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HISTORICAL TIMELINE OF THE
ROBERT S. HARTMAN INSTITUTE

Leon Pomeroy and Collaborators

EDITORIAL NOTE: This Timeline was assembled, edited, and extensively revised
by Leon Pomeroy, Vera Mefford, and Rem B. Edwards. Much of the information
in it comes from many contributors who wrote about themselves and their involve-
ment with the Hartman Institute, the Hartman Value Profile (HVP), Formal Axiol-
ogy, and their own business applications. The Editors found that some contributors
submitted only an outline of major developments, but others submitted rather
detailed autobiographical accounts. In the interest of consistency and economy, we
found it necessary to separate these emphases and eliminate much of the detailed
autobiography. The 2013 issue of this journal will be devoted to the autobiogra-
phies, and all contributors will be invited to submit or resubmit such details for next
year’s issue. The information provided herein comes from those who stepped
forward when the call went out. We wish to thank Leon Pomeroy who first con-
ceived of this project, did the initial hard work on it, and contributed significantly
to it. Vera and David Mefford and Rem B. Edwards greatly expanded its inclusive-
ness and its contents, and they did many hours of editorial work on it. We also thank
the following additional contributors: Gary Acquaviva, Steve Byrum, Wayne Car-
penter, Gilberto Carrasco, Darlene and Lynn Clark, K. T. Connor, Art Ellis, Frank
G. Forrest, Maria Lagerstedt, Mark A. Moore, Jay Niblick, Robert K. Smith, and Uli
Vogel. Rem B. Edwards added what he could find about John W. Davis.

Abstract

The historical Timeline of an organization is a linear chronological outline of its
major events running from near its beginning to where we are today. This Timeline
focuses on the Robert S. Hartman Institute, what led up to it, its milestone events,
and the active members who contributed greatly to the advancement of basic and
applied axiology and the Hartman Value Profile (HVP).

The Timeline

1955-1957. Robert S. Hartman arrived at the National Autonomous University of
Mexico (UNAM) in 1955. This marks the beginning of our timeline. Hartman had
responded to an invitation by Samuel Ramos and Eduardo Garcia Máynez to work
as a research philosopher at the Institute for Philosophical Research. This soon
became the academic platform from which Hartman developed and advanced his
theory of value, which he characterized as “the structure of value.” Gilberto Car-
rasco reminds us that Hartman’s earliest draft of The Structure of Value was pub-
lished in Spanish by Fondo de Cultura Economica (1958). The Institute for Philo-
sophical Research at the UNAM provided support for his research in the humanities.
Its favorable work environment was acknowledged by Hartman in his prologue to
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The Structure of Value, where he states, “The university provided ideal conditions
for career researchers in an atmosphere of intellectual dedication that was a privilege
to share.” This environment helped him develop, then communicate his work to
others in venues that included classes, seminars, and conferences at UNAM and at
other universities, including the University of Tennessee, Yale, and the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology (MIT). In time, distinguished philosophers and human-
ists from Europe, the USA, and Mexico became interested in his evolving theory of
value or “formal axiology.” At these institutions, Hartman always inspired students
with his spirited and passionate presentations of formal axiology. Some students
went on to complete undergraduate, masters, and doctoral degrees dealing with
aspects of formal axiology. Some of these efforts found publication in articles and
books. Hartman’s work caught the attention of psychologists Abraham Maslow,
Victor Frankl, and Eric Fromm. In 1957 a group of them sought to create a Center
for Advanced Studies in Human Values at MIT. Sadly, this vision, was never ful-
filled. 

1959-1961. In 1959 Mario Cárdenas Trigos, a student of psychoanalyst Erich
Fromm, met Robert Hartman at the Philosophy faculty of the UNAM. He wanted
to learn all he could about Hartman’s formal axiology. During their early meetings,
Trigos confessed to Hartman, “I’m studying psychoanalysis with Erich Fromm. I
believe the subject of values is very important. I know you teach values. I want to
learn formal axiology from you!” Hartman agreed to teach him formal axiology if
he would teach Hartman psychoanalysis in return. Cárdenas agreed, and Hartman
then organized what became known as the “Hartman-Cárdenas Seminar on Formal
Axiology and Humanistic Psychoanalysis.” The seminar came to include many
others between 1959 and 1961. They met in the classrooms of the UNAM. From this
seminar evolved the first technical applications of formal axiology employing the
forms Hartman developed in collaboration with Cárdenas Trigos. This became the
value inventory or valuemetric instrument called the Hartman Value Profile (HVP).
It was first published in Spanish by El Manual Moderno in Mexico. Three important
historical contributions to psico-axiology followed in quick succession: 
1. “Axiologìa y Psicoterapia,” published by Mario Cárdenas Trigos in Revista de
Psiquiatrìa y Psicoanalisis, No. 6, F.C.E., Mèxico, 1967; 
2. “La Interpretacion Axiologica de los sueños” (The axiological interpretation of
the dreams), published by Mario Cárdenas Trigos in Revista de Psiquiatrìa y
Psicoanalisis, No. 13, F.C.E., Mèxico, 1968
3. “La estructura axiológica de la personalidad” (The axiologic structure of personal-
ity), published by Robert S. Hartman in Dianoia, Anuario de Filosofìa, No. 19,
F.C.E., Mexico, 1973. 

1963. Hartman wrote his autobiographical Freedom to Live: The Robert Hartman
Story for use in a management seminar he taught at the Nationwide Insurance Co.
It was published many years later, as indicated later in this Timeline. 



Historical Timeline of the Robert S. Hartman Institute 3

1966. Miller Associates was incorporated to market one of the earliest applications
of the HVP.

1966. John W. Davis succeeded Merritt H. Moore as the new Head of the Philoso-
phy Department at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. He and Merritt hired
Rem B. Edwards and Dwight Vande Vate to help initiate the new Ph.D. program in
Philosophy at UT. Davis brought Robert S. Hartman into this Philosophy faculty
two years later to greatly strengthen the Ph.D. program.

1967. Hartman’s, The Structure of Value: Foundations of Scientific Axiology was
published by Southern Illinois University Press at Carbondale, Illinois. A slightly
modified softback edition was published in 1969.

1967. Steve Byrum, attending Tennessee Wesleyan College, was challenged to write
a paper on a new “ism” or “ology”. He came across an article on “axiology,” and the
rest is history. Over the next three years, he read everything he could find on Hart-
man. Although he was offered a full fellowship from Princeton and a full scholar-
ship to the University of Chicago, he chose to come to Knoxville instead to study
with Hartman at the University of Tennessee. 

1968. Hartman obtained an appointment as Research Professor of Philosophy at the
University of Tennessee at Knoxville, thanks to the active involvement of his former
student, John W. Davis, then the Head of the Philosophy Department. Hartman then
divided his time between Knoxville and Mexico City, usually teaching six months
in Tennessee and six months in Mexico City. Hartman actually joined the UT
faculty in the fall of 1968. 

1968. Wayne Carpenter, Kurt Kaltreider, Richard C. Leggett, Mark A. Moore and
others took Hartman’s fall course on “The Structure of Value” at the University of
Tennessee. Rem B. Edwards, a junior faculty member, had just enough good sense
at the time to recognize that he could learn a great deal from Hartman, and he also
sat in on the course.

1968. When he was first exposed to Hartman, Wayne Carpenter was more interested
in epistemology than in axiology. What intrigued him the most was Hartman’s
knowledge of Kant. He took Hartman’s graduate course on Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason. He spent many hours with Hartman and was impressed with the HVP, but
at the time his mind never strayed far from Kant’s philosophy. 

1968. David Mefford was invited to meet Hartman at a philosophy “Coffee Klatsch”
at UT by friend and fellow graduate student, William Curley. He also took Hart-
man’s Kant Seminar. He was given the HVP, which was interpreted by Hartman
himself, and his interest in formal axiology was sparked. Hartman welcomed David
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into his class and got John Davis’s permission to make David his Teaching Assistant
for an undergraduate class in Modern Philosophy. Hartman often asked David to
read a protocol summary of the former Kant class in the next class in order to
provide linkages to further arguments. In this undergraduate class, Hartman sat in
the back of the room and critiqued David’s class presentations, which inspired
David to work even harder.

1969. Hartman conducted off-campus HVP classes using his early Manual of
Interpretation, which his wife, Rita, had typed for him. David Mefford took the
class, mastered the Manual, and wrote up ten cases to fulfill Hartman’s requirement
for certification in the use of the HVP. David Mefford, Gary Acquaviva, Art Ellis,
and Bill Curley were given certificates by Hartman that sanctioned them as thor-
oughly trained and qualified to interpret the HVP.

1968-1972. Art Ellis and his wife Charlotte spent a lot of time with Robert and Rita
Hartman when they were in Tennessee. Apart from off-campus classes where they
studied the HVP, they engaged in many conversations about axiology applied to
world events. Art recalls that a major concern of the Hartmans was to avoid hassles
at border crossings. He and Charlotte often helped them pack their luggage for their
return trips to Mexico. When Hartman was in Mexico, Art Ellis and Richard Clarke
mailed him HVP test results for analysis, and he always returned them promptly
with meticulous interpretations and critiques. 

Ellis remembers attending Hartman’s seminars at the University of Tennessee.
During that time Hartman also gave him personal instructions on the use and inter-
pretation of the HVP. While a graduate student, Ellis developed a research project
demonstrating the use of the HVP in rehabilitation therapy at the Atlanta Employ-
ment Evaluation Services Center. This project was submitted as a proposal for
funding to the Rehabilitation Services Administration in Washington, D.C., then a
part of Health and Human Services. The proposal failed to win approval. 

1969. Gary Acquaviva first met Hartman in the fall at the University of Tennessee.
Gary was assigned to him as a graduate Teaching Assistant. He did his thesis on the
Spanish philosopher, Ortega y Gasset, and he chose Hartman as his thesis director. 

1969. An educational psychologist, John Austin, came to visit Hartman in Knoxville
with his wife, Joyce. Austin and Hartman signed a contract authorizing Austin to
market the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) under his company name, Research
Concepts, based in his home town, Muskegon, Michigan. David Mefford was at
Hartman’s house and signed the agreement as a witness.

1969. David Mefford recalls that Billie Elliott’s dissertation changed the way
Hartman and he thought about the HVP. Bob had invited Mefford to be present at
Billie Elliott’s oral defense of her dissertation. It bore the title, Item Homogeneity
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and Factorial Invariance for Normative and Ipsative Constructs to the Hartman
Value Inventory. At that time, Mefford learned the crucial distinction between base
constructs vs. exponential constructs in scoring the HVP. The dissertation involved
the analysis of 1800 cases. It proved very important to Hartman, and it raised serious
questions concerning the scoring of the HVP, with special reference to exponential
constructs vs. base constructs. 

Elliot found that exponential analysis was significant and had to be taken
seriously, and this had a serious impact on Hartman. It inspired Hartman to come up
with his HVP “Research Version” shortly thereafter. Note that this distinction is not
mentioned by Hartman in the published version of his Manual of Interpretation.
Hartman died before he could thoroughly analyze the implications of Elliott’s
dissertation. At the end of her dissertation defense, Elliott concluded that the respon-
dents in her study only recognized two out of six items as belonging to the proper
theoretical dimension. The base constructs alone were not sufficient. This inspired
and directed the future of the Mefford’s work with the HVP, which has proven
especially important in their construction of Targeted Profiles. Elliott’s findings
became very important to the Meffords’ theoretical and applied work, which goes
well beyond Hartman’s understanding of the HVP.

1970. David Mefford spent the entire summer in personal study with Hartman at his
Mexican Villa in Cuernavaca, a resort town South of Mexico City. Hartman gave
him a reading list and asked him to write a summary of the History of Philosophy
to satisfy his requirement for three hours of graduate credit. In August of that year,
Hartman advised David not to continue his studies in the US because the founda-
tions of axiology were not taught in North America; he convinced him to go to
Germany, where as Hartman said, he could “learn from the horse’s mouths.”

So David went to Europe to study European axiology and enrolled at Heidelberg
University. David was appointed to be Hartman’s agent for the HVP in Europe. He
worked with the Karl Siebert Institute in Munich, interpreting the HVP to seminar
attendees from Volkswagen and Siemens. Hartman assigned David another duty,
which was to coach Evert Schildt, M.D., of Sweden on interpreting the HVP. In
these coaching conversations, Schildt favored the exponent valuation constructs,
while David favored the base value constructs, which Dr. Hartman continued to
emphasize.

1970. The Axiometric Testing Service (ATS), incorporated in 1969, was up and
running. Hartman and Richard Clarke, an art professor at UT, formed ATS to market
the HVP. Professor Clarke later became a charter member of the RSHI. Arthur Ellis
and Richard Clarke collaborate at ATS in early marketing the HVP. 

1970. During an era of unusually high levels of violence and rioting the world over,
Hartman submitted a lengthy memorandum to the NIH (National Institute of Health)
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proposing that they use the HVP as a screening device for detecting and predicting
violent behavior. 

1970. Gary Acquaviva completed his M.A. in Philosophy. His Master’s Thesis at
the University of Tennessee, Reciprocity Between Individuals, was directed by Hart-
man.

1970. Wayne Carpenter was drafted into military service in January. He remembers
his sorrow over his having to leave graduate school because of the Vietnam War.
Following basic training, he reported to Fort Benning, Georgia where he was as-
signed to a support unit engaged in psychological research for the Army. During the
summer of 1970, his unit began a study of decision-making in order to more effi-
ciently process the volume of data coming in from ground, air, and naval sources.
Wayne brought to this task his knowledge of Hartman’s The Structure of Value and
Kant’s Critique. His goal was to build a more rational approach to decision making.
He relied on Hartman’s formal structure of value and knowledge to construct a
multi-level, integrated decision-making model. When his term of service was over,
Wayne left the Army and returned to graduate studies in philosophy at Vanderbilt.
There, he resumed the study of epistemology and philosophy of science.

