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1. Values classification 
 
When talking about values we must take into account that their field is a 
complex one, where values’classes don’t have a predetermined principle 
which can individualize eachother in an autonomuos way, or to put them 
in a kind of report on a certain distinctive pattern, but, more important 
they are in a coordination and subordination report.  
Such a classification, starting from the inferior level, should make the 
difference between the following classes: values of the goods1, pleasure 
values2, vital values3, moral values4, aesthetic values5 and knowledge 
values6.  
Although Hartmann begins to define values from a certain level, making 
us to view them from an ierarchic point of view, he sustains that beside 
the last class, the truth values, the other classes can move in their 
ierarchic position, depending on the context in which they move, 
because each of these other calsses have other values, ones „higher” and 
others „lower”, than the others. So, we can tell, for example, that exists, 
at the same time, some ethical values which are „higher” than certain 
aesthetical values. But, on the other hand, that exists some aesthetical 
values which are „higher” than certain ethical values, depending on the 
internal ierarchic position of each value in the moment of con-

 
1 Formed by the values of direct utilities (Nutzwerte) and of the means (Mittelwerte), from 
the fields of independent values (which have their own value),  and also by  the large 
class of the reported values, taken de facto (Sachverhaltswerte).   
2 Lustwerte, meaning the class of the values which  form “the agreeable”. 
3 Thoes which belong to the living existence, which after “height, development and 
force” give the dimension of life.  
4 Grouped under the cathegory of the “good”. 
5 Are in the cathegory of “the beautiful”. 
6 Which can be reduced at only one value, the one of “the truth”.  
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textualization.The former value classes can be grouped like „spiritual”7 
values, which we can add another class, the one of religious values, the 
first three classes can be reduced, in a certain sense, at the one of the 
pleasure. But Hartmann sustains that making a sinthesis from the last 
three classes in a religious one, which would gather them together, is 
ambiguous, because is tied by some methaphysical assumptions, which 
can’t be proofed: without the existence of a divinity these values would 
be illusory. 
On the other hand, the problem of the first three value classes, makes 
sense and has a subjective meaning as the value of „felt pleasure and not 
as the value of the thing that makes the pleasure”8. These classes can be 
sometimes mistaken with the value of your own goods. Now is the 
perfect moment to define the border between pleasure and vital value, as an 
a priori value. While pleasant refers to the lifes’functions-being 
lifes’fundamental base and expressing what gives stimulation to the life- 
at the same time it can represent a temptation to what can be harmful for 
life. For example, alchool, being consumed in normal quantities can be 
useful and can give pleasure, but in exces can be harmful.  
In opposition, refering to this „decline”from pleasent to harmful, 
Hartmann puts the basis of the destinction between the field of pleasure 
values and thoes of vital values. A good doesn’t have value on every day 
life, as it is, but it has for the one which uses it. A good has quality, of 
being good, and having value only in relation with a correspondent and 
only for a certain correspondent. All that is in a purpose relation with a 
correspondent (a living been) has a good value, an utility value for this 
one, so for him and not in itself9. For human-beings, the values of the 
goods can be taken, for the first time, the ones which are useful for them 
and not certainly the ones which can be understand by his knowledge. 
Now we can understand how other higher values, (like the ones of 
pleasure or the moral ones), which are not vital values, but which can 
make themselfs to have a vital conotation, to become values of the 
goods.  
So we can notice that from a „lower” class, the class of  the goods has 
significant values of the „superior” class and becomes bigger and bigger. 

