fiir uns wesensmaflig zusammen. Was nicht wirkfahig ist,
ist auch nicht wirklich” (Scheler 1928, 318).

79 For more examples of what Scheler deems unreal, see: Scheler 1928, 292; Scheler 1957b, 387.
80 “Kategorien nicht ein Sonderdasein neben dem Concretum haben” (Hartmann 1942, 257).
81 “ethische Prinzipien sind nicht Kategorien” (Hartmann 1926, 51).
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isting ideal sphere, in which values are at home”.® It is this realm that Plato
called the realm of Ideas, that Aristotle called that of the 8780@, the Scholastics
that of essentia, and which made a comeback, Hartmann says, with the phenom-
enological movement under the guise of the Reich der Wesenheiten (Hartmann
1926, 108).8> The word Wesenheit being the German translation of the Latin
word essentia, we may say that Hartmann defines values as “essences”. For
him, as Lossky points out,

to the realistic experience of that which ought to be corresponds an ideal moment, an ideal
of that which ought to be, necessarily connected with the eidetic structure of the will; and
the will is governed by a normative idea of the individual participation in the absolute plen-
itude of being. This is the moment that N. Hartmann calls ideales Seinsollen.®*

Lossky remarks that

Hartmann in many essential points agrees with Scheler. Values, he says, are not laws, but
objective formations possessing material content. They are ideal (i.e., they belong to the an
sich seiende ideale Sphdire [...]), their being does not have an ‘existence’ (Existenz), but their
matter can be realized [...]. Values are essences (Wesenheiten); they represent a specific
quality of things, relations, or persons. They are those essences thanks to which everything
that is connected with them is valuable.®

So, as with Scheler, Hartmann considers values qua essences as existing in the
“ideal realm” rather than in the “real realm”. And, again like Scheler, he takes
values to have a status analogical to logical and mathematical objects.®® A

82 “es eine an sich seiende ideale Sphdre gibt, in der die Werte urspriinglich heimisch sind”
(Hartmann 1926, 96).

83 On the rebirth of the doctrine of essentia in phenomenology, see also: Hartmann 1942, 207.
84 “PeaslbHOMY TepeXMBaHiI0 JTO/DKEHCTBOBAHISI COOTBBTCTBYETH Bb MAEaIbHOMD eIUHCTBb
BOJIM U ITBHHOCTU MIeaJIbHBII MOMEHTD, MAeaIbHOE JODKEHCTBOBaHie, HEOOGXOIMMO CBSI3aH-
HOEe Cb 3MIOETUUECKOIO CTPYKTYPOIO BOJIM, PYKOBOAMMONM HOPMATMBHOIO UIEEI0 MHAUBUAYAIb-
Haro yuacTis Bb aGCOJTIOTHOM IOJTHOTH GBITiS. ITO TOTH MOMEHTH, KOTOPbIN H. [apTMaHHB
HasbiBaeTsh ideales Seinsollen” (Lossky 1931, 129).

85 “TapTMaHHB Bb BeCbMa CYIIECTBEHHBIXh MYHKTaXb COrjiaceHdb Cb lllenepoms. IIbHHOCTH,
TOBOPUTD OHB, CYTh HE 3aKOHBI, a COJIep>KaTeJIbHO-MaTepiaIbHbISA, 06 bEKTUBHBIS 06pa3oBaHis.
Oy upeasibHbI (MPMHAIIEXATh Kb an sich seiende ideale Sphiére [...]), nx®b GbiTie He nMbeTs
‘cymiectBoBaHis’ (Existenz), HO MaTepist X JOCTYIIHA pean3alin [...]. [IbHHOCTY — cyIIHOCTA
(Wesenheiten), oHM IIpe[CTaB/IsIOb COGOW CIEIM(MUECKOe KauecTBO Bellleil, OTHOLIEHI,
suirb. OHM Takist CYIHOCTH, 6G1arofjapsi KOTOPBIMB BCE, UTO UMb MPUUACTO, ITBHHO” (Lossky
1931, 14-15).

86 “Die Parallele mit den logischen und mathematischen Gegenstdnden ist fiir den Seinschar-
akter der Werte aufBerordentlich lehrreich” (Hartmann 1926, 137).
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value, he says, “has as much an ideal being-in-itself as a mathematical law”.®”

But values are nevertheless gnoseologically different from logical and mathemat-
ical objects insofar as they are objects of an emotional rather than intellectual
intuition. As such, they must belong to a different structure and constitute a sub-
realm of the ideal realm — “the ideal realm of values”.®® And Lossky largely
agrees with these definitions.

Hartmann also considers values to be principles in the sense that they have
a certain “power” of determination (Hartmann 1926, Kap. 17). They do not have a
power of determination as efficient causes, but rather as final causes — in the
same way that the Aristotelian prime mover determines by way of attraction.
For this reason, Hartmann further characterizes values as “prime movers”
(erste Beweger) (Hartmann 1926, 172). This suggests that Hartmann defines values
as powers or as having powers. Lossky notes in this regard that “Hartmann [...]
says that value is a power (cwra) that causes existence to lose its balance and to
strive beyond itself, tendiert iiber hinaus”.*® To this definition, Lossky formulates
the following objection: “Values in themselves contain no power (cubl) that
could cause or create the strivings and actions of the subject. The dynamic mo-
ment of striving and action belongs to the subject himself, to the substantival
agent, and to nothing else”.’® He explains that the “illusion that value is itself
a power arises because the substantival agent is not an abstract bearer of
power, abstracted from its experiences, but a concrete individual whole, imbued
with the fundamental striving for the absolute plenitude of being”.”* Lossky re-
marks, however, that, on this issue, Hartmann has been inconsistent and that his
last word went in the sense of his own view: “However, page 701 [of Ethik — FT],

87 “[Der Wert] hat ein ebenso echtes ideales Ansichsein wie ein mathematisches Gesetz”
(Hartmann 1926, 140).

88 “der idealen Welt der Werte” (Hartmann 1926, 122).

89 “TapTMaHH®B [...] TOBOPUTH, UTO IIBHHOCTh €CTh CW/Ia, GyIaromapst KOTOPO ObITie TepsaeThb
paBHOBbCie 1 ycTpemisieTcst 3a mipe bt cebst camoro, tendiert {iber hinaus” (Lossky 1931, 126).
90 “Camu IIBHHOCTM He COJEPXKaTh Bb ceGb HMKAKOM CMJIbI, KOTOPAst MOTJIA ObI IPUUMHUTD,
TBOPYECKM MOPOIUTH CTPEMJIEHISI CYOBEKTa M €ro IhATeIbHOCTH; AMHAMMUUECKIT MOMEHTH
CTpPeMJIEHisT ¥ ThaTeNIbHOCTY IIPUHAIIEXKUTh CaMOMY CYOBEKTY, CAMOMY CYOCTaHI[iaJIbHOMY
obaremo u Hukomy 6osbire” (Lossky 1931, 125).