1971. Evert Schildt, the Surgeon General of Sweden, met with Hartman in Mexico
to learn more about the HVP. He had a lot of questions as well as some doubts, and
they began an active correspondence.

1971. David Mefford was studying in Germany working on his Magister Artium. He
stayed in close contact with Hartman due to the demands of working as Hartman’s
European agent for the HVP. Although David did not personally meet Dr. Evert
Schildt until 1978, they did exchange a series of phone calls and letters in which
Schildt questioned some of the language used in the HVP items as not being suffi-
ciently contemporary or succinct. He also questioned values as being more impor-
tant than valuations. 

1970-1973. Leon Pomeroy became a member of the first class of four clinical post-
doctoral fellows to study under Albert Ellis at his Manhattan Institute. In 1972, Ellis
gave Pomeroy a reprint of an article scheduled for publication in Values and Valua-
tion: Axiological Studies in Honor of Robert S. Hartman, which was being edited
by John W. Davis. The title was “Psychotherapy and the Value of a Human Being.”
The book was scheduled for publication by the University of Tennessee Press
(1972). At the time, Pomeroy was Editor-in-Chief of IAPM Publications and Asso-
ciate Editor of the Handbook of General Psychology published by Prentice Hall in
1973. He was interested in forming a values-based system of cognitive psychology.
Milton Rokeach suggested that the concept of value is at once the most important,
least studied, and least understood concept in all of psychology and the social
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sciences. Pomeroy calls 1969-1979 his “professional wilderness years” because the
clinical study of values was non-existent in psychology at the time. In 1972, he
rejected Hartman’s formal axiology for lack of supporting empirical evidence. His
serendipity encounter with Salvador Roquet, M.D., on Cape Cod in 1979 caused
him to take a second look at what philosopher Hartman was doing to bring about a
formalized value theory.

1971-73. Evert Schildt began to work on his own version of the HVP, first referred
to as the “HSVP” (Hartman-Schildt Value Profile), later called the ProValuator,
which employed a different set of linguistic proxies for the underlying value-logic
hierarchy.  

1971. Steve Byrum began his doctoral studies at UT. He wanted to learn all he could
about formal axiology under Hartman. He recalls the close relationship he had with
his mentor for many years. From time to time, Byrum covered Hartman’s absences
in his courses. He recalls the warmth, friendliness, and charm of both Rita and
Robert Hartman and their many open and frank discussions covering a wide range
of topics. He got to know Hartman very well, sat in on every class he could, hung
out at his office, and visited his home. He remembers with pride and humility his
emotions when Hartman asked him to focus on applying axiology to theology. One
of his major disappointments was being unable to accept an invitation to visit
Hartman in Mexico before he died, due to the demands of completing the require-
ments for his Master’s Thesis entitled The Value Structure of Theology, which was
later published by the University Press of America in 1973. This book, inspired by
Hartman, has now appeared in eight different editions, including a final one cur-
rently being prepared for publication.

1972. John W. Davis edited a Festschrift in honor of Robert S. Hartman, Value and
Valuation: Axiological Studies in Honor of Robert S. Hartman, published by the
University of Tennessee Press.

1972. Gary Acquaviva spent the month of July studying The Structure of Value in
Cuernavaca, Mexico at the Hartmans’ villa.

1972. Leon Pomeroy’s clinical mentor, Albert Ellis, published an essay titled
“Psychotherapy and the Value of Human Being” in which he wrote, “It is mainly
philosophers and existentialists, who have honestly and determinedly tacked the
problem of human value…Among these philosophers, Robert S. Hartman has led
all the rest. No one has given more time and thought to the general problem of value
than he; and no one, to my knowledge, has come up with a better explanation of
intrinsic value, or a human being’s worth to himself, than has Hartman.” Ellis added,
“As Hartman himself notes…all depends on a definition of good…,” which, Ellis
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noted, has always been circular throughout the pages of history, more “…tautolog-
ical, pragmatic and without a basis in science.” 

1973. Ricardo Ortiz Certuche, Gabriel Camporredondo and Jorge Palafox, under
Hartman’s supervision, completed a study titled Axioadministration for bachelor
degrees at the U.N.A.M. The authors applied formal axiology to describe and
explain several administrative styles. Their findings advanced axio-administration
theory. The HVP was used to compare several kinds of public and private adminis-
trative organizations in Mexico. 

1973. Rem B. Edwards published “The Value of Man in the Hartman Value Sys-
tem,” in The Journal of Value Inquiry, Vol. 7, 1973, 141-147. This was highly
critical of Hartman’s “Proofs” for the “Infinite Value of Man.” Hartman read this
and replied to it before his death, and his reply was incorporated into Formal Axiol-
ogy and Its Critics, published in 1995.
 
1973. Robert S. Hartman died at his home in Mexico on September 20  at the ageth

of 63. He was survived by his wife Rita and son Jan. All of Hartman’s students were
devastated by this great loss. Hartman was planning to visit David Mefford in
Germany, and together they were going to attend the World Philosophical Congress
in Varna, Bulgaria from the 17  to the 23  of September. David’s father made ath rd

special trip to Germany to tell David of Hartman’s death. David continued his
studies, more determined than ever to advance formal axiology.

1973. John W. Davis published the Memorial Minutes for “Robert S. Hartman,
1910-1973” in the Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical
Association, Vol. XLLVII, 218-219.
 
1973. Richard Clarke gave Art Ellis a copy of the Freedom to Live: The Robert
Hartman Story manuscript following Hartman’s death. He shared it with many
others who encouraged him to find a way to publish it, but this did not happen for
the next two decades.
 
1973. The finalized and corrected English version of Hartman’s The Hartman Value
Profile: Manual of Interpretation was typed by Charlotte Ellis. It was then edited
and published by John J. Austin’s Research Concepts of Muskegon, MI. (The first
edition, in both Spanish and English, appeared earlier in Mexico circa 1969.)

1974. David Mefford returned to the US for a visit and met Nicholas J. Skinner, a
logician, for the first time in New York City. David had corresponded with Nick
from Germany. Nick gave David a copy of Sets and Transfinite Numbers by Martin
Zuckerman, which David used to create his total logic system a few years later. At
Rita Hartman’s request, John W. Davis, David Mefford, and Vera Mefford con-
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vened in Mexico and spent a month at Hartman’s villa in Cuernavaca sifting through
Hartman’s extensive library, unpublished material, and correspondence. John W.
Davis had established a “Hartman Research Library” in the Special Collections
Library at the University of Tennessee so that current and future students of axiol-
ogy could have access to Hartman’s unpublished works. During this time, Rita’s son
Jan and his family also came to Cuernavaca to visit along with Dr. Hartman’s
brother, Henry Sherwood. All their days were spent working in Hartman’s library
sorting and labeling his works to prepare them for shipment, but in the evenings,
many memories and stories about Bob were shared around their supper table.

1975. Gary Acquaviva was hired to teach philosophy part-time at state-supported
Walters State Community College, in Morristown, Tennessee and began researching
ways to interpret the Hartman Value Profile more efficiently.

1975. Steve Byrum completed requirements for his Ph.D. degree at the University
of Tennessee. The title of his doctoral dissertation was Intrinsic Value and Play,
which applied Hartman’s axiology to that topic. Thereafter, Byrum pursued a career
in teaching for some twenty-two years. Many of his courses emphasized the impor-
tance of Hartman’s work. During this period he began to develop a consulting firm
aimed at business activities, drawing upon organizational applications of the Hart-
man Value Profile.
 
1975. Rita Hartman arrived in Europe for the Mozart Festspiele, and invited David
and Vera Mefford, who were attending the University of Heidelberg, to meet her in
Salzburg, Austria. They spent a week together and discussed starting a research
institute to continue Hartman’s work in formal axiology.

1976. In the spring of 1976 retired Colonel Frank G. Forrest was working on his
dissertation to fulfill this requirement for a Ph.D. degree. He studied the relation
between human values and the emerging field of organizational development. One
item of his dissertation-related literature, New Knowledge in Human Values, edited
by Abraham Maslow, was of particular interest to him. This volume reported a
conference sponsored by the Research Society for Creative Altruism at the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology in October of 1957. The conference was convened
to address the Society’s beliefs that the ultimate disease of the time was “valueless-
ness,” that this posed a serious danger, and that something could be done about it
using our own rational efforts. Twelve leading value theorists of the day were
invited to attend the conference and make presentations on how to resolve these
problems and to explore the possibility of developing a science of value for this
purpose. The conference report compiled their presentations, and the consensus was
that a science of values is possible. One of the participants, in addition to agreeing
with the possibility of such a science, went on to provide ideas on how to achieve
it. His name was Robert S. Hartman. Frank G. Forrest wanted to know more. He
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discovered that Hartman was a University of Tennessee faculty member. Forrest
called UT, and Professor John W. Davis, Head of the Philosophy Department, told
him that Hartman had died in September of 1973. Davis added that he and David
Mefford had been asked by Rita to form a Research Institute in honor of Bob’s
work, and, together with Linda Laws, they were in the process of forming that
Institute. They invited Frank to attend the first meeting.

1976. David Mefford completed the requirements for his Magister Artium (M.A.)
degree at Heidelberg University, Germany in the areas of philosophy, psychology,
and law. He and Vera returned to Knoxville, Tennessee, where John W. Davis
welcomed David into the Ph.D. program at UT. He put David to work as a graduate
Teaching Assistant in the Philosophy Department in the fall of that year.

David and Vera also began meeting the logician, Nick Skinner, and his wife
Lulu, in Stanton Virginia for long weekends of discussion about axiology over the
next few years. Out of these meetings, a predicate-logic symbolic document of the
Hartman Universe was created by Nick and David. This was framed and now hangs
in David’s office. 

1976. The first planning meeting to organize and establish the Robert S. Hartman
Institute (RSHI) was held in Knoxville, Tennessee. The organizers and founders
were John W. Davis, David Mefford, and Linda Laws. According to Rita Hartman’s
wishes, it was established as a non-profit research organization. 

1977. On May 20-21 of this year, the first Annual Conference of the RSHI was held,
with Frank Forrest, John Davis, Mark A. Moore, Rita Hartman, Barry McConnell.
Robert Carter, Kurt Kaltreider, Richard Clarke, Art and Charlotte Ellis, Steve
Byrum, John and Joyce Austin, Bill Curly, David and Vera Mefford, Rem B. Ed-
wards, Rolf Krojanker, Henry Gardner, as well as many students and professors
from the philosophy department in attendance. David Mefford served as the program
coordinator. The first Board was elected, and it was agreed that an Annual Confer-
ence would be held in the fall of each year.

1977. John W. Davis was elected to be the first President of the RSHI. As far as we
have been able to determine, he continued to serve as President until 1989, when he
was succeeded by Mark A. Moore.

1977-1980. Frank G. Forrest began studying Hartman’s opus, The Structure of
Value, and learning about the HVP. He also regularly attended Annual RSHI Con-
ferences at UT. There he acquired additional information on axiology, obtained
various items of Hartman’s written materials, and made new friends, among them
being Nicholas Skinner, who had perfected an adjunct to Hartman’s value science
decision-making procedure using symbolic logic. Skinner was confident that his
system was marketable and was in the process of establishing a business firm for
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this purpose with Hosie Martin in Richmond, Virginia. Martin owned a small
business in computerized accounting services, augmented with Skinner’s axiological
system for guiding business decisions. The business was renamed Axionics. 

Martin and Skinner anticipated that additional members of the firm having some
value science background would be needed, and a few available members of the
RSHI were hired. This included Frank G. Forrest, who had just retired from Embry
Riddle Aeronautical University, Mark A. Moore, and Kurt Kaltreider, both students
of Hartman. Several months later, Forrest heard that the U. S. Army was studying
how to improve organizational effectiveness in war and peace. He delivered a
presentation on the rudiments of value science and its application in military ethics
in 1980 which was well received and subsequently introduced to an agency known
as the Joint Services Conference on Professional Ethics. This was the beginning of
a series of events involving Forrest and JSCOPE. Axionics was not sufficiently
capitalized and was ultimately unsuccessful in marketing Skinner’s axiological
decision-making procedures. Frank returned to Daytona Beach, and a short time
later Axionics went out of business.

1977. Wayne Carpenter received a call from Mark A. Moore, who told him about
the new company, Axionics, in Virginia. Mark told him the company was designed
to create and market business applications of Hartman’s HVP and that he, Richard
Leggett, and Kurt Kaltreider had been employed as the research team tasked with
developing such applications. Carpenter began to work with Nick Skinner studying
his decision logic and endeavored, with his financial partner H. I. Martin, to raise
money to fund the project. As indicated, the business was not successful.

1978-1980. Evert Schildt attended the third Annual Conference as well as a few
more of the early meetings of the RSHI. David Mefford remembers how he and
Schildt vigorously disagreed over the number of HVP patterns. Schildt presented
nine patterns based on binary combinations of I, E, and S. Mefford advocated
thirteen patterns based on tertiary combinations of I, E, and S. Mefford presented
and defended his own position in his doctoral dissertation, which centered on
deducing a tertiary frame of reference uniting cognitive and emotional patterns
depicting the relationship of value with valuation. During the next conference in
1978, Schildt presented his ProValuator version of the HVP. This triggered lively
theoretical discussions that involved all participants. Mark A. Moore began working
with Schildt during this period and continued to do so for many years. 

1978. Beginning in the late 1970s, Mark A. Moore recalls spending time in Sweden
with Evert Schildt and with John Zweig of the University of Maryland at Salisbury.
He collaborated in validating the English version of Schildt’s parallel form of the
HVP, the Provaluator. This validation project was largely executed by Dr. Zweig.
In the mid-80s, Schildt was stricken with cancer, from which he did not recover. His
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passing was a shock to all who knew him, and the advancement of axiological
science lost a great innovator.