 
7 This classification belongs to Scheler. 
8 Nicolaie Hartmann, Aesthetic, introductery study Al. Boboc, ed. Univers, Bucharest, 
1974, pp. 366 
9 A special example at Hartmann: the air and the light have values of goods for the ones 
which live on the Earth and not for them.  
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It begins with the inferior values of utility for the vital functions and 
raizes until the highest spiritual goods, which cannot be content only by 
persones or by personal behaivours, in front of the other persones, such 
as friendship, wellbeing, love. But this ones can exist only determined by 
aethical values and by the behaivour of other persones as well. So, they 
must be considered, values of goods submitted in moral values. Without 
doubt this one are above the values of the inferiour goods on the 
ierarchic ledder. We can understand in this way why we cannot 
distinguish the classes of the values only after their level and why 
particular situations don’t correspond anymore to a general classification 
of the values.And when we have to do with a concrete situation of 
„dissolution” of the values or otherwise when we confront with „the 
proper situations values”10 this ones changes its positions from that 
cathegory which was established in a rigid way. Much more, it was said11, 
that in the cathegory of goods belong only things, or objects, or „other 
natural reports related with the things”. But this classification is reliable 
only when we deal with the utility value of some things12, because for the 
values of goods which are higher (for example, something at first side 
which can take or not the shape of values, or a certain behaivour of a 
certain human-being, which can be or not good for valueability), this 
classification is not enough. For this it has been created the concept of „ 
proper value of de facto report”13 which reunites the whole given situation, 
but without being created a new value class. This concept of „proper 
value of de facto value” is without doubt inside the values of the goods, 
but from an abstract perspective it identifies „the good” with „the 
thing”, having in mind the possibility to put inside values like happiness 
or power. If we think, in this moment, that happines can be riched in 
general in some moments of life and not in the base of a certain thing, 
we willl understand the role of this concept „ of de facto reports”and its 
importance in explaining the ethical fundaments, because ethical values 
don’t do anything else but to report themselves at the values of the 
goods.  
When talking about the other three classes of the values, the moral, the 
aesthetical and the knowledge ones, they are in the moral field but don’t 

 
10 H, op.cit., pp. 368 
11 Is about the ierarchization of the values classes previous to Sceler, but which we met 
at this author too.  
12 In Hartmanns’ acception.  
13 Hartmannn, op.cit., pp. 368. 
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have the same support. In moral values the value bearer is the individ, 
but he is „good” or „evil” and at the same time he is the only one which 
has the freedom to touch these „qualities”. But talking about the value of 
the truth the human being is not anymore its bearer, „not even as a 
knowledge subject”14. Here not the human being is „true” or „untrue”, 
when his representation is simmilar or not with the given object, but the 
same representation of its own.  
Dealing with the aestethical values the human being may be the one 
which can include the value, even more it is a thin „localization”, be 
unable to include totally this ones sphere. And even if he is not the only 
one which has these values15, he is the one which can offer sense to 
them, and can give objectivity to them. In this moent they can receive a 
sense of values of the goods and at the same time they can be associated 
to the pleasure values16. This approachment is usual if we think about the 
fact that the act of making a piece of art is done using the pleasent, even 
if the pleasure feeling which is an answer to it is not attached by the 
pleasure value, but by its object.17 The aesthetic act is done, in the first 
stage, at the level of intuition and not in the moment when the pleasure 
is discovered, the aesthetical value of the object holding by a raize report 
( by a shape report which is equivallent) and not of beautiful which 
already includes the pleasure. The basic distinction stays at the level of 
the distinction between the pleasure and  the object. Now we know that 
the aestetical value can be in the place of the spiritual values, being on 
the same step as the truth and moral values. For this we need to define 
the spiritual values. But the aesthetical value is not done as spiritual just 
by the simple fact that it becomes spirit. So a spirit is the bearer of the 
value.18 Here Hartmann uses the notion of „objectivity law”, after which 
we can act on a report of three or four sizes. In the first place we have 
the objective spirit given by an appearence report between a said so real 
plan (in front of us) and another one, ireal (from behind of us) which 

 
14 Ibidem, pp. 369. 
15 As well an animal or a landscape can be beautiful or ugly, so even this ones are 
involved with the aesthetical values.   
16 A piece of art has reprezentative qualities for the cathegory of the values of the goods 
but, at the same time for the pleasure values (it can have economical value too, if it has 
quality and at the same time to be pleasent for an art collector.).  
17 “Pleasent” or “unpleasent” becomes object in Hartmann writings not using pleasure 
or unpleasure but by the object which makes or not the pleasure. 
18 This thing should be fit for the piece of arts, because here we can say that the spirit 
can be “objective”, but the rest “of the beautiful from the world stays outside.” 
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can exist only „for” a living spirit which can „view” something (no 
matter if this one is an „objective” spirit or a personal one). The fourth 
term is given by spiritual, the artist producer, which often stays behaind 
but which can appear sometimes too. What matters for us in a direct way 
is the living spirit which is essential for the estetical value because always 
gives value to a thing only in report with somebody. So we have as result 
an essential spirit in report with three terms, from what beautiful means, 
which builts itself in a characteristic of the spiritual value from what we 
can consider beautiful. Even here, as we all could see, at other 
values’classes, we can rich an agreement having the goods classes. The 
difference is in the fact that at the goods values could exist a living been 
without a spiritual life, „for” which existed the value, but this can be 
considered a second difference. The real and true difference is that if at 
the goods values is talked about a real support in front of the subject, 
here, in change is talked about the report consciousness.  
A more clear difference would consist in the fact that if for the values of 
the goods a thing is or cannot be something  for an A when is needed or 
not for A, without A knowing this thing and bring it at the consciouss 
level; in cahnge for the aesthetical values something „beautiful” is 
something for A when for its feelings and intuition the appearance 
report is done. In other words if the real plan (in front of it) of that 
object becomes transparent and the ireal levels (from behind) succession 
has to be in an appearance status.  
In this way that „for” has a subjective value, belonging to a spiritual 
consciousness. In this way the aesthetical value is different by the value 
of the goods. So, we can notice how the most important differences 
have their location in „the particular relations of the essential reports 
which are at their base.”19  
The report which is found between the moral values and the values of 
the goods can be composed in this way: each moral value has as a 
supposed correspondent a particular speece of the values of goods. At 
the same time their specific behaivour stays autonomuos in front of the 
values of the goods which don’t do anything else but to give to them a 
special base.  
       