91 “Wumo3is, 6yaTo cama ITbHHOCTh €CTh CWIa, BOSHMKAETh MOTOMY, UTO CYOCTAHIiaIbHbIN
IbsATENb eCTh HE OTOPBAHHBIN OTh CBOUX'b ITEPEXXMBAHIN a6CTPaKTHBI HOCUTENTb CWIIBI, @ KOH-
KpeTHOe MHAMBUAYaIbHOE IThbioe, MPOHUKHYTOE OCHOBHBIMB CTPEM/IEHIeMb Kb a6COTIOTHOM
mmostHoTh GhITis” (Lossky 1931, 126).
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Hartmann says that values have no power, that power belongs to the human

will”. 2
Lossky agrees that values are ideal beings. And he is much closer to the

Schelerian and the Hartmannian definitions than to, say, Ehrenfels’s and

Heyde’s definitions, because at least for Scheler and Hartmann values are on

the side of the object. Lossky nevertheless proposes a different definition. For

him, values are not simply properties or qualities or essences (even urphenome-
nal or archetypal ones) of what is — they are the same as what is, only conceived
from a different perspective. Here is some textual evidence (in order of appear-
ance in the text):
“According to the ontological theory of values that I am developing, being
itself is not only a bearer of values, but is itself a value, if taken in its mean-
ing; it is itself either good or evil”.”

— “each substantival agent, each actual and even each potential person, is an
absolute intrinsic value potentially all-embracing. Thus, the whole primeval
world created by God consists of beings that are not means to some ends
and values, but are absolute intrinsic values in themselves”.*

- “in keeping with our own ontological ideal-realistic axiology, [...] being itself
in its meaning for the plenitude of life is a value”.”

—  “value is not an addition to being, not a quality which it has alongside of
other qualities, but the organic unity of existence and meaning” (Lossky
1952, 258).

The identification of value and being applies also to aesthetic values, which
Lossky — in his posthumously published book on aesthetics The World as the
Realization of Beauty: The Foundations of Aesthetics (Mup kak ocywjecmsneHue

92 “omnHako ctp. 701, rab FapTMaHHD rOBOPUTH, UTO ITBHHOCTM HE UMBIOTH CHMJIbI, UTO CWIa
MIPUHAUIEXATD uetoBbueckoir Boirb” (Lossky 1931, 126).

93 “CoryiacHO pa3BMBaEMOM MHOK OHTOJIOTMUECKOM Teopin ITbBHHOCTENM, OBITie He eCTb TOJIbKO
HOCUTEJTb ITBHHOCTE, OHO camMo, GYyJIyuM B3SITO Bb €r0 3HAUUTEITbHOCTH, €CTb ITBHHOCTh, OHO
camo ecTh 106po u 3710” (Lossky 1931, 80).

94 “Ka)XObIl CyOCTAHIIQIBHBIA ThATENb, KaXKAash IBUCTBUTENIbHAS M JaXKe KaKmasd
MOTeHLia/IbHasI JIMUHOCTD eCThb a6COJII0THAs CaMOILIBHHOCTD, ITOTEHIia/IbHO BCEOOBEMITIONIAL.
Takumb o6pa3oMb, BChb mgbarenu, T. e. Bech IepBO3IaHHBIN Miph, COTBOPEHHBIN Boroms,
COCTOUTD U3b CYIIECTBD, KOTOPHIE CYTh He CPeICTBA IS KaKUXb HUOYIb ITbj1elt ¥ ITbHHOCTE,
a camorrbHHOCTM a6cosmioTHBIT” (Lossky 1931, 90).

95 “HpPUIEP)KUBAsACh CBOEI OHTOJIOIMUECKON MUIeaTb-pPeaIMCTUUECKON aKciosorin, [..] camo
ObITie Bb ero 3HaueHiu I IIOJIHOTHI JKU3HM eCTh ITBHHOCTL” (Lossky 1931, 123-124).



214 —— Frédéric Tremblay

kpacomvt: OcHoebl acmemuku, 1998) — classifies as species of value in gener-
al.?® “Beauty”, he says, “is not some addition to being, but being itself”.”’

But, unlike those — such as Lev Shestov and Emmanuel Lévinas — who
would like to see ontology abdicate the imperial throne of first philosophy
and cede it to ethics, Lossky is not, for that matter, subordinating being to
value and ontology to axiology. Piama Gaidenko says of Lossky that “it would
not be an exaggeration to say that his metaphysics is ontologized ethics”.?®
But, at the same time, Lossky claims that metaphysics remains the queen philo-
sophical science.”® For him, a value is an ideal being, more specifically a mean-
ing (3Hauewnie). But this meaning is simply “being” conceived from the perspec-
tive of its meaningfulness for substantival agents: “Meaning and sense are the
ideal aspect of value. Therefore, every value is either wholly ideal, or at least con-
tains an ideal aspect within itself. If valuable being is itself ideal being, then
value is wholly ideal”.**° Lossky gives the following examples:

the substantival agent, as a supertemporal and superspatial source of activity, is a wholly
ideal value. If the valuable being is a real being, then the corresponding value is ideal-real:
such is, for instance, the aria performed by a singer. The idea of the aria, the idea of a
shrine, the idea of a deed, and so on, is wholly an ideal value that can be realized. The per-
formed aria, the built temple, or the committed deed, are ideal-real values.*®*

96 “Beauty is a value” (Kpacorta ectsb 1ieHHOCTB) (Lossky 1998, 15). Hartmann, too, classified
aesthetic values as species of values in general. On this, see especially his “Uber die Stellung
der dsthetischen Werte im Reich der Werte iiberhaupt” (1927), which is concerned with the spe-
cific difference between aesthetic and moral values. The same subordination of the various spe-
cies of value to value in general may be found in the thought of Semyon Frank, for whom
“[wlhatever may be the defining characteristic of moral value in contrast to the other species
of objective value, moral value is only one of the possible manifestations of value as such”
(“B ueM 6GbI HM 3aK/TIOUAJICS OIIPeIe/ISIOLII IPU3HaK HPaBCTBEHHOM LIEHHOCTH B ee OT/INUNA
OT JIPYTUX BUIOB OGBEKTUBHOM [IEHHOCTM — BO BCSIKOM CJTyUae, HPaBCTBEHHAsI IEHHOCTh €CTh
TOJIBKO OJJHO M3 BO3MOXKHBIX OGHAPY)KeHMIT YyeHHocmu Kak maxosoii”) (Frank 1990, 398).