Mark A. Moore’s long association with Evert Schildt during the years before he
died left him with a deep appreciation for and understanding of his version of the
HVP and its commercial applications. He recalls Schildt’s conviction that the basic
value structures should be based on valuations and not values. Moore believes that
both values and valuations are important, and that one cannot be ignored for sake
of the other. Moore’s collaboration with Schildt led him to focus more on the basic
fundamentals of value theory than on its commercial applications and derivative
instruments such as the HSVP or Provaluator. He believes that Schildt’s contribu-
tions stand on their own merit and remain the basis for continued marketing of the
HSVP in Sweden to the present day. He asserts that his knowledge of the HVP was
acquired while taking the HVP and having it interpreted by Hartman, while listening
to Hartman’s interpretation of other test results, and while seriously studying his
Manual of Interpretation. Moore chose to concentrate on more theoretical issues
such as: What is a value? How does concept specification enrich value? What is the
structure of a concept? And what is the relationship between value and valuation?

1977. John W. Davis and David Mefford collaborated in processing HVPs for the
UT football program under coach Johnny Majors over the next two years, using the
first computer program to process the HVP, written by the UT computer center.
Information from the HVP proved very valuable to the football team, especially
those players who were accident or injury-prone. Davis also administered the HVP
to the Dallas Cowboys under Coach Tom Landry. He published his findings in the
Journal of the Philosophy of Sport, Vol XVII, 1990, under the title “Measuring
Athletic Goodness: Formal  Axiology Applied to Football.”
  
1978. David Mefford was hired by John Wolaver, M.D., at Knoxville Psychiatric
Associates to administer the HVP to patients and to counsel them under his supervi-
sion. David continued in this job until the end of 1979. Vera Mefford also worked
in the private office of John Wolaver and nine other psychologists, psychiatrists, and
sociologists for several years, taking the social-work histories of all patients, and
sitting in on many of the patient consultations. 

1979. David Mefford provided Co-Worker and Patient Relations Training to staff
members at Lakeshore Mental Health Institute in Knoxville, TN. 

1979. Axiometrics, Inc. was established, thanks to bank loans, the resources of John
W. Davis, Chairman, and the energetic, enthusiastic and productive collaboration
of David Mefford, (Elected President), Wayne Carpenter (Elected Vice-President),
and Board member, Richard Clarke, an Art Professor at UT. Carpenter recalls that
Mefford called and told him how he, John W. Davis, and Richard Clarke were
establishing a company to market the HVP. Wayne Carpenter had studied with
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Davis before entering the Army. He didn’t know Richard Clarke but had met Meffo-
rd as an undergraduate student. Carpenter recalls, “I went to Knoxville and met with
David and Vera to discuss what I could do to contribute to the company. I had
business experience, sales experience, and business contacts. I decided to join them
even though, at the time, I had no experience applying the HVP. However, the idea
of being involved with a company focused on axiological research inspired me.”
Carpenter then met Mrs. Rita Hartman at the Hartman Institute’s third Annual
Conference in 1979. He also met Evert Schildt, who tried to convince him that he
had taken Hartman’s HVP to another level. John W. Davis used the computer
program at the University of Tennessee to process the HVP. Three user manuals and
reports were developed from this computer output. As Carpenter recalls, “David,
Vera and I made a presentation at a Women’s Career Convention in Nashville. Our
booth was next to a company called NASCO. We convinced the Sales Manager to
take the profile, and David did an interpretation. The CEO of the company, Bill
Cook, gave me a chance to present my ideas to him. He proposed that NASCO
provide the research dollars needed to advance our ideas, and that we could use his
computer resources to build products,” but the offer was finally rejected due to
complications.

1979. Rem B. Edwards published another article highly critical of Hartman titled
“Intrinsic and Extrinsic Value and Valuation,” in The Journal of Value Inquiry, Vol.
13, 133-143. While Hartman taught at UT, Edwards, then a junior colleague, sat in
on most of his graduate classes (beginning in 1968), learned a great deal from him,
had heated debates with him, and was his most severe critic.

1980. On January 8, David Mefford was shot through the chest in front of his wife,
Vera, following a home invasion of their apartment near the UT campus. While he
was recuperating in the hospital, Gary Acquaviva and Wayne Carpenter completed
the office space for Axiometrics, Inc. in a strip mall close to Professor Davis’s home.
John’s daughter, Amy, worked in the office as a typist, and Vera Mefford worked
there as well in sales and helped out with editing and typing the manuals. The team
did not get their business up and running fast enough to support themselves, and
Carpenter and his family were forced to return to Nashville.

1980. In the fall, Bill Ballard, a sales trainer, consultant, and Dale Carnegie instruc-
tor, provided Carpenter with an opportunity to apply his knowledge of axiology. He
developed a communication decision workshop which identified trends in individual
problem solving and decision making. 

1980. Gary Acquaviva taught “A Study in Values” to Austin East High School
students during the winter quarter. He also tested black students at Austin East High
School, Knoxville, Tennessee; and, due to the cultural differences, he made signifi-
cant changes to the wording of the HVP.
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 1978-1981. Evert Schildt of Sweden attended the RSHI Annual Conference in 1978
and first met John W. Davis, David Mefford, and Mark A. Moore in person. Discus-
sions focused on comparing Schildt’s version of the HVP (HSVP) with the standard
HVP. Reliability data for the HSVP was discussed. It had been tested on thousands
of military soldiers, and this resulted in Schildt’s refinement of his Provaluator
System, the earliest parallel form of the HVP, aside from Bob Hartman’s own
Research Version. In 1979, Schildt traveled to the US with Lars Ander for meetings
with contacts; and they published studies of 3,000 army inductees in 1979-80.
Schildt found that his version worked better than the HVP in the Human Resource
market. During this period Rita Hartman visited Schildt in Sweden and met with a
growing number of axiologists in that country. For the last thirty years, Hartmanian
assessments have been consistently used to support Human Resource applications
in Sweden. They continue to be used every day at the project management company,
The Hifab Group, AB, which is involved with leadership development and manage-
ment recruiting in Sweden. 

1979. At a seminar on Cape Cod, Leon Pomeroy rediscovered Hartman’s theory of
value, after having rejected it for lack of supporting empirical evidence. For Pome-
roy, the historic “1879 Split” of psychology from philosophy over empiricism was
healed. In 1979, one hundred years later, Pomeroy’s psychiatrist friend, Vladimere
Piscacek, M.D., convinced him that they should attend a workshop being given by
a Mexican psychiatrist, Salvador Roquet, M.D. Pomeroy agreed, and at the work-
shop he took the HVP and experienced Roquet’s interpretation of his and other HVP
results for the first time. There he saw how the HVP could be the empirical handle
to Hartman’s definition of “good” and theory of value, and serve to test its predic-
tive, descriptive, and explanatory power. Returning to Manhattan, Pomeroy began
using the HVP in his private practice, after contacting John Davis at the University
of Tennessee Philosophy Department. Pomeroy ordered a copy of The Manual of
Interpretation from John Austin and began using the HVP at the Brooklyn VA
Medical Center, where he had taken a position as Senior Staff Psychologist and
Chief of Behavioral Medicine, after several years on the faculty of Long Island
University. His clinical experience with the HVP then took him to designing validity
studies, which he began to present at Annual Conferences of the RSHI. These
studies confirmed the validity of Hartman’s operational definition of good and its 
accompanying theory of value. Pomeroy found a way to develop a values-based
cognitive psychology theory and practice, as introduced in the pages of his New
Science of Axiological Psychology, published some twenty-five years later (in 2005)
by Rodopi.

1980-1981. Gilberto Carrasco of Mexico reports the first recorded example of
teaching Formal Axiology in Mexican schools in 1980 in classes given by Professor
Alfonso Lozano González. This was an innovative project at the Teacher´s School
(Normal Quince de Mayo) in Mexico City. Alfonso shared his Axio-Education
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Theory with students and teachers. He taught the basics of formal axiology in a
humanist environment, promoting “harmonious personality development.” To
successfully promote his program, Lozano joined a select group of people who
taught various subjects, including natural science, pedagogy, philosophy, mathemat-
ics, music, literature and physical education. He lectured on formal axiology and
psycho-axiology, and he provided guidance to students and teachers based on HVP
results. Gilberto Carrasco participated in this project and taught formal axiology as
well as computer processing of the HVP. Other teachers were taught how to include
formal axiology in their humanistic elementary school classes. Carrasco and Lozano
were involved in improving the performance of teachers using the concepts of
formal axiology and the HVP system. Their innovative educational project lasted
two years. The results showed dramatic positive improvements in students, as well
as in teacher performance. Their data supported Cárdenas Trigos’ strongly held
belief that knowledge of axiological science results in action. Cárdenas was con-
vinced, with Hartman, that Formal Axiology is a “science of good and evil” and
that, like the teachings of Moses, knowledge of it can “open eyes” to good decisions
and productive behaviors.

1980-82. Evert Schildt introduced peel-off bar codes to the paper-pencil version of
the Provaluator, which made it more user friendly and avoided the problem of
respondents using the same number twice. Erling Anserberg began to build a new
and more flexible scoring system in 1981; and in 1982, studies of CEOs in large and
small companies were undertaken by Swedish axiologists. Lars Anders wrote his
Master’s Thesis with the HVP as a base in 1982.

1981. John W. Davis, David Mefford, and Vera Mefford establish Computer Sports
Research with Andrew Cafferky serving as President. They purchased the Baker-
Peters Mansion in West Knoxville for office space. Working together, John Davis,
David Mefford and Mark A. Moore developed axiological formulae for sports
handicapping against the Las Vegas Line. In the first week, their handicapping
selections proved to be 88% accurate. This system gained many followers and many
up-and-down weeks occurred before the season ended. 

1981. Gary Acquaviva received an NEH (National Endowment for the Humanities)
grant to do applied research on value theory and business in Utica, New York. When
he returned to Tennessee, Wayne Carpenter, who was employed by Jerry Ezell of
Nashville, contacted him about sharing his research on the HVP. He was hired part-
time by Ezell to collaborate with Carpenter, but the association was short-lived.
 
1981. Wayne Carpenter utilized his Army research to establish his own platform and
to differentiate between psychological and axiological analysis. His decision models
relied on the process of concept formation as the key to interpreting the decision
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process—moving from recognition, to analysis, to resolution. He developed a sales
analysis, which successfully measured whether an individual can sell and will sell.

1981. Frank G. Forrest immersed himself in developing a valuemetrics-based ethics
course for the military, which took several years to complete. No one has labored
so extensively to inject value science into the classroom. He is a pioneer in axiolog-
ical ethics education.

1982. Frank G. Forrest attended the 1982 Annual JSCOPE Conference at the Air
Force Academy at Colorado Springs, Colorado. At this meeting, and at subsequent
conferences, Forrest made many new contacts at the U.S. Military Academy, West
Point, New York, and the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, Ft.
Leavenworth, Kansas. His next step was to prepare the necessary text material for
value science applications. He chose the field where he thought the need was the
greatest, namely, ethics. What followed was a textbook, completed in early 1988,
with the title Valuemetrics: the Science of Personal and Professional Ethics. The
material in this textbook was based on Hartman’s The Structure of Value and some
of his value science essays. 

1982. Gary Acquaviva filed and obtained copyrights on the first computerized
written analysis, based on Robert S. Hartman’s Value Theory.

1982. Gilberto Carrasco earned his bachelor`s degree in Industrial Engineering at
the Military Engineering School under the direction of Ricardo Ortiz Certuche. He
went on to apply axio-administration ideas at the Central Military Hospital’s outpa-
tient department. 

1982. Leon Pomeroy presented research findings concerning the HVP before the
annual meeting of the Southeastern Psychological Association. Thereafter, he and
John W. Davis were invited to published these data in The Journal of the Cattell
Institute for Personality Testing, Urbana, Illinois, 1982. Following this first publica-
tion of empirical data supporting Hartman’s theory of value and its underlying
definition of good, Pomeroy regularly reported his research findings before the
Annual Conferences of the RSHI. 

1982. David and Vera Mefford formed their own company, Value Measurement
Technologies, and began successfully marketing the Personal, Sales, and Manage-
ment profiles and reference manuals that they had developed in the company Axio-
metrics from 1979-80. They firmly believed that Dr. Hartman’s Research Version
had a great deal to offer, and for several decades, they utilized the Standard HVP
together with Hartman’s Research Version, placing the “10 Questions” Dr. Hartman
created for Nationwide Insurance in-between the two profiles. They had a six part
assessment, with reports for Sales, Management, and General Employability, which
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they sold successfully to companies like State Farm Insurance, Chase Manhattan
Bank, Alcoa Aluminum, Oak Ridge National Lab, numerous healthcare organiza-
tions, etc. They also wrote their own Manual of HVP Interpretation, copyrighted in
1983, which included both base and exponent analyses. David presented many of
their findings at the Annual Conference held in Mexico in 1983. In 1984, the Mef-
fords held a seminar at their home on Riverside Drive in Knoxville, Tennessee. Rem
B. Edwards, Leon Pomeroy, and Dr. Hartman’s nephew from the Research Triangle
of North Carolina attended, among others. 

1982. Wayne Carpenter remembers how fortunate he was to collect sales data from
different parts of the United States. His basic “Sales Screen,” was successful in
identifying sales talent, but it failed to function as a consistent measure of sales
performance. He began to consider the differences between whether a person could
sell, actually would sell, and would sell in a specific context or environment. In
1982, Bud Martin built a program to computerize Wayne’s “Matrix Program” and
developed his first computerized analysis. The length of this instrument, and its
focus on personal development rather than professional development, led Wayne’s
other business partners to withdraw from his research. Martin and Carpenter orga-
nized Value, Inc., and Carpenter named his research company the Value Resource
Group.