 
2. The Nature of the Values 
 

 
19 Ibidem, pp. 372.  
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Values don’t depend on the axiological individual  consciousness, all the 
time each of this consciouss is able to open a large or a minimal angle of  
knowledge using the aprehensiune20 act of the values, but they belong to a 
special world defined by its own laws and structures. So values are 
previous ontological essences in front of the acts which sorrounds them. 
The subjectivity appears at the consciousness level in the aprehensiune 
moment of the values and not at the existing level. 
Values, as the concepts, are general, but there is a difference among 
them too21. If the concepts are general in their reportation at the 
particular things which they imbody, values are general by reporting 
them at consciousness which tries to satisfy their particular needs 
depending on the opening angle of each of the values.  
Hartmann ties subjectivity, which the psychologists attaches it to the 
values by a so called values relativism and as a consequence  „being value 
of the goods  for us” receives an a priori conotation of the human 
consciouss, which in a certain sense exists independent of our 
perception, meaning independent by our valuable sensibility and so by 
our knowledge22 and which „steps down” in the spirit, reflectind also in 
the things, transforming them in goods for us.  
Values are not born from our wish of having certain things. The wish 
can be realised in report and due to that report of the world. The feeling 
of value is not everything else but the sign of having values at the 
consciousness level, in the context of their behaivour of absolute 
valability. Almost all theorists admit that the solution of the first of this 
problems supposes a certain symetrie in report with the other.  
For the psychological and subjective conception values have its origin in 
our needs and aspirations, so their viability would be constraint at the 
individuality borders, while Hartmann says, values are essentialities23 
which have thier origin in an autonomuos sphera in front of any type of 
determined shape of the existence and so, the spirit can’t exist, which 
meeting them can substract from their absolut behaivour.  
Psychologists sustain that any value has valability only for the one which 
feels it, that its valability raze doesn’t cross over individuality.This one 

 
20 Tudor Vianu, Introduction in Values Theory, ed. Albatros, Bucharest, 1997, pp. 47.  
21 Ibidem, pp. 50.  
22 Hartmann uses a plastical example for imagine this situation: “ The reaches in pitcoal 
of the land are a good for the human beings even before this one can discover and 
understand them; this good has been always prepared, but being put in value lasted 
much more than it should be  
23 The original name Wesenheiten.  
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was build by the desire of psychologists of building symetrical solutions, 
solving in a subjective way the problem of the origin and valiability of 
values. The weak point of the psychologists comes from the belief that 
the subjective origin of  values strenghten its valiability. Here we have to 
make the difference between value feeling and value valability, meaning 
the act by which I feel the value of a thing and the one which can 
measure the valability of that value.  
So we can tell that Hartmann excludes values from the existence, but 
keeps them in another sphere, a larger sphere, one of the beeing. Values 
are and can be perceived as we perceive all the other objects, 
independent by consciousness. They can be considered „essences”24 , in 
the way in which Plato defined his ideas, comparable with Aristotle eidosor 
with scholastics essentia. Values have the quality of an ideal authonomy, 
which are not strenghten by the spirit-which is oblijed to know them, so 
to learn them- or by things which will rich in a suitable way to embody 
them.  
 

 

 
24 Tudor Vianu, op. cit. , pp. 119. 