97 “KpacoTa ecTh He Kakas-1160 rpubaBka K ObITHIO, a camo ObiTue” (Lossky 1998, 19).

98 “He GyHeT IpeyBeIMUEHNMEM CKa3aTh, UTO ero MeTadu3MKa — 3TO OHTOJIOTM3MPOBAHHAS
atuka” (Gaidenko 2016, 46).

99 “According to my view, metaphysics is the most important philosophical science” (Lossky
1934, 266).

100 “3HaueHie M CMBICTb €CTb WJIETbHBIN aCHeKTh ITBHHOCTUA. TakMMb 06pa3oMb, BCSIKast
ITBHHOCTB WJTY CIIOJTHA MJleayTbHA WIN, 10 KpaviHen Mmbpb, 3akiouaeTs Bb ce6b MaeaTbHbIN ac-
MeKTh. Eciu camo ITbHHOe ObITie ecTh ObITie MjeasbHOe, TO ITBHHOCTh CIOJIHA MjaeasbHA”
(Lossky 1931, 80).

101 “cy6CTaHIiaJIbHBIN TbsITENb, KAKh CBEPXBPEMEHHBIN ¥ CBEPXIIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIN MCTOU-
HMKD IbBICTBOBaHIiM, e€CTh CIIOJIHA MAeasbHasd IThHHOCTH. Eciim ITbHHOe ObITie ecThb ObITie
peasibHOE, TO COOTBbBTCTBYIOIIAS ITBHHOCTD MAeaIbHO-peasibHa: TaKOBa, HAIIp., UCIIOIHsIeMast
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Now, one of the difficulties with this definition is that it is not a standard kind of
definition per genus proximus et differentia specifica; the word “value”, accord-
ing to Lossky, does not let itself be defined by the Aristotelian method of defini-
tion. As he says, the

whole difficulty lies in the definition of primary, supercosmic, absolute positive value. It is
[...] the absolute plenitude of being. It possesses within itself the meaning that justifies it,
makes it an object of approval, gives it the absolute right to be realized and preferred above
everything else. In this definition, there is no division into elements [...]. Likewise, the def-
inition of derivative value does not contain a division into genus and differentiae.*®?

On this view, “being” is not a genus that would include the species “value”.'®
Value is rather “an organic unity, including in itself as elements being and mean-
ing (6pITie u 3Hauewnie), which, although it is based on these elements, repre-
sents a novel aspect of the world, different from its elements”.***

In identifying value with being, Lossky claims to be following a line of think-
ers including Dionysius the Areopagite, Scotus Eriugena, Albertus Magnus, and
Thomas Aquinas, who, according to him, all more or less understood ens and
bonum as the same thing conceived from different perspectives (Lossky 1931,
31-32). Such identification is commonplace in the Christian Neo-Platonism
that Lossky embraces. The identification of value and being is possible only in-
sofar as there is identification (confusion?) of what ought to be with what is,
which implies also an identification of what ought not to be, i.e., evil (negative
values), with nonbeing, where the attainment of the hypostatized Good is synon-
ymous with the absolute plenitude (pleroma, mAnpwpa) of being, as opposed to
the deficiency of being. In the teleologically realized world, there is thus no dif-
ference between value and being, because the plenitude of being is also the
plenitude of the Good (positive values) (Lossky 1931, 52).

mbBLOMD apis. Mpmes apin, muiesa xpama, uaes MOCTYNKA M T. II. eCTh CIOJIHA MJeasIbHas
ITBHHOCTb, MOTYIIast OBITh PeaTM30BAHHOIO; MCIIOTHSIEMAsT apisi, TOCTPOEHHBIN XPaMb, COBED-
IIIaeMbIi TIOCTYIIOKD €CTh ITBHHOCTD MieabHO-peasibHass” (Lossky 1931, 80).

102 “Bcst TPYOHOCTD 3aKITIOUAETCS BB ONpeAbieHiu MePBUUHOM CBEPXMipOBOM abCOTIOTHOM
[IOJIOXKUTEJIBHOM IIBHHOCTY: 3TO [...] aGcoioTHaA MmojHOTa ObITiA, cama Bb ceOGb mmbromas
CMBICITh, OTTPAB/IBIBAIONIIN ee, Abaomlin ee mpeaAMeTOMb OH06PeHis, JAIIil eyl 6e3yCII0BHOe
IIPaBO Ha OCYILIECTBJIEHie U MPEeIoUTeHie ueMy 6bI TO HM GBUIO JPyroMy. Bb aTOMB orpembiie-
Hiv HbTDH pa3JioXKeHiss Ha 3j1eMeHTHI [...]. Taxke u ompembiieHie MPOU3BOLHON ITBHHOCTU HE
COIEPKUTD Bb cebb passmokeHis Ha pomb u Bumoson” (Lossky 1931, 78-79).

103 “‘ObITie’ He eCcTb PO[Ib, IO KOTOPBIN ITOAXOAUTE ITOHATIe bHHOCTH” (Lossky 1931, 79).
104 “opraHuueckoe egVMHCTBO, BKJTIOUAIOIIee Bb Ce6s, KaKb 3JIEMEHTHI ObITie ¥ 3HAUeHie, HO,
OmMpasiCh Ha 3TY 3JIEMEHTHI, OHA MTPEeCTaBIIeTh COO0I0 HOBBIN acleKTh Mipa, OTJIMUHBINA OTb
cBOoMXb 351eMeHTOBB” (Lossky 1931, 79).
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The Losskyan philosopher John Marshall recapitulates in nuce Lossky’s in-
novation as follows:

Max Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann give us a new type of absolute. They give us values that
are qualities, material qualities that may be added to existents. These qualities are borne by
existences. In a sense values exist in their purity only in a very unreal sense. It would be
better to say that pure value subsists rather than exists. An existent per se is not valuable, it
only bears values. Pure value may have reality apart from existence (Marshall 1935, 203).

The theory of Scheler and Hartmann is problematic, Marshall thinks, insofar as

it deprives existence itself of intrinsic worth. If we are dealing with a beautiful object we ask
ourselves [...] if the picture itself is not beautiful apart from the adding of a quality called
beauty. If we take the position that a tertiary quality is the only value, we must ask our-
selves whether there is not a value that lies in the bearer of the quality in addition to
the quality borne (Marshall 1935, 203-204).