1982. Gary Acquaviva formed the corporation, Selective Evaluators Associates
(SEA). He worked as CEO, President, and Computer Analyst for designing com-
puter programs related to profiling occupations for the purposes of selection, evalua-
tion, and promotion. He filed and received copyrights on computer programs that
enabled any corporation to customize virtually any occupational profile. He received
registration of copyrights on the completed Value Questionnaire in 1983.

1983. Chuck McDonald convinced Wayne Carpenter to pay more attention to
validity issues. In 1984, they began to develop parallel forms to function as backups
to the Hartman Value Profile. Carpenter also initiated a research project to design
a profile capable of measuring the tendency to value children as sex objects. His
research was funded by grants from the State of Tennessee. The new profiles were
designed to measure pedophilia, and they were validated with data on convicted
pedophiles as well a normal individuals. The findings were reported at Annual
Conferences of the Hartman Institute. 

McDonald was Carpenter’s consulting partner in the Dollar General Project, and
Bud Martin assisted by computerizing reports. The Dollar General Project provided
an opportunity to prove that the Hartman Profile System could be used to measure
specific concepts like “honesty” and develop performance measures for predicting
risk. The project provided the data and the environment for McDonald to validate
the Hartman Value Profile and the Carpenter Assessment System. 



18 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY

1983. Gilberto Carrasco worked with Rita Hartman and Ricardo Ortiz to organize
the 1983 Annual Conference of the RSHI in Mexico. This conference was in recog-
nition of the tenth anniversary of Hartman`s death. It was held in the Hartman
Library and at La Salle University. Carrasco remembers the meeting as very suc-
cessful, with “wonderful academic and spiritual experiences shared by everyone,
and by old and new friends alike.” He recalls meeting Frank Forrest, Leon Pomeroy,
John Davis, David Mefford and John Austin from the US, as well as Ricardo Ortiz,
Alfonso Lozano, Mario Cárdenas, Leonardo Gomez Navas, Israel Stolar, and Jose
Elias Martinez from Mexico. Pomeroy presented four papers, formally launching his
programmatic series of empirical studies aimed at either supporting or refuting the
validity of the HVP and the theory of values behind it. Pomeroy also presented a
paper examining Frank Forrest’s alternative scoring methods. The conference
reported increasing applications of the HVP to various fields including psychology,
administration, business, psychological testing, psychotherapy, logic, religion, and
theoretical studies. Both Frank Forrest and David Mefford presented new ap-
proaches to scoring the HVP. Rita Hartman commented on how happy she was that
Hartman’s discoveries were being recognized. She recalled that before his death he
spoke of his fear that his work might not be properly recognized for many years to
come. 

1983. David Mefford also recalls attending the 1983 conference in Mexico where
he presented papers with others at Hartman’s library in his home in Cuernavaca,
Mexico. He presented his new procedure for expanded scoring of the HVP, which
took into account different ways of collecting item deviations: composition-transpo-
sition unities, and base and exponent value constructs. Lively discussion followed,
including remarks by Frank G. Forrest concerning their respective alternative
scoring procedures. Forrest presented his own reduction scoring method that col-
lapsed the assessment lists from Hartman’s 18 to 14. 

1983. David and Vera Mefford began holding executive retreats to train corporate
leaders in axiology at Staunton Hill, David Bruce’s Castle, near Brookneal, Virginia.
There David presented his “NLP and Axiology Seminar” to psychiatrists. David and
Vera also began working with Phil King, the Psychological Examiner for Brushy
Mountain State Prison, on utilizing David’s total frame of reference, the MAP
(Meta-Axiological Pattern), for classifying prisoners. This project culminated in
1985 with an all-day workshop given by David at Tullahoma to all Psych Examiners
in the state.

1983. Leon Pomeroy met Cardenos Trigos at the 1983 RSHI Conference in Mexico
for the first time. At this conference, Pomeroy recorded on video John Austin’s
informative and entertaining interview of Rita Hartman. At this conference, Pome-
roy met Rita Hartman for the first time and was charmed by her elegant European
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manner and articulate speech. A year later, Rita visited him at his apartment in
Manhattan, located just a few blocks away from her son Jan’s home. 

1984. Wayne Carpenter refined his new scoring and analysis procedure through
what he called his “Nine-Style-Method” for interpreting HVP scores and trends. In
his own words, “This model relied on dyad combinations and became a useful
heuristic device providing the opportunity to view individual patterns from a global
perspective.” Based on his research and development in the Dollar General Project,
Carpenter began to develop reports based on alternative profiles. He incorporated
the information into an “Honesty Index” and an “Employability Index” specifically
designed for Dollar General. He also developed a basic set of performance capacities
to build specific performance screens and assessments for sales, management,
customer service, and general employability. 

1984. David and Vera Mefford began working with the NBFAA (National Burglar
and Fire Alarm Association) on a national level, and they wrote a training manual
that gave their clients guidance and samples of how to write an Axiological Job
Description, and how to do an Axiological Performance Appraisal. They also began
working with a division of Sears (Custom House) at this time. The internet was not
yet popular, and they wore out several fax machines receiving and sending value
profiles. During this time Vera Mefford discovered the importance of item analysis;
99% of the technicians and installers they profiled for these companies ranked “A
short circuit” as a good thing. When asked why, they answered, because we found
a source for electricity or power, of course! Item analysis became very meaningful
in the Meffords future research, in particular with clinical or borderline cases.
  
1984-1986. Wayne Carpenter and Chuck McDonald conducted two major validity
projects. Internally, at the Value Resource Group, construct validity studies were
conducted on the HVP items, on the Hartman Mathematics, and on the Carpenter
Mathematics, which creates the statement sets and other products. Their studies
confirmed that the HVP does not discriminate against age, sex, or race. They created
a reliability study and a criterion study on the results of the employability model at
Dollar General.

1984. Mark A. Moore conducted the first international axiology training on the
Provaluator in Sweden, attended by Swedish axiologists like Gunnar Selin and
Christian Kaijser, Sr..

1984. Gary Acquaviva was elected Member of the Robert S. Hartman Institute
Board and elected to be the 1985 Conference Coordinator. He presented his
“Axiological Algorithms and the Development of Human Resources,” paper at the
Axiological Congresso, Mexico City, Mexico. He also visited Cuernavaca, Mexico,
to research and obtain additional material for inclusion in the University of Tennes-
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see Hartman Special Library Collection. He received approval from the Tennessee
Department of Corrections to test and value-profile 1,000 criminals on probation.
In connection with this project, he lectured on “Implementation of Value Testing”
to Tennessee state probation officers in Kingsport, Tennessee. In July, he visited
Cuernavaca, Mexico to share his research with Gilberto Carrasco, (who had given
him a Spanish copy of El Conocimiento del Bien (The Knowledge of Good), by
Robert S. Hartman, 1965).

1984. Wayne Carpenter developed his Is-Ought profiles around cultural profiles to
measure attitudes toward service, sales, and management. This analysis measured
the shift in a specific concept from expectation to perception. The new technology
prioritized the individual items and led to a series of new report formats. Wayne
began to apply this analysis in a study on “Excellence,” sponsored by the United
States Postal Service. That project was carried out with Bill Linderman, and it
became the basis for a “Quest for Excellence” system.

1985. Leon Pomeroy’s article, “Behavioral Axiology and Health Psychology,” was
published in VA Practitioner, Volume 2, No. 7, July, 1985. His article, “Beyond
Terrorism and War: An Introduction to Behavioral Axiology,” was also published
in The International Journal of Group Tensions, Volume 15, No. 1, 1985. 

1985. Frank Forrest believed that his development of valuemetrics was sufficient to
gain some experience teaching it. By this time, Embry Riddle Aeronautical Univer-
sity in Daytona Beach, Florida had fully-staffed Army and Air Force ROTC units
conducting cadet training programs containing brief courses in military ethics.
Forrest convinced the staff that his course on “Value Vision Development” would
be more effective than the prescribed military ethics course. To determine the degree
of success of his instruction, he administered his version of the HVP at the begin-
ning and end of each course. The average pretest and posttest scores in all of his
classes indicated a substantial improvement in the keenness of the cadets’ value
vision.

1986. Evert Schildt passed away in March.

1986-1988. David Mefford presented the HVP to Volvo-White, and this led to
consulting with the Morgan Truck Body Corporation in Pennsylvania. He and Vera
developed the first Product-perception Parallel Form of the HVP, which focused on
how well clients objectively understood the product, as well as how they rated their
personal experience with the product and with the service provided by Morgan.
Their application of the HVP was different this time; it was applied to a “material
thing,” namely the Morgan Truck Body. This testing with the HVP was called
AXCES (Axiological Comprehensive Evaluation System), which consists of a custom
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axiological application to any product or service for the purpose of increasing
market resonance. 

They presented the results of the large gaps found between the company’s
advertising message and the actual consumer perceptions in the marketplace at the
Annual Meeting of Morgan Corp at Baltimore in 1987. The company took their
suggestions for closing the gaps seriously, and after full implementation, Morgan
returned to profitability in circa 18 months. 

1986. Gary Acquaviva’s research project involving value-testing of prison inmates
was approved by Commissioner Steve Norris, Tennessee Department of Corrections.
The project involved testing of prison inmates in all of Tennessee’s state prisons–
both male and female inmates.

1987. Gary Acquaviva received Copyrights on his “Analisis de Evaluacion/Pueba
Valor,” a Spanish translation of The Value Questionnaire. His article, “From Ortega
Y Gasset to R. S. Hartman: Thoughts on Value Theory,” was published in Jose
Ortega y Gasset, Greenwood Press, Westport Connecticut, Nora De Marval-McNair,
ed. Gary co-authored “Value Testing to Predict Recidivism,” reporting on the results
of his research project in Tennessee state prisons with Tennessee Department of
Corrections Regional Director of Probation, Paul Lewin.

1987-1990. Robert Kinsel Smith was introduced to formal axiology through Bud
Martin and Wayne Carpenter as they sought a business relationship with the corpo-
rate trainer, Ron Willingham. Smith was trained by Wayne Carpenter in formal
axiology. Over the ensuing six years, Smith and his partner, Jack Wilder, used
Carpenter and Martin’s axiological products.

1987. Wayne Carpenter gave his first training seminar to introduce axiology as a
science, instruct others in the delivery of the HVP and the derived products and
services of Value Resource Group, train participants in interpreting the HVP,
demonstrate how to deliver new axiological products, and introduce his system for
managing new consultant clients. Leon Pomeroy attended the workshop and docu-
mented the validity and power of the HVP and axiology. Carpenter completed his
Dollar General Project and published the validity reports. He incorporated the results
of his Dollar General project and pedophile research into a published article entitled
“Why Good People Do Bad Things.” Then he developed the Carpenter Value
Profile System and organized products and services into a total, integrated, system
approach.

1987. Rem B. Edwards decided, 15 years or so after Hartman’s death, that the bulk
of Hartman’s system could be separated and saved from the disaster of Hartman’s
application of transfinite math to axiology, and he became much more active in the
Hartman Institute. He was elected to its Board of Directors in November.
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1988. David Mefford completed the requirements for his Philosophy Ph.D. with a
dissertation on Hartman’s formal axiology. For the first time it integrated the cogni-
tive and emotional sides of human values and valuations employing a 13 by 27 logic
system of 351 value cells used by other business entities such as Innermetrix, TTI,
and AXCES Solutions.

1988. John W. Davis retired as Head of the University of Tennessee Philosophy at
the end of July. He continued to teach at UT until 1991. He continued to serve on
the Hartman Institute’s Board of Directors.

1988. Robert K. Smith first attended a RSHI Annual Conference in 1988. That year
he joined and actively participated in the Institute. There he formed close relation-
ships with many board members, including Mark A. Moore, John W. Davis, Rem
B. Edwards, David Mefford, Vera Mefford, John Austin, Frank G. Forest, Art Ellis,
Steve Byrum, and Rita Hartman. Bob met Christian Kaijser, the lead Swedish
consultant using axiology, in Dallas in 1988, beginning an ongoing relationship that
lasted until Christian’s death in March, 2012. 

1988-89. Frank G. Forrest conducted the Spring semester course as a formal re-
search project involving an experimental group of Embry Riddle cadets and a
control group of ROTC cadets at other universities. Forrest, McCord, and Hinkley
conducted two field experiments. In both instances statistical analysis of the pre-
test/posttest value profile scores of the experimental group and the control group
indicated a significant improvement in the value vision acuity of the experimental
group members, while the value vision acuity of the control group stayed the same
as it was in the pretest. McCord and Hinckley forwarded the reports of their research
to their respective higher headquarters with a recommendation that plans be initiated
for adopting this course by all ROTC units under their control. This ended when
they received a letter from AF ROTC Hqrs. stating that “the Air Force was not ready
to conduct military ethics according to an abstract model.”

1988-1991. During this period, David and Vera Mefford began working with the
head oncologist at a holistic cancer clinic in Germany, Dr. Manfred von Luhmann.
They first presented their HVP evaluations to the staff of the Habichtswald Klinik
at Kassel, Germany, who deemed the results so accurate that they wanted to do a
study on their patients. David and Vera, together with Dr. Manfred, worked with 60
cancer patients and developed a “Will to Live” scale, which was 90% accurate. The
psychotherapists who worked with the patients indicated that the 6 part HVP pro-
vided not just similar but exactly the same results as 12 weeks of intensive psycho-
therapy. This would not have been possible without using Hartman’s Research
Version in addition to the Standard Version. Hartman’s Standard Version, Part 2,
is about the socialized self within the world, while part 2 on his Research Version
is about the primordial or private self: body, mind, and spirit. An article was pub-
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lished about their work in the German oncology research magazine, Krebsforum in
1991.

1988-1995. K. T. Connor inspired the development of two key products, “Managing
Innovation Analysis” and the “Sixteen Styles” model, which made possible the
inclusion of “Unconventional Thinking” as a key definitive measure.

