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Scheler’s Misunderstanding of Kant’s Moral Philosophy
CHEN Shi-fang
(School of Politics &. Administration, SCNU, Guangzhou 510631, China)

Abstract ; Scheler’s non-formal ethics of value is conducive to lay the groundwork scientifically and empirically for philo-
sophical ethics and build Ethical Personality whereas Kant’s moral philosophy, which aims to establish universal, inevitable,
unconditional measuring standards for real ethics,is the way to find answers to the problem of how synthetic comprehensive
judgment of ethics should be possible. But in Scheler’s opinion, Kant made the mistake of ethic formalism because Kant rejec—
ted any good karma ethics. Nevertheless,as long as one acknowledges the legitimacy of Kant’s moral imperative,one cannot
establish the normative theory of universal ethical value. In fact,there is a severe distortion of Kant’s “a priori”, “form”,and
“motive” in Scheler’s interpretation by his non-formal ethics of value. In fact,the “phenomenological intuition”,the basis of
Scheler’s non—formal ethics of value,should be the same as Kant’s “pure intuition” on the fundamental question of moral cog-
nition and moral judgment. It is therefore beside the point that Scheler has contradicted Kant’s “formal a priori” by his “ma-
terial a priori”.

Keywords: priori; form; material; personality