Marshall’s interpretation seems accurate. Scheler did affirm the independence of
values from the bearers of values. As William Werkmeister says, for Scheler the

order of rank [is] independent of the existence of ‘goods’ and [is], in fact, [...] determinative
of the various value levels of the actual ‘goods’. What Scheler underscores here is the fact
that value is one thing and a ‘bearer of a value’ (Werttriger) is quite another. This distinc-
tion underlies his whole argument (Werkmeister 1970, 290).

As to Hartmann, he explicitly declared the independence of values from the val-
ued things.'®> But Hartmann, who claimed that values are principles, will also
later claim in “Neue Wege der Ontologie” (1942) that principles are universal,®®
and he will dissociate himself from doctrines that hypostatize universals.'®” This
would seem to imply a dissociation from his earlier thesis that values are exis-
tentially independent. In any case, on the interpretation that they take values
to be independent of the valued things, Scheler and Hartmann would be guilty,
according to Marshall, of a sort of duplication or reification (hypostatization) — a
fallacy that Vladimir Solovyov identified as the chief tendency of Western philo-
sophy, which consists in “the one-sided predominance of rational analysis, af-

105 “Werte sind nicht nur unabhéngig von Wertdingen Giitern, sondern sind auch positiv deren
Bedingung” (Hartmann 1926, 109).

106 “alles Prinzipielle allgemein ist” (Hartmann 1942, 207).

107 “Man muf3 iiberhaupt gegen die Wesenslehre Abstand gewinnen; und zwar nicht nur, weil
man sich mit ihr wieder allen Umstdnden eine Verselbstandigung des ‘Allgemeinen’ hingt...”
(Hartmann 1942, 207).
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firming abstract concepts in their separateness and thence necessarily hyposta-
tiz[ling] them”.'°® On Marshall’s view, the Losskyan solution avoids this fallacy.

4 The Stratification of Values

Scheler and Hartmann both developed theories of the strata of values and of the
strata of feelings coordinated to them. In Formalismus, these strata of feelings
are identified as follows: (1) sensory feelings, (2) bodily feelings (as conditions)
and vital feelings (as functions), (3) pure psychical feelings (pure feelings of the
1), and (4) spiritual feelings (feelings of personhood).°® Each one of these levels
of feelings follows its own laws and is coordinated to a respective set of values.
Sensory feelings apprehend the bodily agreeable and disagreeable, as well as
their species. Vital feelings apprehend vital values, such as health, vigor,
strength, and their opposites, i.e., illness, tiredness, and weakness. Psychic feel-
ings apprehend values pertaining to the ego, such as happiness and sadness.
Spiritual feelings, which pertain to the person (in relation to family, friends, so-
ciety, etc.), apprehend spiritual values, i.e., beautiful and ugly, right and wrong,
shame, remorse, etc. Spiritual values belong to a rank of values higher than
purely psychical values, psychical values are higher than vital values, and the
latter are higher than sensory values (Scheler 1916a, 109).'*°

Likewise, for Hartmann the lower values are stronger and bear weaker yet
higher and nobler ones. For instance, friendship and love are nobler than and
preferable to the more mundane and commonplace respect for the life of
other human beings, but there cannot be friendship or love without respect
for human life in the first place. The higher values are more preferable, but ne-
cessitate the lower ones in order to be realized. Thus, Hartmann says, to “sin
against a lower value is in general more grievous than to sin against a higher
one; but the realization of a higher is morally more valuable than that of a
lower one. Murder is considered to be the most grievous offense, but respect
for another’s life is not on that account the highest moral habitus — not compa-

108 “omHOCTOpOHHEe IpeobiIajilaHie Pa3CyqOUHAr0 aHAIM3a, YTBEPKAAIONIAro OTBIEUeHHBIS
TOHATISI Bb MXDb OTIBIBHOCTM M BCTBICTBie 3TOT0 HEOOXOIMME MXb T'MIIOCTA3UpPYIOIaro”
(Solovyov 1874, 76).

109 “Es gibt: 1. Sinnliche Gefiihle oder ‘Empfindungsgefiihle’ (Carl Stumpf), Leibgefiihle (als Zu-
stinde) und Lebensgefiihle (als Funktionen), 3. rein seelische Gefiihle (reine Ichgefiihle), 4. geist-
ige Gefiihle (Personlichkeitsgefiihle)” (Scheler 1916a, 344).

110 For a study of Scheler’s theory of the stratification of emotional life, see: Werkmeister 1970,
287-313; Geniusas 2015.
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rable to friendship [and] love”.*™ Murder is thus a most grievous offense insofar
as it is a sin against the foundational (lowest-level) value of “vitality” or “alive-
ness”, without which one is deprived of the possibility to realize higher, nobler
values.'?

I mentioned what Lossky calls “the plenitude of being” (Seinsfiille), which is
a stage that remains to be realized. The teleological view that the activity of sub-
stantival agents is directed at the realization of the plenitude of being implies a
conception of the stages of evolution leading to that ultimate state. On this issue,
Lossky relies partially on Scheler and Hartmann, but his earliest — and thus most
formative — influence was Solovyov’s theory of the stages of being (Lossky 1931,
54). Lossky’s theory of levels is not, like that of Hartmann, a theory of static stra-
ta, but rather of evolutionary stages toward the attainment of the plenitude of
being. And, in the same way that the most fundamental levels of being are nec-
essary conditions for the possibility of higher levels of being, the most funda-
mental values are necessary conditions for the possibility of higher values. As
Lossky says,

[almong relative values the ranks (panru) are determined in part by the steps of normal
evolution. Thus, for instance, on earth the biological values are in general higher than
the values of inorganic nature, the values of the social process are higher than the biolog-
ical ones. To classify values into groups according to their rank would be possible only by
having a thoroughly developed theory of the system of values.'*®

Instead of reinventing the wheel, Lossky invokes the work of Scheler and Hart-
mann: “Not intending to develop such a system, I limit myself to a defense of the
theory of ranks. Many of its aspects have been elucidated by M. Scheler in his
Der Formalismus in der Ethik und die materiale Wertethik [and] by N. Hartmann
in his Ethik”.***

111 “Die Versiindigung am niederen Wert ist im allgemeinen schwerer als die am hoheren; die
Erfiillung des hoheren aber ist moralisch wertvoller als die des niederen. Der Mord gilt als
schwerstes Vergehen, aber die Respektierung fremdem Lebens ist deswegen nicht der héchste
moralische Habitus — nicht zu vergleichen mit Freundschaft [und] Liebe” (Hartmann 1926, 252).
112 For a study on the theory of lower and higher values in Hartmann, see: Hiibler 1950.
113 “Cpenu OTHOCUTEIBHBIXD ITBHHOCTEN DAHTU OUPEIBIITIOTCS, MEXIY MPOUMMb, CTYIIe-
HSIMM HOPMAJIBHOM 3BOJIOLM; TaKb, HAMP., Y HACh Ha 3eMTh ITBHHOCTH 6i0/I0TMUecKis BB 06-
IIeMb BbIllle ITBHHOCTEN HeOPTaHUUECKON MPUPOIbI, ITBHHOCTHM COI[ia/IbHArO IIPOIIECCA BhIIIIE
bHHOCTeN 6i0710TMUecKMXb. [IOIBITKY PaCOIOKUTD ITBHHOCTH BB PSJIBI IT0 pAaHTaMb MOXXHO
6bUTIO OBbI OCYIIECTBUTHh He MHaue, KaKb MMbs 060CTOSTENIBHO pa3paboTaHHOe yueHie o cuc-
Temb wbuHOCTEN” (Lossky 1931, 120).