1989-1999. During this period Gilberto Carrasco completed the requirements for his
Master’s Thesis at Iberoamerican University under the direction of psychologist
Mario Cárdenas Trigos. The title was, Values and Human Development: Application
of Formal Axiology to Facilitate the Harmonious Development of Personality. For
this study, he obtained HVP measures of students before and after taking his human
development and formal axiology course. This pretest, posttest methodology is the
same as that used by Frank G. Forrest in assessing the efficacy of his valuemetrics-
based ethics training course for the military. The participants in Carrasco’s study
were adolescents and adults drawn from the Cento Escolar Maestro Mexicano,
located in Mexico City. These data were statistically significant and meaningful. In
some cases there was dramatic improvement of the participants’ general capacity to
value, as measured by the HVP. Carrasco shared these findings with Mario Cárdenas
and his friend Israel Stolar. They suggested that he check the results against individ-
ual interviews with students and parents in order to verify the HVP recorded
changes. He selected those with the most surprising results and interviewed them
and their parents. He verified the validity of the changes recorded by the HVP.
These empirical findings are documented in his Master’s thesis. 

1989. In September, Mark A. Moore was elected President of the RSHI and contin-
ued to serve until 1997.
 
1989. In September, Rem B. Edwards was elected Secretary/Treasurer of the RSHI,
and began actively to collect royalties from users of the Hartman Value Profile.
Prior to his efforts, only $25.00 in royalties was ever paid to the RSHI—by David
Mefford. 

1989. According to the Minutes of the September Board meeting, “Edwards sug-
gested that the members of the Institute adopt the joint undertaking of writing a
book that could be used to teach the theory and applications of formal axiology to
others, that we work on this project during the coming year, and that our writing
efforts be presented at next year’s annual meeting. This project was enthusiastically
adopted. A letter was sent out to all members explaining this project and inviting
them to participate.” The resulting book was published in 1991.
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1989. K.T. Connor discovered the HVP and institutionalized its use throughout
Rich-SeaPak Corporation, her employer, at all levels and functions using Wayne
Carpenter’s computerized system. 

1990-1996. K.T. Connor complemented her Ph.D. with extensive axiological
training under Wayne Carpenter. She then built her own private practice around the
HVP, and she began to certify consultants both internal and external, nationally and
internationally.

1990. Leon Pomeroy’s paper titled “Behavioral Axiology: Part II: A Cross-Cultural
Validation of Hartman’s Valuemetrics and Value Science Assumptions as a New
Orientation in Psychology” was presented before the 22  International Congress ofnd

Applied Psychology at Kyoto, Japan, July 22-27. It was later published in the
official proceedings of this International Congress.
  
1990s. Robert K. Smith actively participated in RSHI meetings, presenting papers
on theory, applications, research, improving the scientific precision and competence
of the practitioners, and how to write value profiles. In 1992 he traveled with Mark
A. Moore to Sweden to speak and to train axiologists. He met with Evert Schildt’s
daughter and widow, who eventually sold the Swedish profile business to Christian
Kaijser. In 1995 Smith started his own company, Clear Direction, Inc., where he
started from scratch, writing software and applications that use formal axiology for
candidate selection, management training, employee training, and self-development. 

1990-1992. David and Vera Mefford developed an insurance agency management
VIP (3-part) application of the HVP for 125 districts of the State Farm Insurance
Company.

1991. Rem B. Edwards and John W. Davis edited, wrote for, and publish Forms of
Value and Valuation: Theory and Applications through University Press of America,
Lanham, Maryland. Many members of the Institute contributed essays to this
volume and worked on their contributions for a year or more prior to publication.

1991. John W. Davis retired from teaching at the University of Tennessee.

1991-1992. David and Vera Mefford provide axiological evaluations of staff and
healthcare teams at the Fort Sanders Regional Medical Center, Knoxville, Tennes-
see. Vera published her benchmark article, “Uses of Axiology in Business,” in
Forms of Value and Valuation, Theory and Applications, edited by Rem B. Edwards
and John W. Davis. Her article condensed a 600-page manual on the work she and
David accomplished in the preceding decade, including axiological clarity patterns
as well as emotional bias patterns (also referred to as valences). In addition, she
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outlined “12 Steps to Excellence in a Business” and summarized their approach to
applying axiological patterns to communications and advertising.

1992. Rem B. Edwards became the editor of the Hartman Institute Axiology Studies
sub-series of Rodopi’s Value Inquiry Book Series. All of the books to follow pub-
lished by Rodopi belong within this series and were heavily edited by Edwards. The
RSHI resolved to sponsor this book series and redouble its efforts to share evolving
axiological science with the wider world.

1992. Steve Byrum introduced Darlene and Lynn Clark to the Hartman Value
Profile when he brought the profile to Memorial Herman Healthcare System.

1992. During this summer, Frank G. Forrest became aware that the profession of law
enforcement was interested in improving ethics training, and he looked into opportu-
nities to present scientific ethics to them. He visited the Police Academy at the
Daytona Beach Community College and found the Police Academy Director, Toby
Wall, in his office. Wall became interested in Forrest’s ideas concerning the applica-
tion of value science to police officer ethics education, and he agreed that Forrest
should attend the next police academy training program, scheduled to begin in a few
weeks. Under the guidance of Richard Davidson, Director of Training and Instructor
in Criminal Law, Forrest attended this training program for the next five months.
 
1993. In frequent conversations with Forrest, Davidson became very interested in
valuemetrics and its application to police ethics. He suggested that Forrest organize
such a course for police recruits, beginning with the 1993 class. Forrest agreed, and
during the following two years he conducted a police ethics course for four regular
police academy classes. Again, the pretest/posttest value profile scores of the Police
Academy classes indicated an improvement in the student’s value vision. 

1993. David Mefford constructed the Master AXiology Indicator (MAX). This is a
stock market investment application of formal axiology, and it was used until 1997
for timing trading stock and bond index futures derivatives. Several articles concern-
ing this application were published in the CTCR (Commodities Trading Consumer
Report). David also published a daily market newsletter, which was carried on
several market internet sites. In 1995, David and Vera were invited to Bad Hom-
burg, Germany, to give a seminar on trading futures with his axiological model,
attended by heads of banks from several European countries. Over three million
dollars was collected into the trading account after this seminar.

1993-2012. K.T. Connor assisted Wayne Carpenter in expanding his applications,
including style and culture analyses. She applied these and other Carpenter applica-
tions to resorts, health facilities, corporations and small businesses, often engaging
in beta testing, especially of his HVP adaption.
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1994. Art and Charlotte Ellis travel to Mexico in January to meet with Rita Hartman
in Cuernavaca to obtain her signature on a document that assigned her rights to all
of Hartman’s works to the Institute. Unknown to them, Mrs. Hartman had been
admitted to an assisted living facility operated by her doctor. Eventually they located
her and visited her daily for several days. Art arranged with a legal service to get the
rights-assignment documents duly signed, executed, and notarized literally minutes
before they had to catch the bus back to Mexico City to get to their flight home.
Charlotte and Art said tearful goodbyes to Rita.

1994. Rita Hartman died in August.

1994. Rem B. Edwards arranged with Rodopi to publish Hartman’s Freedom to
Live: The Robert Hartman Story, edited by Art Ellis. Ellis contacted attorneys at
Nationwide Insurance to be sure they had no claim on it before editing this book for
publication. The corporate attorney to whom Ellis sent the manuscript for review
thanked him and commented that it was among his most interesting assignments. 

1994. Frank G. Forrest’s Valuemetrics: The Science of Personal and Professional
Ethics was published by Rodopi.

1995. Rem B. Edwards edited, partly wrote, and published Formal Axiology and Its
Critics through Rodopi.

1995-99. Robert K. Smith’s company, Clear Direction, Inc., in conjunction with
Sara Lee, EDS, Club Corp, and two law firms, automated the generation of new
axiologically-based profile reports with personalized development lessons based on
the participant’s profile scores. In 1997, a Candidate Interviewing Report and a
Professional and an Attorney Profile Report were fully automated. In 1998 Interna-
tional Risk Management Institute purchased the exclusive rights to represent,
market, sell and support Clear Direction, Inc.’s candidate interviewing products,
calling their company ZeroRisk HR. In 1999, ZeroRisk HR went online (prior
products were generated by software on clients’ computers). At that same time,
Clear Direction, Inc. went on line with its own website and product offerings.
During this period Smith added two new tasks to Hartman’s profile because check-
ing participants’ rankings was a physical impossibility when dealing with people
taking the profile on line. These two tasks were for redundancy checking, using
software that Bob wrote to check for anomalies in rankings based on misreading
statements in the profiles. Bob sought and received permission of the Board of
Directors of the RSHI to add the two additional tasks for checking purposes and
named the instrument, “The Hartman-Kinsel Profile.” At this time, Smith added a
fifth profile task for purposes of research (a manager’s profile task, a sales task, a
customer service task, a general employee task, and an attorney task). At this time
Smith’s company was also compiling statistical data from participants that included
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age, race, sex, religious upbringing, favorite colors, handedness, etc. in order to do
correlation studies of thinking and different characteristics, preferences, and experi-
ences. Smith presented findings from these studies at the Hartman Institute in the
late 90s. At those meetings he also suggested that the RSHI collectively correct the
HVP, since a number of items representing value combinations were axiologically
questionable.

1995. Art Ellis spent lots of time in the Special Collection Library of the University
of Tennessee, Knoxville, locating other material to publish. He searched for a
manuscript to which Hartman had alluded in some of his writings, his Principia
Axiologica, which harks back to Newton’s Principia Mathematica, but he never
found it. Apparently it was never written, cut short by Hartman’s very premature
death.

1995. Clayton Lafferty held an assessment summit at the home office of Human
Synergistics in Lavonia, Michigan. John Austin invited David and Vera Mefford to
participate in processing HVP reports for Dr. Lafferty’s 17 staff members. Austin’s
reports used the Standard HVP, and the Meffords reports used both the Standard and
Research HVPs. All voted that David and Vera’s reports were the most accurate and
useful.

Thereafter, Lafferty hired the Meffords to work with him to create a new values
assessment based in part on Abraham Maslow’s work. They soon arrived at an all
positive assessment with I, E, and S sentence completion alternatives, and they
named it the Values Usage Exercises (VUEs).

With Dr. Lafferty, the Meffords also did a lot of research with semantic differ-
ential value assessments. Lafferty died in 1997, and their research lay dormant for
a while. Later, this research on semantic differentials was the basis for creating the
R.I.S.E. Profile for assessing organizational health and management gaps (how a
company values itself) and the COMPASS Market Probe for measuring market
resonance values (how customers value a company and its products). 

1995. K.T. Connor designed with Wayne Carpenter a management assessment
process for the innovative St. Joseph Hospital in Atlanta involving the entire admin-
istrative staff.

1996-2012. Steve Byrum concentrated on his business, marketing HVP applications
to other business organizations. He also focused on developing and expanding
Hartman’s insights concerning leadership development in business activities. During
this period Byrum wrote more than thirty books, the most recent being From the
Neck Up (2009), which deals with Hartman’s ideas. It compares approaches to the
work world taken by Robert S. Hartman and Frederick W. Taylor. Byrum’s book
entitled The Myth of Personality is scheduled for publication in 2012.
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1996. Jay Niblick was introduced to the Hartman Institute through his father’s work
with a very early axiological profile created by Bud Martin. This profile, while
functional and in DOS, was enough to expose him to the power of Axiology. Being
unreliable and not very accurate, it led Jay to join the Institute to learn the “real
story.”

1996. The January 1996 issue of the International Association of Chiefs of Police
journal, The Police Chief, contained an article by President David G. Walchack in
which he argued for the need to improve the public image of police in America. This
induced Frank G. Forrest to write an article on how the valuemetrics-based ethical
education of police officers would serve to accomplish this objective. He sent the
article to the publisher of the IACP journal, and they published it in the October
1996 issue. Richard Davidson and Forrest also collaborated on adapting Forrest’s
book on valuemetrics to ethics in policing. The title of this volume was A New
Approach to Police Ethics.

1996. K.T. Connor addressed the US Small Business Administration concerning the
HVP through their annual “Creativity, Innovation, and Entrepreneurship Confer-
ence.”

1997. Armando Molina of Las Palmas, Spain, published his Our Ways: Values and
Character through Rodopi. This book encompassed both axiological and enneagram
typologies of people.

1997. David and Vera Mefford developed a special Officership VUE for the USAF
with 400 cases from the Air Force Academy. Results were presented at the 1997
JSCOPE Conference at Fort McNair in Washington, D.C.

1997-2001. Mario Cárdenas Trigos worked with Gilberto Carrasco to explore and
develop the concept of “ordinal valuation.” This concept allowed them to identify
axiological processes involved in “axio-orientation in human development.” 

1998. After learning as much as he could about Axiology from such mentors as
Leon Pomeroy, David and Vera Mefford, Robert K Smith, Rem B. Edwards, and
Wayne Carpenter, Jay Niblick began developing his own axiological profile, the
Attribute Index. Jay’s intent was to create an instrument and output that is reliable,
valid, and applicable to the world of Business Consulting. He initially focused on
using it only for his own business consulting. He felt there was no exclusively
business focused application that suited his client’s needs, spoke in their language,
and presented relevant information in a way from which they could benefit without
having to become axiologists themselves. Jay usually described them as “people
who could benefit from the knowledge of electrical engineering, but who didn’t
want to become electrical engineers.” Thus, they needed a light switch of knowledge
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from which they could benefit without having to possess that knowledge. When
Niblick launched his very first business-oriented profile, the Attribute Index, in
2001, he gained 200 clients during the first year of business operations.

1998. InsideOut Development, a sports and business coaching company, hired K.T.
Connor full-time to integrate the Carpenter system into their methodology.

1998-2001. K.T. Connor assisted Wayne Carpenter in designing an assessment
measuring the performance vulnerabilities in golfers, using data from the PGA and
European Tour golfers, and applied this to work performance in other fields as well.
During this time the Ford Motor Company used Connor and the HVP to prepare
High Potentials for their month-long program shadowing the CEO and his team.