114 “He co6upasich pa3pabaThiBaTh TAKYI0 CUCTEMY, S OTPAaHMUMBAIOCH TAK)XKE U Bb YUEHIU O
paHrax’b TOJIBKO 3aIIMTOI 3TOTO MOHSATISS. MHOTisSI CTOPOHBI ero BbisicHeHbI M. IlleiepoMsb Bb
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Lossky agrees with Scheler and Hartmann that

in choosing between several values under the conditions of psycho-material being we have
to be guided not only by the rank, but also by other properties of values, as, for example, by
the fact that the non-realization of some inferior positive value (say, nutrition) leads to the
appearance of different destructive negative values (illness, death, etc.).'”

Lossky is here referring to “Hartmann’s theory of the existence of two laws of
preference: the preference of value in virtue of its height, and the preference
of value in virtue of its strength”.''® And in Conditions of the Absolute Good
(Vcnosust abconomuozo dobpa, 1949), he makes use of “the law formulated by
M. Scheler and N. Hartmann, [according to which] the greater the value of a
being, the weaker it is, the more it depends on a being the value of which is
lower than itself”.*"’

Lossky admits the Hartmannian Schichtenlehre insofar as it applies to val-
ues, but his conception of the axiotic levels as stages toward the completion
of the plenitude of being only makes sense within an evolutionary-teleological
worldview. Hartmann did not oppose to a genetic interpretation of his theory
of strata. “The categorial laws as such”, he says in “Neue Wege der Ontologie”,
“absolutely allow for a genetic interpretation of the sequence of strata”.*'® But he
staunchly rejected teleologism, which, according to him, makes the categorial
mistake of giving primacy to axiological principles over ontological ones. As
Hartmann says in “Wie ist kritische Ontologie iiberhaupt moglich?”,

ero ‘Der Formalismus in der Ethik und die materiale Wertethik’, H. lapTmMaHoM BB ero ‘Atuxb’”
(Lossky 1931, 120).

115 “mpu BbIGOph MeXOy HbBCKOMBKMMM ITBHHOCTSIMM TIPUXOOMUTCS BB YCIIOBISIXB IICUXO-
MaTepiaJIbHaro ObITiS PYKOBOJCTBOBAThCS He TOJIBKO PAHTOMb, HO M APYTMMM CBOMCTBAMMU
MXb, HAIIP. ThMb, UTO HEOCYIIECTR/IEHIe KaKO-JIM/I0 HMU3ILEN II0JI0XKUTEIBHOM IIBHHOCTH (CKa-
JKEMB, CBITOCTM) BeIeTh 3a COGO0I0 IIOsIBJIEHIe pPa3pyLIMTE/IBHBIXD OTPULIATE/IbHBIXD
wbuHOCTeN (601b3HM, cMeTpu u T 11.)” (Lossky 1931, 121). Scheler also speaks in terms of “pos-
itive and negative values” (positiven und negativen Werten) in Scheler 1916a, 368 ff.

116 “yuenie H. l'apTmMaHa O HaqMuiX ABYXDb 3aKOHOBB MpeJIIOUTEHis: O MpearouTeHin
IITBHHOCTM BB 3aBUCUMOCTM OTh €5 BBICOTBI M IIPEATIOUTEHIM ITBHHOCTY BB 3aBUCUMOCTY OTD
est cwbl” (Lossky 1931, 121).

117 “CorsyacHO 3akoHy, ycraHoBiileHHOMY M. llleiepom m H. T'apTmaHOM, ueMm 6ojiee IIeHHO
Kakoe JiM60 ObITHe, TeM 60jiee OHO XPYIIKO, TeM 60Jiee OHO 3aBUCUT OT ObITHSI, HU3IIErO I10
cBoeit rienHocT” (Lossky 1949, 201).

118 “die kategorialen Gesetze als solche eine genetische Auffassung der Schichtenfolge durch-
aus zulassen” (Hartmann 1942, 286-287). See also: Hartmann 1942, 284.
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[a]ll teleological thinking is axiologically determined, because the being-a-finality of a con-
tent is necessarily rooted in its quality of having a value. So, by implication, a teleological
worldview gives categorial primacy to values rather than to ontological principles, and al-
lows the latter to be determined by the former.*?

But there is no reason why the ens perfectissimum should be prior to the ens re-
alissimum, or why the axiological principle should also be the principle of every-
thing else (Hartmann 1926, 152). Axiology does not have priority over the strictly
ontological matters of the real sphere (Hartmann 1926, 153).

Scheler was much closer to Lossky than he was to Hartmann with regards to
his cosmogenetic conception. As Hartmann writes in his obituary of Scheler,
“la]ccording to him, the secret of the world was a world-development on a
grand scale, from the alogical and blind urge for being up to the fulfilling of
value and meaning in pure spiritual being. But this was also at the same time
the secret of the divine essence, because he understood this very process as
the becoming of God in the world”.*° Yet, with his characteristic constant incon-
sistency, on this issue Scheler nevertheless sided with Hartmann in “Die Sonder-
stellung des Menschen”, where he says that Hartmann very aptly stated the same
thought as his own with regards to “the untenable nonsense of a so-called ‘tel-
eological’ worldview, which has dominated the entire theistic philosophy of the
West”. 11

Hartmann further argues — in Ethik as well as in other places — that within a
teleologically-determined world, the gift of freedom would be wasted, because in
such a world there would be no wiggle room for freedom of choice; in such a
world even the smallest decisions would be predetermined by the final cause,
and such freedom would only be an apparent one:

The metaphysical primacy of the axiological determination implies a perfect determinism,
in which man is deprived of all wiggle room for any determination that could come from

119 “Alles teleologische Denken ist axiologisch bedingt, denn das Zwecksein eines Inhaltes
wurzelt notwendig in seinem Wertcharakter. Ein teleologisches Weltbild also gibt ohne weiteres
den Werten den kategorialen Primat vor den Seinsprinzipien, 1a3t diese durch jene bedingt sein”
(Hartmann 1924, 134).