1997-1999. Wayne Carpenter developed a consulting relationship with Arthur
Anderson, and he was asked to develop a new “Arthur Anderson Culture Profile.”
He needed a more in-depth contract, which required his being approved by a board
of consulting psychologists. Leon Pomeroy’s meticulous research validating axiol-
ogy came to his rescue. He worked with a special team who reported directly to the
President of Arthur Anderson and taught them how to translate Anderson’s ideals
into an axiological profile. This independent organization worked with Carpenter
to both build a “Concept-Cultural Profile” and validate it. 

1998. David and Vera Mefford were involved in several venture capital start-ups,
and originated an investment club in Morristown, TN together with Jim Pless, O.D.,
using the MAX axiological filters. This club eventually included some 90 members.

1998. In October, Arthur Ellis was elected to a one year term as President of the
RSHI.

1998. At its October meeting, the Board of the RSHI voted to create a Robert S.
Hartman Institute website. This website became operational early in 1999. It was
initially created for us by Bob Carpenter, the son of Wayne Carpenter. As soon
thereafter as he could learn the ropes, Rem B. Edwards became the regular Web-
master for it, and he still is to this day. It has been regularly revised and updated as
needed. To view it, go to: www.hartmaninstitute.org.

1999. Gary Acquaviva published his Values, Violence, and Our Future through
Rodopi.

1999. In October, Leon Pomeroy was elected as the President of RSHI and contin-
ued to serve until 2005.
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1999. Rem B. Edwards published “Fetz’s Misunderstandings of Formal Axiology”
in the European philosophy journal, Kriterion, No. 13, pp. 24-30. Though agreeing
with Fetz’s rejection of the proof for the “infinite value of man,” Edwards defended
Frank G. Forrest’s book, Valuemetrics: The Science of Professional and Personal
Ethics, against Fetz’s objections to it.

1999. David Mefford gave Art Ellis an incomplete manuscript that Hartman had
given him prior to his death in 1973. Ellis then found a complete manuscript of this
work titled The Knowledge of Good, Critique of Axiological Reason in the Special
Collections Library at the University of Tennessee. He and Rem B. Edwards imme-
diately realized it was worth publishing, scanned it, spent many months correcting
the errors and editing it, and published it in Rodopi’s Hartman Institute Axiology
Studies series. Hartman had previously published an early version of this book in
Spanish in Mexico.

1999-2001. Richard Davidson mentioned to Frank G. Forrest that on several occa-
sions Police Academy students expressed an aversion to mathematics in the ethics
courses. He asked Forrest if a value science course for ethics could be developed
without the math. Teaching the science of value without the math was an idea
Forrest had always rejected, but this time, with confidence in Davidson’s gut feeling
and his skill as a teacher, he agreed to give it a try.

A textbook for the department’s Professional Ethics course had to be prepared,
then lesson plans for each period of instruction in a trimester, and the course was
offered during the Fall Semester of 2001. The textbook titled Ethical Decision
Making for the 21st Century, and it contained procedural rules in lieu of mathemati-
cal operations for ethical problem solving. However, the mathematical operations
were given in an Appendix. Students enrolled in the course on their own initiative
and participated in the pretests and posttests. In every class, the average pre-
test/posttest difference scores revealed a significant improvement in students’ value
vision acuity. Students’ comments at the end of the course included such statements
as: “This course has changed my life,”  “This was the best course I have attended
here at DBCC,” “Students at a younger age should become acquainted with this
subject,” “It was a class that put things in perspective,” and “This course should be
a requirement for graduation.” (Davidson retired from teaching at the end of Spring
2006 trimester.)
 
1999-2012. During this period, Wayne Carpenter continued to support his consul-
tants and developed consulting contracts in Nashville, Tennessee, Selma, Alabama,
and with The Southern Yankees in Tampa, Florida. While working with the South-
ern Yankees, he developed a sports model that included a “Team Competency
Model” and a “Scouting Model.” During this period Carpenter also developed an
“Advanced Student model,” which Bill Linderman utilized in Spain. It was also used
in a clinical training program by Guillermo Barba, a consultant representative in
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Mexico. As a result of one of his consulting contracts, Carpenter met Bob Terrell.
Bob had experience building software and hardware companies, and Carpenter
joined him in developing Axiometrics International. Terrell reorganized the com-
pany, and in 2003 Wayne launched his first operational Benchmark System for
measuring nurse performance. The Benchmark System includes a measure for
“Talent,” “Access,” “Attitude,” and “Skill.” Curt Englemann, one of Carpenter’s
consultants, began to assist in the application and development of the new Bench-
mark System. Steve Healy worked to computerize it into an online delivery system.

1999-2001. In the winter of 1999, Frank G. Forrest’s health made it necessary for
him to resign as a Board Member of the RSHI after decades of active participation.
Standing on the shoulders of Robert S. Hartman, Forrest notes the following as his
unique contributions to the development of value science. To get the details on each
of these, read his book titled Ethical Decision Making for the 21  Century. He hasst

contributed significantly to our understanding of: 1. The Cardinality of Analytic
Concept Intensions, 2. Formulating the Basic Equation of the Calculus of Value,
3.Transposing Transpositions. 4. Justifying Transpositions, and 5. The Combination
of Transposing a Transposition and Justifying It.

2000. Gary Acquaviva published his Violence, Values, and Our Future through
Rodopi. 

2000. Rem B. Edwards published his Religious Values and Valuations through
Paidia Publishing Co., Chattanooga, Tenn.

2000-2001. David and Vera Mefford collaborated to fund Robert Short’s first
company, I-AM Netware. It focused on developing a superior Artificial Intelligence
Program. David began caring for his seriously ill father, who developed cancer. 

2000-2004. Robert K. Smith’s company and ZeroRisk HR served as active members
and royalty payees to the RSHI for their use of the Hartman Profile. In 2001, Zero-
Risk HR and Smith validated a revised Hartman-Kinsel Profile because they found
that a number of statements were unusable in the 21  century (like “Burn a hereticst

at the stake” or “Blow up an airliner in flight”) – either as not being understood or
being politically loaded. Validation of the new instrument was completed the week
of 9/11/2001, and ZeroRisk HR and Clear Direction, Inc. immediately switched to
the new instrument. The next year, the principals of the Swedish Institute of Axiol-
ogy, Christian Kaijser, Gunnar Selin, and Charlotte Weimenhög, purchased the
rights to Smith’s software for the Scandinavian countries, translated his key products
into Swedish, and began to train, market, sell, and support the use of these products
in Scandinavia. Smith worked closely with this Swedish company, Profiles4-Profes-
sionals, visiting, training and speaking at conferences in Sweden every other year.
In 2003 he was elected to and began to serve on the Board of the Hartman Institute.
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At this time he was granted the first two patents employing formal axiology in the
United States, one of which designs personalized training and development for
individuals based on their profiles and the second provides personalized counsel to
one party based on the profiles of that party and the person with whom that party is
interacting (a management, counseling, or personal relationship). 

2001. Gilberto Carrasco collaborated with Antonio Hernandez to organize the 2001
RSHI Conference in Mexico, billed as the “Second International Congress of
Formal Axiology: Advances in the State of Knowledge in Human Values.” It was
held at the Autonomous State University of Mexico in Toluca. The congress was a
great success, both in terms of the quality of presentations and the cooperation of the
University. Congress papers dealt with formal axiology and with other topics not
directly related to formal axiology. The proceedings of the conference were pub-
lished and included some 40 papers, 11 of which dealt specifically with formal
axiology. Those present from the USA included Leon Pomeroy, Art Ellis, John
Austin, and  Rem B. Edwards. Mexicans in attendance included Gilberto Carrasco,
Mario Cardenas, Alfonso Lozano, Israel Stolar, Marcos Gojman, Graciela Hierro,
Antonio Hernandez, and Antonio Franco. The papers and proceedings of this
Conference were published as: Memorias, 2  Congreso Internacional Axiologíand

Formal, (Toluca, MX: Universidad Autónoma del Estado de México, 2001).

2001. Gilberto Carrasco published (in Spanish) his The Axiological Theory of
Human Development, (La Teoría Axiológica del Desarrollo Humano), which
implements formal axiology in the field of Developmental Psychology. It explores
the axiological meaning of important concepts such as person, personality, self,
personality structure, harmonious personality development, education, the infinite
potential of the person, the process of human development, and the meaning of life.
To accomplish this, Carrasco had to develop his ideas concerning the “good ordinal”
to explain the functionality of a personality’s value system, the HVP, the process of
human development, and so forth. 

2001. Thomas M. Dicken and Rem B. Edwards publish Dialogues on Values and
Centers of Value through Rodopi. In it, Edwards explains the basic features of
axiology to an old friend.

2002. Robert S. Hartman’s The Knowledge of Good, Critique of Axiological Reason,
edited by Arthur R. Ellis and Rem B. Edwards, was published by Rodopi.

2002. In Sweden, Christian Kaijser, Sr. purchased the international rights for the
Provaluator from Anna-Lena Schildt and added his Adlecta methodology. In the
same year Christian Kaijser, Gunnar Selin, and Charlotte Weimenhoeg founded
Profiles4Professionals (Pro4Pro). Since 2002, 60 new Swedish axiologists have
been trained.
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2002. Jay Niblick was elected to the Hartman Institute Board of Directors, where he
says he continues to learn immensely from all the truly remarkable more senior
Board members and founders.

2002. Darlene and Lynn Clark joined the Robert S. Hartman Institute when Darlene
started Value Partners Consulting. With Steve Byrum, they created a HVP Brochure,
which included information about Hartman and several critical success indicators.

2002. The Meffords and Rem B. Edwards collaborate in developing the Christian
Value Profile and the more general Religious Value Profile as parallel forms of the
HVP. They begin working on a Guidebook, with suggestions and exercises for
spiritual development. As indicated later, this book was published in 2005 and its
successor was published in 2012.
 
2002-2008. Gilberto Carrasco gathered evidence to support the conclusion that the
experiential teaching of formal axiology and axiological theory, in the context of
human development, helps people develop and then live better lives. Between 2002
and 2008, he applied his understanding of axiological science to human develop-
ment at Emiliano Zapata Technical University, where he served as Director of
Information Technology. Using axiological concepts, he facilitated the education of
teachers and students with respect to self-realization, organizational quality, and
competitiveness. He reported excellent results and won recognition for his achieve-
ments. His activities were accredited by the Interagency Committee on Higher
Education Assessment (CIEES) and the National Council for Accreditation in
Computer Science (CONAIC). His work significantly raised the academic perfor-
mance of students, as measured by a General Exit Exam given at the end of career
training for the National Evaluation Center (CENEVAL). His contribution to the
Information Technology Program, Software Development Center, Advanced Train-
ing Center, Process Automation Center, and Institute of Entrepreneurs Center
involved an investment of 50 million pesos and gained him wide recognition. Four
Academic Bodies were then organized to articulate and integrate these projects with
academic divisions, applied research faculty, students, and alumni.

2003. David Mefford and Bill Bonnstetter met at the Annual RSHI Conference.
Bonnstetter asked David to present an overview of the HVP-AXCES System at TTI’s
January 1, 2004 Winter Conference. Vera and David’s first TTI job involved work-
ing as advanced coaches, interpreting Jay Niblick’s A.I. parallel version of the HVP.
 
2003. Steve Byrum and Darlene and Lynn Clark developed an internal online HVP
database for Memorial Hermann Healthcare System, including integration with their
HRIS system.
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2003. K.T. Connor introduced the HVP to Merrill Lynch, where it was used inter-
nally in its Leadership Development division with its internal staff trained and
certified to interpret Carpenter’s HVP system.

2003. The Joint Project Team of the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the
Georgia Ports Authority used axiology to manage serious inter-team conflict on a
critical project using team building processes designed by K.T. Connor. This led to
integration of the HVP in team building by USACE Commander.

2004. Robert K. Smith worked with Frank G. Forrest to automate Frank’s advanced
course in axiology so people could take it on the internet. Clear Direction, Inc. had
seven different business products and three products for individuals. This same year,
Smith resigned from his position on the Board of the RSHI and began to form a non-
profit Academy of Value Sciences (with Mark A. Moore, Christian Kaijser, and
Steven Jenkins) for the purpose of advancing the formal science of axiology and its
applications in education and industry.

2004. K.T. Connor reported on the Organizational Development (OD) implications
for axiology to the RSHI Annual Conference. President Pomeroy responded by
inviting her to consider Board membership.

2005. Rem B. Edwards published “Robert S. Hartman,” in the Dictionary of Modern
American Philosophers, London - New York, Thoemmes/Continuum.

2005. The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, in partnership with Steve Byrum
and Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Tennessee, completed a validation of the HVP on
May 6.

2005. Leon Pomeroy published The New Science of Axiological Psychology through
Rodopi, which gives a systematic tour of his research horizons over the years.
Pomeroy unequivocally established the validity of the Hartman Value Profile
(HVP). His empirical data effectively began to transform Hartman’s formal science
of value into an empirical science of value.

2005. David and Vera Mefford filed copyright for their 800 page manual titled
Axiology: Theory and Practice. 

2005. Rem B. Edwards and the Meffords published their book, Developing Your
Spiritual Potentials: The Christian and Religious Value Profiles through Xlibris
Press. It was withdrawn from circulation after a few years because the project
needed more work. Its successor was published in 2012.
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2005. Lynn Clark, while employed by Memorial Hermann Healthcare System, used
the HVP Standard Version - Byrum Method to conduct an analysis of HR metrics
over 3 years (FY2002-2004) of consistently using the HVP in its hiring/selection
process that reflected significant reductions in turnover, vacancy rates, and time-to-
fill positions. Lynn also conducted an analysis of actual performance correlated with
INT  scores, which demonstrated that managers with stronger scores performed at1

higher levels than those with weaker scores.