120 “Eine Weltentwicklung grof3en Stils, vom alogischen und blinden Seinsdrang bis hinauf zur
Wert- und Sinnerfiillung im reinen geistigen Sein, schwebte ihm als das Geheimnis der Welt vor.
Zugleich aber auch als das Geheimnis des gottlichen Wesens. Denn eben diesen Prozef3 verstand
er als das Werden Gottes in der Welt” (Hartmann 1928, xiv).

121 “dem haltlosen Un-Sinn einer sogenannten ‘teleologischen’ Weltanschauung, wie sie die
gesamte theistische Philosophie des Abendlandes beherrscht” (Scheler 1927, 219). This passage
is also to be found on page 60 of the 1947 re-edited version published under the title Die Stellung
des Menschen im Kosmos.
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himself. The finalistic nexus determines differently from the causal nexus; it fixes the ends,
thus the results of all processes, in advance. Against such determination, a finite being
such as man, embedded in the cosmic process itself, cannot rise up. He is over his head
unconditionally at the mercy of his bondage to the fixed goals of the world.'*

Lossky replied to Hartmann’s criticism by saying that his

objections against world-teleology, in particular his assertion that world-teleology would
take away from man the power of determining anything, because in such a case everything
would have been predetermined for him, are unconvincing, because in discussing this issue
he has in mind only two possibilities: teleological determinism and causal determinism. He
misses the third possibility: free purposive activity, i.e., an indeterministic teleology in
which it is possible to have wrong aims, unsuccessful attempts, trials, falling into blind al-
leys, with a return to the same position for new attempts, etc.'*

Moreover, it is the above-mentioned law of strength that, for Hartmann, makes
freedom possible. And, in Freedom of Will (1932), Lossky accepts Hartmann’s
conception of the relationship between the lower and higher levels as well as
of the possibility of categorial freedom, which is the relative freedom that cate-
gories of a higher stratum enjoy over the categories of lower strata. He explains
that

inanimate nature with its mechanical uniformity enters as a component part into the sys-
tem of animate nature that is determined biologically. The higher categories do not cancel
the lower but give the lower realm new forms, creating new syntheses wherever the lower
system leaves room for it. The lower realm is raised to a higher level through Uberformung

122 “Ein solcher metaphysischer Primat der axiologischen Determination bedeutet aber einen
vollkommenen Determinismus, in welchem dem Menschen der Spielraum fiir jede von ihm aus-
gehende Determination benommen ist. Der Finalnexus determiniert ja anders als der Kausal-
nexus; er legt die Ziele, also die Resultate aller Prozesse, zum Voraus fest. Gegen solche Festle-
gung kann ein endliches, in den Weltprozef3 selbst eingebettetes Wesen wie der Mensch nicht
mehr aufkommen. Er ist der iiber seinen Kopf weg bestehenden Bindung an die festgelegten
Weltzwecke bedingungslos ausgeliefert” (Hartmann 1926, 184). For the full criticism, see:
Hartmann 1926, 183-184. See also: Hartmann 1953, 435.

123 “BospaxkeHid H. [apTMaHHa IPOTUBB MipOBOWM TeJI€O0JIOTiM, MEXAY IPOUMMb, YTBEPXK-
JleHie ero, uTo MipoBasi TEJIeOJIOTisI OTHSUIS ObI Y UeJIoBbKa CWIy IeTepMMHMPOBATH UTO GBI
TO HM ObUIO, TaKb KaKb M 6e3b HEro Bce Hamepeqb GbUIO Obl mpenornpembieHo, He yobau-
TeJIbHBI, TaKb KaKb IPU OOCYKOEHiM 3TOro BOIpoca OHb MMbeTh BB BUAY TOJBKO ABb
BO3MOXXHOCTY — TeJIeOJIOTMUECKil AeTepPMMHU3MD U MPUUMHHBINA AeTePMMHU3MbD, YITyCKas
¥3B BUAY TPETHIO BOSMOXXHOCTH — CBOOOJIHYIO ITh/IeCTPEMUTENIBHOCTD, T. €. MHAETePMUHUCTU-
UECKYIO TeJIe0JIOTiio, P KOTOPOJ BO3MOXKHA ITOCTAHOBKA JIOXKHBIXD ITbJiel, HEYIAUHbIS I10-
TIBITKK, ITPOOHI, TIOTAJJaHis Bb TYIIMKD, BO3BPAThI Ha IPEXKHis TTO3UIIiN [T HOBBIX'D ITOTIBITOKD
u T. 1..” (Lossky 1931, 127-128).
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or Uberdeterminierung by the higher categories. The higher realm is something new in re-
lation to the lower, which does not oppose new forms imposed upon it; in this sense,
the higher may be said to be free in relation to the lower. This is precisely what categorial
freedom means: it is not the absence of law, but a plurality of necessary determinations, the
higher of which do not cancel the lower but combine them in an infinite number of new
ways. In that sense they are free in relation to the lower and contain ‘the law of freedom’
(Gesetz der Freiheit) (Lossky 1932, 132-133).*

Yet Lossky accuses Hartmann’s theory of freedom of failing to be what it claims
to be, namely a theory of freedom. He considers that Hartmann’s theory “is really
a species of the most thoroughgoing determinism” (Lossky 1932, 133). Because,
on his view, Lossky says,

everything is determined through and through. Moral freedom is, according to N. Hartmann,
merely a special variety of categorial freedom and may be described as follows. Man’s empir-
ical will is determined in two ways: from without (by external conditions) and from within
(by motives, feelings, etc.) (Lossky 1932, 132-133).

This kind of freedom, Lossky objects, can only be a mere titulus sine re, i.e., a
mere name without reality (Lossky 1932, 134). So, both Lossky and Hartmann
ended up accusing each other of determinism on different grounds.

We have seen that, despite these disagreements, Lossky borrowed from the
Schichtenlehre of Scheler and Hartmann, and especially from that of the latter.
But, once more, the borrowing was probably not unilateral. Hartmann was himself
most likely already under the influence of the Solovyovian and Losskyan theory of
the realms (apcts) of being ever since his studies in Saint Petersburg.>® Solovyov
divided the world into five more or less discrete realms corresponding to the five
stages of the cosmic process ascending toward perfection: the mineral or inorganic
realm, the vegetal realm, the animal realm, the realm of natural-humanity, and the
realm of divino-humanity (Solovyov 1899, 238). Since these are teleological stages
of re-ascension of the fallen man from the depths of nonbeing and evil toward
Being and the absolute Good, they also thereby consist in stages in an axiotic hi-
erarchy of positive and negative values, where monads evolve or devolve depend-
ing on the choices that they make in selecting values. Selecting positive values

124 This passage consists in an addendum that is absent from the Russian original (Ceo60da
sosu, 1927).

125 For a presentation of Solovyov’s theory of Seinsstufen by Lossky, who adopted the latter,
see: Lossky 1930. For a comparison of Solovyov’s theory of the realms of being with Hartmann’s
theory of the levels of reality, and for an argument in favor of the probability of an influence, see:
Tremblay 2017a.
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(e.g., altruism) leads to evolution (i.e., re-ascension), whereas selecting negative
ones (e.g., selfishness) leads to devolution. Solovyov distinguished four ordered
ranks of values in Critique of Abstract Principles (Kpumuka omeneueHHbiXb Ha-
uanv, 1880), each one of which is a necessary step: “first, the human being’s ma-
terial pleasure as an animal organism; second, aesthetical enjoyment; third, intel-
lectual enjoyment, and finally, fourth, the enjoyment of the will or properly moral
enjoyment”.'?® Lossky largely espoused Solovyov’s theory of the realms of being
and of its concomitant hierarchy of values as testifies his Freedom of Will (Ceo600a
eonu, 1927, esp. 170-174).

Early acquaintance with this worldview most likely played a formative role
in the development of Hartmann’s theories of ontological and axiological levels.
And this probable influence well predates the one that Scheler’s theory of the
strata of values could have had on Hartmann. Eugene Kelly expressed surprise
that

Hartmann uses the word ‘stratum’, which clearly refers to Scheler’s phenomenology of the
stratification of emotional life without crediting him for the insight. He may be borrowing
the term from his own ontological notion of levels or strata, but that is from another con-
text, and its use does not apply here (Kelly 2011, 221).

But, on the one hand, as we have just seen, Hartmann had other, earlier sources
and, on the other hand, it was not uncommon at the time to apply the Schichten-
lehre to a wide range of contexts.’” It was also customary to omit mentioning
influences beyond the top-ten philosophers (Plato, Aristotle, Kant, Hegel, etc.).
So, it seems natural that Hartmann would have tried to apply the Schichtenlehre
to his axiological research without crediting anyone, as he also did in fact in his
works on aesthetics (Hartmann 1927, 432; Hartmann 1953, esp. Chap. 11-15).

126 “MbI HaXOAMMDB Bb ONBITH UTO UeI0BbKY CBOMCTBEHHBI HACIQXKIEHis WIN YIOBOJIbCTBIs
UeTHIPEXs POJIOBB: BOIIEPBBIX'D, MAaTEPia/IbHBIS HACTAXK/IEHIST UesToBbKa KaKb )KMBOTHATO Opra-
HM3MA; BOBTODBIXb, HACIIAKAEHISI 3CTETMUECKis; BTPETbUXD, HACTAK/IEHIS YMCTBEHHBIS, U
HAaKOHEITb BUETBEPTBIXb — HACIHAXKAEHiIS BOMM WIM HACIQKIEHIT COGCTBEHHO-
HpaBcTBeHHbIs” (Solovyov 1880, 19). For a brief comparison of Solovyov’s ranks of values
with Scheler’s ordo amoris, see: Dahm 1975, 127-135.

127 See, for instance, volume 9 of the journal Studium Generale edited by Karl Bauer et al.,
which was entirely devoted to the Schichtenlehre and its application to the various sciences, in-
cluding meteorology, geology, ethnology, psychology, the theory of personhood, characterology,
history, law, economy, etc. Many of the authors contributing to this volume were, in fact, under
the influence of Hartmann’s Schichtenlehre.
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Conclusion

To sum up, in his works on freewill and axiology Lossky relies on Scheler and
Hartmann for their ontological realism with regards to values, as well as on
their gnoseological theories of the intuition of values. Concerning their ontolog-
ical definitions of the word “value”, Lossky thinks that they approach the truth
more than the other contemporary definitions, because they take values to be on
the side of the valued goods (and not on that of the subject or of the relation be-
tween the subject and the object). Yet he considers that they have the disadvant-
age of depriving beings of their intrinsic worth. For Lossky, beings are themselves
values and vice versa. Since, for him, the plenitude of being is also the plenitude
of positive values, and since this state is yet to be realized, his axiology implies a
teleological scale of values a la medieval scala naturae with an evolutionary
spin. For this scale of values, he stands on the shoulders of Scheler and
Hartmann. But with regards to the teleological aspect, he criticizes Hartmann’s
“new ontology”, which he accuses of not being new at all, but of being just “the
old ontology of naturalism” (Lossky 1954, 163).

Kelly claimed that a comparison of the theories of values of Scheler and
Hartmann is profitable, because “in ethics the doctrines of the two men supple-
ment each other and are generally consistent with the thought on ethics of at
least two of their contemporaries, Husserl and [Dietrich] von Hildebrand”
(Kelly 2011, 233). Given the overall similarities between the theories of values
of Scheler, Hartmann, and Lossky, I think that the latter’s name could be
added to this list. In comparing Scheler, Hartmann, Husserl, and Hildebrand,
Kelly was seeking to construct a “philosophical platform upon which the
work of axiology, deontology, virtue-theory, and social philosophy can be fruit-
fully conducted” (Kelly 2011, 233). From what we have seen, it appears that Los-
sky’s work on axiology, too, could have something to contribute to such a proj-
ect.

But Lossky’s significance may not lie solely in the mere similarities and dif-
ferences that his axiology has with those of Scheler and Hartmann; it lies also in
the potential influence that it had on them, and thus in the potential that it has
in explaining the historical genesis of their views. Although Lossky borrows from
Scheler and Hartmann, the borrowing may not have been as unilateral as it
might seem at first glance. The Hartmannian theses on which Lossky relies
might very well have been suggested to Hartmann at the outset of his philosoph-
ical development by the intuitivism that Lossky defended — among other places —
in Foundations of Intuitivism: Propaedeutic to the Theory of Knowledge (O6ocHo-
eaHie uHmyumueusma: Iponedesemuueckasi meopis 3HaHis), which was already
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published in 1906, and which was also published as a series of articles in the
journal Questions of Philosophy and Psychology (Bonpocwt ¢hunocoghiu u ncuxo-
no02iu) in 1904 and 1905 (i.e., precisely when Hartmann was studying in Saint
Petersburg, well before the publication of the first part of Scheler’s Formalismus
in 1913). Hartmann — who could read Russian — expressed in print adhesion to a
Losskyan-style intuitivism at least as early as 1921 in Grundziige einer Metaphysik
der Erkenntnis (Chap. 18, §. “Deskriptiver Apriorismus und Intuitivismus”) — a
book that, I might add, Scheler “valued highly”, if we are to believe Hans-
Georg Gadamer’s recollections in Philosophische Lehrjahre.**®