2005. The European Union’s “Conference on Innovation in the Public Sector” at the
University of Cork, Ireland, included a presentation by K.T. Connor on research
using both U.S. federal and local HVP data.

2005. In October, Steve Byrum was elected as the President of the RSHI and
continued to serve until 2011.

2006-2007. TTI hired David and Vera Mefford to revise Jay Niblick’s A.I. version
of the HVP. The revision was renamed the Personal Talent and Skills Inventory
(PTSI) and became part of TTI’s Trimetrix Reports. 

2006. The first meeting of Robert K. Smith’s Academy of Value Sciences was held
in Dallas, Texas. These meetings have continued each year (with 2009 being
skipped because of economic strains caused by the global recession). At the second
meeting, Smith distributed to the Academy attendees a translation of the article, “The
Woman Hitler” that Robert Hartman (Schirokauer) had written and published in
Berlin in the Das Freie Wort in 1932. The first five meetings of the Academy of
Value Science included numerous attendees and presenters from all over the world
in varied arenas.

2006. The RSHI published a Second Edition of Robert S. Hartman’s, The Hartman
Value Profile (HVP) Manual of Interpretation with a new Preface by Leon Pomeroy
and a new Table of Contents and Index prepared by Rem B. Edwards.

2006. Robert K Smith’s first axiologically based book, Discover Your Blind Spots,
published in 2002, then translated into Swedish and published by Liber Publishing,
was named a finalist for Leadership Book of the Year in Sweden in 2006. Since then
Smith has published 9 other books employing formal axiology. His subjects include:
how to write a value profile, axiological analysis of psychology and personality
disorders, validating the economic benefits of using axiology in business, using
axiology to be an effective communicator, introduction to the dimensions of value,
and different specific business applications booklets.

2006. Steve Byrum and Darlene and Lynn Clark developed a new internet HVP
database.
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2006. Industrial and Commercial Training, a UK business publication, published
K.T. Connor’s article describing her empirical research on management and em-
ployee approaches to ethics using axiology.

2006. K.T. Connor and Wayne Carpenter used axiology in “Ethics for the Coloniza-
tion of Space” in Beyond Earth: The Future of Human in Space, produced by the
Aerospace Technology Working Group.

2006. In October, the Board established the Spanish-speaking Iberoamerican Branch
of the Robert S. Hartman Institute. Marcos Gojman was elected as President, and
Gilberto Carrasco was elected as Vice President.

2007. John W. Davis died on March 5 . He had been living for a number of yearsth

since his retirement near his son, Paul, in Oldsmar, Florida and serving as an
Emeritus member of, and much trusted and revered advisor and friend to, the Robert
S. Hartman Institute and its Board.

2007. Darlene Clark began using Hartman’s Pictorial HVP to help level the employ-
ment field for individuals with disabilities.

2008. The first issue of The Journal of Formal Axiology: Theory and Practice was
published, edited by Rem B. Edwards and Vera Mefford. No articles published here
will be identified in what follows because we cannot mention one article without
mentioning all. Membership dues to the Hartman Institute pay for subscriptions, but
non-members can also subscribe. Check the “Journal of Formal Axiology” page on
the Hartman Institute website for information about subscriptions and “Guidelines
for Authors.”

2008. In October, the Third International Conference for Formal Axiology on
“Values and Human Development” was held at the Hotel Racquet in Cuernavaca,
Morelos, Mexico. It was preceded by a well attended one day Workshop in the Hotel
Bristol in Mexico City. Attending this conference from the United States were Pam
Brooks and Rod Larkin, Darlene and Lynn Clark, K. T. Connor, Art and Charlotte
Ellis, Rem B. Edwards, Cliff Hurst, Ron Oltmanns, Leon Pomeroy, and Rich and
Joy Ruhmann. Mexicans in attendance included Gilberto Carrasco, Marcos Gojman,
Jose Landeros and Elsa Ortiz, and many others. Marcus Wartilovaara also attended
from Finland.

2008-2010. David and Vera Mefford collaborated with Greg Woods of Charlotte,
N.C. to form a research company, The Value Source Group (TVSG). Their first
project was developing the Pro-Sports profile for team sports. This was followed by
numerous other parallel forms of the HVP serving other purposes, called Targeted
Axiological Profiles (TAPS). 
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2008-2012. Consultant networks in India (Exon Solutions) and the UK (Axia) were
certified by K.T. Connor to interpret the Carpenter system, and she trained consul-
tants in Europe, South Africa, and the US.

2008. Lynn Clark, while employed by Memorial Hermann Healthcare System, used
the HVP Standard Version - Byrum Method to analyze data over the previous 3
years documenting potential annual savings of over $41M,  if closer attention had
been paid to HVP scores and the results used to their full potential.

2009. Robert K. Smith developed an advanced, data-analytics software to instantly
distinguish the statistically significant differences in the thinking and valuing of top
performers from those of sub-performers in any role or position. That analytics
program has been used with professional athletes, sales persons, managers, accoun-
tants, marketing specialists, consultants, administrative assistants, construction
workers, etc. By 2010 Clear Direction, Inc. had translated its value profile into
numerous languages, had more than 12 concept specific profiles, had conducted
more than 40 validation studies, and offered more than 15 different products gener-
ated using formal axiology.

In 2009 Smith worked with Christian Kaijser, Mike Poskey, and Nick Pothecary
to compile sufficient volumes of data to analyze the thinking differences of men and
women in the US, Mexico, Sweden, and India. They presented those findings in
2010 at the Academy meeting.

2009. Gary Gallopin published Beyond Perestroika: Axiology and the New Russian
Entrepreneurs through Rodopi.

2009. Gilberto Carrasco’s information technology projects were instrumental in his
winning the 2009 State Prize for Quality and the SEP-ANUT Prize for best techno-
logical innovation awarded by the National Association of Technological Universi-
ties. The competition involved 72 technological universities in Mexico. At various
levels, individual, teacher and student, the program earned financial support for the
study of technological specialization and postgraduate courses and became recog-
nized by institutions in Mexico and France. Every day more alumni of these pro-
grams are obtaining good jobs and excelling in leadership positions thanks in part
to their exposure to the principles of axiological science. 

2009. Cliff Hurst was elected to our Board of Directors in October.

2010. The Meffords established AXCES, an axiology company dedicated to develop-
ing an expanded diagnostic system, axiology version 3.0, employing parallel forms
of the HVP. They also obtain copyright to 50 Easy Pieces, a compendium of 50
targeted HVP parallel versions, both profiles and indexes, which they continue to
expand today. 
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2010. Gilberto Carrasco presented a paper at the 2010 RSHI Conference devoted to
axiology in education. His focus was on developing good university students. He
shared his very successful experience teaching “Formal Axiology and a Human
Development” to 746 freshman students, in which the aim was to foster the develop-
ment of “good students” for careers in Information Technology, Industrial Mainte-
nance, Industrial Design, Industrial Production, Industrial Processes, Mechatronics,
Administration and Business Development at the Emiliano Zapata Technological
University in the State of Morelos.

2010. Robert K. Smith rewrote Hartman’s “Introduction” to The Structure of Value,
believing it was too hard for people to understand without explanations, and he 
began to write an explanation of the rest of that seminal book. Nick Pothecary joined
Smith’s efforts in 2012, and they are scheduled to complete and publish their
Explanation of the Structure of Value by 2013. 

2010. Leon Pomeroy met with Uli Vogel in Berlin, Germany during the fall to
discuss his work and the RSHI. Pomeroy asked Vogel to think about how he would
build an European Branch of the RSHI.

2010. Rem B. Edwards published The Essentials of Formal Axiology through the
University Press of America, Lanham, Maryland. 

2011. Pro4Pro in Sweden was sold to a new generation of Swedish axiologists,
including Maria Lagerstedt, Director, Marita Lekmo, and Kjell Ekbladh. Today,
Swedish Axiologists continue to use the Hartman-Kinsel report formats in partner-
ship with 40 experienced consultants.

2011. Gilberto Carrasco presented his findings concerning the communication of
formal axiology principles in the junior high schools of Morelos, Mexico at the 2011
RSHI Conference.

2011. The Meffords build a computer program for their expanded diagnostic system
version 3.0 which consists of 50+ Targeted Parallel Forms of the HVP. Their
company, AXCES Solutions, was formed to market these diagnostic tools, and a
back office was developed to perform instantaneous comparisons of individuals,
teams, and organizations in the areas of ethics, leadership, sales, management, team
and individual sports, healthcare, dental care, hospitality, work life, etc.

2011. Uli Vogel presented a paper to our Annual Conference in October concerning
the use of Hartman scales and how they relate to his marketing of the HVP to the
European business community. He also attended the Board meeting and discussed
plans for an European Branch of the RSHI. Uli Vogel is very active training busi-
ness partners in Europe and elsewhere, and his company is named Profilingvalues.
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Our Board authorized establishing an European Branch and elected Uli Vogel as its
President.

2011. In October, K. T. (Kate) Connor was elected President of the RSHI. She
currently serves in that office.

2011. Leon Pomeroy was invited to Blog for Psychology Today magazine. This
provides him with a new venue from which to project axiological science and
psychology, as well as Hartman’s legacy, into the wider world. 

2011. Axiologist Mario Cárdenas Trigos died on December 10th. One month before
he died, Ricardo Ortiz visited him and encouraged him to become more active in the
Mexican Branch of the RSHI. He accepted. Although he is no longer with them in
person, Carrasco reports that his spirit remains very much with them.

2012. Early this year, Cliff Hurst became a Co-Editor for the Journal of Formal
Axiology: Theory and Practice, joining Rem B. Edwards and Vera Mefford.

2012. The RSHI republished Robert S. Hartman, The Structure of Value: Founda-
tions of Scientific Axiology through WIPF & STOCK, Eugene, Oregon. This project
was executed by Rem B. Edwards.

2012. Cliff Hurst was awarded his Ph.D. His dissertation applied axiology and the
HVP to identifying would-be entrepreneurs. He accepted the position of Assistant
Professor of Management, Gore School of Business, Westminster College, Salt Lake
City, Utah.

2012. Following his presentation before the American Philosophical Association,
Leon Pomeroy was invited to sit on the governing board of its new division, The
National Philosophical Counseling Association (NPCA).
 
2012. Leon Pomeroy contributed a chapter titled “Psychotherapy and the Value of
a Human Being” to an anthology honoring his mentor, Albert Ellis. The book is:
Albert Ellis Revisited, edited by Jon Carlson and Bill Knaus and published by
Routledge Press. 

2012. Jay Niblick and his company, Innermetrix, have certified roughly 1,500
consultants in numerous countries. He has added other profiles to his product line
such as DISC and Values/Motivators, but he always crafts the assessments for those
profiles by integrating axiological theory into the mix.

2012. Between January and March, Leon Pomeroy published three Blogs for Psy-
chology Today written from the perspective of axiological science: 1. “Defining
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Good to Kill Evil,” 2. “Seeing With Values,” and 3. “Knowing Evil Without Evil
Knowing You.” He writes using the I, E, S analogs of Feeler, Doer, Thinker as he
struggles to pitch a complex subject in the simplest possible terms.

2012. Arthur Ellis visited Eunice and Frank Forrest at their Florida home in early
March. He found Frank, in his nineties, maneuvering successfully with a walker for
safety. In Art’s words, Frank is “sharp as always…of course! Frank and Art believed
for years, that a more cost-effective approach to treating problems in life or the
work-world is best approached preventatively by “teaching IESs along with the
ABCs and 123s.” Frank calls it “upgrading 3R Education to 4R education, consist-
ing of reading writing, arithmetic, and rational moral education grounded in axiolog-
ical science. Frank imagines that this could become part of proactive, values-based
cognitive psychology or axiological psychology. “When we complete the project
we’re working on, we’ll have a value science text for use in classrooms as well as
a proactive preventive approach to mental health,” Forrest said.

2012. David and Vera Mefford completed and published their new manual, Values
for Living: The Playbook of Life, in two volumes. This work was begun in the fall
of 2007 at the request of the NFL Players Association in Charlotte, NC. It consists
of two volumes. The first covers Axiological Diagnostics, and the second focuses
on prescriptions for personal and professional betterment. In these volumes, the
TAPs (Targeted Axiological Profiles and Indexes) are described, and their revolu-
tionary coaching model, “The Axiological Dialectic,” is laid out in 26 life plays. The
Meffords began conducting on-line webinars to train and certify consultants world-
wide in February.

2012. Rem B. Edwards published three books through Emeth Press, Lexington,
Kentucky applying axiology to religion and spirituality. They are: 1. John Wesley’s
Values–And Ours, 2. Spiritual Values and Evaluations, and 3. Developing Your
Spiritual Values: The Christian Values Profile. The Wesley book offers a model for
how axiology can be applied to any religious or denominational tradition. The
Christian Values Profile (CVP) book was co-authored with David and Vera Mef-
ford. The CVP can be taken on line at www.christianvaluesprofile.com. 

Now, we wait to see what the future holds for formal axiology and the Robert S.
Hartman Institute.



CREATING THE HARTMAN VALUE PROFILE (HVP):
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GILBERTO CARRASCO HERNÁNDEZ is a Military Industrial Engineer and a
college teacher. All his academic life has been dedicated to research on theoretical
Formal Axiology and its application to the field of Human Development. Since
1980, he has worked with colleagues and followers of Robert S. Hartman like
Alfonso Lozano, Mario Cárdenas Trigos, Marcos Gojman, Ricardo Ortiz, Israel
Stolar, Leon Pomeroy, Rem B. Edwards, David Mefford, and Vera Mefford.

Gilberto studied Philosophy at UNAM and earned a Masters Degree in Orienta-
tion and Human Development at the Iberoamerican University. His doctoral disser-
tation, titled Axio-orientation, A Proposal to Facilitate the Enrichment of the System
of Values of the Personality, was in development between 1999 and 2001, and he
is now writing its final version. 