Lossky himself noted the possibility that his intuitivism had exerted an in-
fluence on Scheler. In History of Russian Philosophy, he writes: “Russian young
men studying philosophy in Germany were in lively contact both with their
teachers and with the German students, and imparted to them information
about Russian philosophy. It may therefore be said that at that time not only
the German philosophy affected the Russian, but also Russian ontologism and
intuitivism began to influence the German. This probably is the source of the
‘emotional intuitivism’ in M. Scheler’s theory of values.” (Lossky 1952, 319)

In a brief article on Lossky, Eugene Assmann — who was a personal ac-
quaintance of Lossky and Hartmann — said that Lossky had been a source of in-
spiration for both Scheler and Hartmann: “That he was a source of inspiration
for contemporary German philosophy, one can see from his relations with Max
Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann. This is especially true of Lossky’s early contribu-
tion to gnoseological intuitivism and critical ontology”."?® That Lossky exerted
an influence on Hartmann is becoming increasingly conspicuous as the scholar-
ship grows on this subject. That Lossky had been a “source of inspiration” for
Scheler, however, is a more unexpected claim, although one that could have con-
siderable explanatory power. If Assmann is correct, i.e., if Lossky’s intuitivism

128 Gadamer relates the following anecdote about Scheler: “It is said that his reading so dev-
oured him that whenever he met a colleague he would compel his participation simply by rip-
ping pages out of whatever book he was reading and pressing them into their hands. In this way,
he is said to have used up several copies of Nicolai Hartmann’s Metaphysik der Erkenntnis, which
he valued highly” (“Man erzéhlt sich, daf3 die jeweilige Lektiire, die er verschlang, ihn so ein-
nahm, daf} er Kollegen, die er traf, dadurch zur Teilnahme zwang, da er aus dem Buch, das
er las, ganze Bogen einfach herausrif}, um sie dem Uberraschten in die Hand zu driicken. Von
Nicolai Hartmanns ‘Metaphysik der Erkenntnis’, die er sehr schitzte, soll er auf diese Weise
mehrere Exemplare verbraucht haben”) (Gadamer 1977, 77).

129 “Daf3 er der zeitgenossischen deutschen Philosophie einige Anregungen zu bieten hatte,
erfihrt man aus seinen Beziehungen zu Max Scheler und Nikolai Hartmann. Dies gilt insheson-
dere fiir Losskys frithe Zuwendung zum gnoseologischen Intuitivismus und zur kritischen Onto-
logie” (Assmann 1961, 50).



226 —— Frédéric Tremblay

also exerted an influence on Scheler, it would be no wonder, then, that Lossky
found in the latter’s works so many points of contact with his own philosophy.

An unacknowledged influence from Lossky unto Scheler’s Formalismus, es-
pecially with regards to the theory of intuition, is indeed conceivable; some of
Lossky’s works on intuitivism and cognate topics had already been published
in German translation prior to the publication of the first part of Formalismus
(which was published in the Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phdnomenologische
Forschung in 1913). These works include Die Grundlehren der Psychologie vom
Standpunkte des Voluntarismus (1904), the fifth chapter of which (entitled “Die
Intuition”) is devoted to the theory of intuition, Die Grundlegung des Intuitivismus
(1908a), “Thesen zur Grundlegung des Intuitivismus” (1908b), “Die Erkenntnis
und das Problem des Erkenntnisursprungs” (1911), and “Die logische und die
psychologische Seite der bejahenden und verneinenden Urteile” (1912).

Moreover, Scheler wrote a positive review — published in 1914 — of the first
volume of Thomas Masaryk’s book on Russian philosophy (Zur russischen Ge-
schichts- und Religionsphilosophie, 1913), in which, I should add, Scheler men-
tions Solovyov. Scheler also mentioned Solovyov in 1927 in a speech entitled
“Der Mensch im Zeitalter des Ausgleichs” (Scheler 1929, 67), where he sought
support in the latter’s conception of the “eternal feminine” or “divine Sophia”.
In fact, Scheler mentioned Solovyov in more or less seven places throughout
his work."*® We may thus surmise that, despite his remarks about the differen-
ces between the Germanic and Slavic cultures in general in his books on war
(Scheler 1915b; Scheler 1916b), Scheler may have been, at the time, nourishing
an interest in Russian philosophy. And Hartmann could certainly have introduced
the philosophy of his Russian teacher to his German colleague, especially given
the concordances between their reciprocal philosophies. So, if Assmann is right,
Lossky may only have taken back what Scheler borrowed from him in the first
place, and the influence may not have been as unidirectional as Joseph Navickas
paints it to be in his study of Lossky and Scheler (Navickas 1978). And, since
Lossky was a follower of Solovyov, this could also help explaining the “striking
similarities” (Shein 1976, 357) between the philosophies (especially the gno-
seologies) of Solovyov and Scheler, which have been extensively studied by
Helmut Dahm in Viadimir Solovyev and Max Scheler: Attempt at a Comparative
Interpretation (1975).

130 For a list with references, see: Dahm 1975, 177-178. Dahm lists only six occurrences, but he
omitted Scheler’s review of Masaryk’s Zur russischen Geschichts- und Religionsphilosophie
(Scheler 1914).
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It is tempting to seek an influence with regards to the theory of emotional
intuition in Husserl. But, on the one hand, as Manfred Frings says, Scheler
has falsely been labeled as a student of Husserl and remained independent
from the phenomenological movement his whole life (Frings 2002, 172). And,
when Husserl and Scheler met in person and had their first live discussion,
they “both realized they had expanded the phenomenological notion of intuition
independently of each other” (Frings 2002, 173). On the other hand, Husserl was
not the only other philosopher developing a theory of intuition at the time (e. g.,
Bergson) and, in fact, the emphasis on intuition was much stronger in Lossky.
The same could be said also of the distinction between real and ideal being.'*!
At any rate, the importance of Lossky for twentieth-century philosophy has cer-
tainly been unintentionally downplayed. We might not go so far as to say, with
Sergei Levitzky, that “[n]o true philosopher can avoid studying Plato, Aristotle,
Kant, Hegel, and - last but not least — Lossky” (Levitzky 1963, 82). But the father
of Russian intuitivism certainly deserves to be paid greater attention, even if only
from the point of view of intellectual history.
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