In 2001, Gilberto published his book, The Axiological Theory of Human Devel-
opment. During the last 12 years, he has continued working to propagate formal
axiology and his own ideas on human development with teachers from diverse
institutions, especially in the Technological University Emiliano Zapata, with
Federal Junior High Schools Directors, and with Special Education Directors of the
State of Morelos, MX. His e-mail address is: gcarrascoh@prodigy.net.mx.

Abstract

When invited to do so by David Mefford, Vice President, RSHI, I wrote this article
in memory of my teacher and friend, Mario Cárdenas Trigos, a psychoanalyst who
was Erich Fromm’s disciple and who also co-authored the HVP. He died December
10th, 2011. I was fortunate to have the close advice and friendship of Dr. Cárdenas
for four years. 

In the first part, I narrate my experiences of the guidance and warm support he
gave to me as my advisor on my master’s thesis and on my and doctoral dissertation,
which involved creating the concept of axio-orientation and ideas about how ordinal
values explain the operation of the HVP. These are explained in my book, The
Axiological Theory of Human Development. In the second part, I discuss the history
of the relationships between Dr. Cárdenas, Robert S. Hartman, and Erich Fromm,
which resulted in the creation of the first high impact technological applications of
formal axiology: the HVP, axiotherapy, and the axiological interpretation of dreams.

1. My First Meeting with Dr. Mario Cárdenas Trigos 

I saw the name, “Mario Cárdenas Trigos,” as the co-author of the Hartman Value
Profile (HVP) when I first took the test in the summer of 1980. I was amazed by the
effectiveness of the instrument. At that time, age 21, I started an information system
for storing and computerizing the profile and its results, which took about three
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years. During that time, fourteen programmers came to me to get the developed
computerized version of several individual and group statistical reports, including
the axiogram and axioscope. Such reports allowed me to see very quickly the
profiles of individuals and groups or organizations. At the time, mine was the most
advanced computer system for processing the HVP in Mexico.

I met Dr. Cárdenas at the 1983 RSHI Annual Conference, which took place at
La Salle University in Mexico City and in the library of the Hartman’s home in
Cuernavaca. This conference celebrated the tenth anniversary of the Hartman’s
death. For this event, I was an organizer, together with Ricardo Ortiz and the tireless
Mrs. Rita Hartman, Bob Hartman´s wife. About that time, I began my training in the
humanities. On that occasion, Dr. Cárdenas presented a paper on the axiological
profiles of a group of alcoholics and some aspects of axiotherapy with alcoholics.
I was surprised by his simplicity and keen intelligence. I also noticed that most of
the work presented at this Conference was related to the HVP—whether it works in
psychotherapy, counseling, recruitment, organizational development, education or
in creating parallel forms of the HVP. This is still happening; the HVP is a recurring
theme in the annual meetings of the Hartman Institute.

2. Developing My Master’s Thesis in Counseling and Human Development

I first went to Dr. Mario Cárdenas professionally in the winter of 1997, when I
invited him to be one of my master’s thesis advisers in Counseling and Human
Development at the Iberoamerican University. It was titled, Values and Human
Development: Application of Formal Axiology to Facilitate the Harmonious Devel-
opment of Personality.

Between 1986 and 1997, I saw impressive results measured with the HVP in
youth participating in courses I taught on formal axiology and human development
at Centro Escolar Maestro Mexicano, but I still lacked ideas to justify writing a
thesis. Dr. Cárdenas kindly agreed to be my advisor, and we met for one or two
hours at his psychoanalyst office every 15 days or so each month. He always created
an appropriate environment for reflection and creativity: a deep empathy and uncon-
ditional positive acceptance of me. 

On one occasion in the summer of 1998, I showed Dr. Cárdenas my controlled
comparative measurements with the HVP of the positive effects of the course I
taught, and I showed him my results on both teens and adults. Always we observed
radical positive changes in many people, especially teenagers. I had a certain timid-
ity about publishing the results in my thesis. Dr. Cárdenas told me in an encouraging
manner, “Not bad; impressive results, Gilberto; other people are after the course!”

Dr. Mario asked me how I did this, and I explained the methodology. I pre-
sented an overview of the history of science and the role of mathematics in the
natural sciences. Then I explained the role of formal axiology in the human sciences,
then the foundations of formal axiology, and finally a series of experiential exer-
cises, where the results showed how the HVP and some other existential techniques
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like music-therapy, logo-therapy, gestalt and person-centered approaches experient-
ially illustrate the types of axiological values and the harmonious development of
personalities.

Dr. Cárdenas seemed impressed with the extraordinary logic with which I
worked, and he asked me to verify my results by interviewing both the students who
had the most impressive changes and their parents, and I did carry out these inter-
views. 

I remember especially “R,” a 14-year girl, who, I found out with the HVP,
presented suicidal ideation at the beginning of the course. She had written several
letters of farewell. At the end of the course on formal axiology and human develop-
ment, she was a completely different person. She enthusiastically started practicing
to dance at her Fifteen Year Old Birthday Party and training in karate. She began to
study hard in high school and already had a boyfriend. With the results of the HVP
before us, I interviewed this girl and her mother, and I verified the changes. After
a year, I contacted them again to see if the enthusiasm and positive attitudes were
still present. They were, and the suicidal ideation was gone.

To develop the theoretical aspect of my master’s thesis research, i.e., the appli-
cation of formal axiology to the process of human development, Dr. Cárdenas gave
me books by Charlotte Buhler (1960) and Jules Masserman (1962), authors who
have studied in depth the relationship between values and psychoanalytic psycho-
therapy. He gave me their articles, “Psychotherapy and Axiology” and “The
Axiological Interpretation of Dreams,” which had been published by the Fondo de
Cultura Económica.

 In the process of my research, while writing an explanation of the axiological
process of human growth, I discovered that aspects of the theory of self-realization
of Abraham Maslow emerged from the formal axiology of Robert S. Hartman. I
showed Cárdenas page 42 of Maslow’s posthumous book, The Farther Reaches of
Human Nature (1973), where Maslow said as much; and he told me that indeed it
was so. He said, to my surprise, that Dr. Hartman once introduced him to Abraham
Maslow. They were colleagues. They talked casually. Cárdenas showed me a book
about self-realization dedicated to him by Abraham Maslow.

February 3, 1999, was the date of my master’s examination. I was a little ner-
vous waiting for the verdict of the Synod because the subject of formal axiology was
very new at the Iberoamerican University. But to my surprise, when they read the
verdict, I heard “Congratulations, great job!” Dr. Cárdenas read the “Professional
Review Act” where I was awarded Honorable Mention. I can still hear these words
spoken by Dr. Mario: “If Dr. Hartman were alive, he would be very proud of Gilber-
to´s work, both the theoretical contributions of his thesis on the computerized
information system developed for the HVP, as well as the positive practical results
in the lives of people.”

That afternoon, Dr. Cárdenas kindly accompanied me to eat in the room where
I taught classes of formal axiology and human development in the Centro Escolar



JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY44

Maestro Mexicano. It was a very symbolic moment: my parents, my family and
several graduates of my course, then in their professional careers, were there.

3. Publication of My Book, The Axiological Theory of Human Development

At the end of 1999, I was awarded a scholarship to study for a Ph.D. in Human
Development at the Iberoamerican University. There I continued my research on the
application of formal axiology to human development. Again, Dr. Cárdenas was my
advisor. He helped me throughout the process, especially in defining my doctoral
thesis project. The theme was Axio-orientation, A Proposal to Enhance the Value
System of the Personality. As the central theme was Hartman’s value system, I was
interested to find out how it works. I recalled a question I had asked in 1981 when
learning the basics of formal axiology. If something is good when it fulfills its
concept, what is the relationship between the axiom of good, the functioning of the
system of values, and the HVP which measures just that? At the beginning of 2000,
I found that the solution is the order of the qualities of the concept. That is, I discov-
ered that “A thing is good if it fulfills the qualities of its concept, in the established
or correct order.” This order was part of what Dr. Hartman did not explain in his
work titled The Measurement of Value (1959). I developed a simple mathematical
equation that relates the presence of qualities with the order:

p rVo= [ C ](r!)

p rIn this equation, [ C ] is the number of possible combinations that can be
obtained from an object that has p comprehensive qualities, taken r at a time (cardi-
nal value); r! means the number of permutations of r attributes (ordinal value). Vo
means the partial ordinal value in each cardinal axiological level, and it is the
number of possible combinations and permutations of the r qualities that fulfill an
object that has p comprehensive qualities. 

p rThe first part of the equation, [ C ], was developed by Dr. Hartman to measure
value by the presence of qualities and combinatorial analysis. The second part, (r!),
I propose for the permutations. We call it “ordinal value.” 

Again I went to Dr. Mario to share my findings and told him, “Dr. Cárdenas, I
know why the HVP works; I know how it relates to the axiom of good and the
explanation of human behavior.” From this mathematical formula, we conclude that
the HVP measures order, the level of order or harmony in each of the axiological
dimensions. This means that a person always acts according to what she believes is
right. In classical Hartmanian axiology, human behavior is always good; so a
murderer for hire can collect his pay when he kills his victim. However, from the
ordinal perspective, the hit man’s value system is in disarray. It is ethically wrong,
as it ranks life last and money first.

Following this line of reasoning, therapy and axio-orientation are to teach
people two things:
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- The proper order of the new hierarchy proposed by formal axiology: first,
intrinsic values; second, extrinsic values; and third systemic values. 
- How to promote the harmonious development of the three levels of value
in people.

Dr. Cárdenas thought this proposed solution was very successful. He said that
my work was very important; it was even worthy of a Nobel Prize as a model for
improving the value system of people! Teaching these ideas to groups in a world so
hostile is really valuable. He remembered the good results of my courses on formal
axiology and human development. These comments surprised me a lot. I could not
believe that Dr. Cárdenas Trigos, psychoanalyst Erich Fromm’s disciple, and
colleague of Robert S. Hartman, the creator of the Hartman Value Profile, said
words so encouraging! He encouraged me to continue working hard, because in
groups we could help many people, especially young people, improve their quality
of life by re-ordering their value systems. 

At the 2000 RSHI Conference, shared ideas about my work with my colleagues
in the Hartman Institute. I remember when I said, “I will show an improvement of
Hartman’s axiom of the good and its application to human development process, the
idea of ordinal value and its application in an Axiological Theory of Human Devel-
opment.” I remember the warm reception of ideas, especially from my colleagues
David Mefford, Leon Pomeroy, Frank Forrest, John Austin, and Rem B. Edwards.
They even asked Antonio Hernandez and me to undertake the organization of the
2001 Conference in Mexico.

In 2001, I published my book, The Axiological Theory of Human Development,
where I explain in a deductive way, using ordinal assessment findings, the concepts
of “person,” “personality,” “the axiological structure of personality,” “the harmoni-
ous development of personality,” “education,” “the infinite potential of the human
person,” “the axiological process of human development,” and “the meaning of
life.” Dr. Cárdenas wrote the “Foreword” to the first edition of my book, which most
significantly reads: 

The concept of human development, an ethical concept par excellence,
is not yet part of school education programs, and sometimes there is igno-
rance about ways to implement it and the urgency of training strategies. The
proposal of our friend, Gilberto Carrasco Hernandez, who has sought to
spread it in all areas, must be received with enthusiasm and praise, and I
trust that his ideas will be applied in wider scenarios. More and more people
are convinced of a necessity in the nature of man that requires for its devel-
opmental guidance what Formal Axiology gives us! I am pleased to write
these lines as a prologue, and I offer my warm congratulations to the work
of Gilberto Carrasco, M.A.
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This was the warm reception that Dr. Cárdenas gave to my work. I was fortunate
to have his sincere lines in the preface.

The 2001 RSHI Annual Conference was held at the Autonomous University of
Mexico State in Toluca, where I was an organizer, along with Antonio Hernandez.
We called it the “Second International Congress on Formal Axiology: Advances in
the State of Knowledge in Human Values.” We chose this name with the support of
Dr. Cárdenas, recalling the title of the conference in which Dr. Hartman participated
with Abraham Maslow, Erich Fromm, and other renowned humanists in 1957 at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT): New Knowledge in Human Values.

Dr. Cárdenas arranged a series of radio interviews and pre-congress conferences
to promote our event. The Axiology Congress of 2001 was wonderful, both for the
quality of the presentations and for the support of the University. There were indeed
advances in the state of knowledge in human values using as a framework for formal
axiology. My U.S. colleagues presented these works: Leon Pomeroy, presented a
series of empirical and statistical validation of the indexes of HVP; Rem B. Edwards
presented a paper which guides the development of human powers axiologically to
become all we can be; Arthur Ellis presented a paper on the psychology of goodness
to create a better world.

Presentations by axiologists from Mexico were also of a very high quality.
Marcos Gojman applied the axiological structure of concepts to industrial design;
Israel Stolar presented axiomatics applied to formal axiology; Alfonso Lozano
presented a paper on axio-education; Mario Cárdenas presented his proposal of axio-
therapy; Arturo Vigury explained the axiological character structure criminal
offenders; Antonio Hernandez presented the axiological characterization of univer-
sity students; Antonio Franco presented an orientation experience with Catholic
seminarians; and I presented my proposal for axio-orientation and its objectives,
promoting the articulation of the good and the quality and competitive organiza-
tional work in educational institutions, and the practical results of this. We published
the conference proceedings with about forty works, eleven of which focused on
formal axiology.

4. Academic Environment of the U.N.A.M. in the Fifties

The axiological and humanistic atmosphere of the fifties and sixties at the National
Autonomous University of Mexico was dominated by Robert S. Hartman in Formal
Axiology and Erich Fromm in Humanist Psychoanalysis. 

Robert S. Hartman was interested in applying his axiological theory to various
fields of human activity. Several of his colleagues and followers developed various
applications of it. In the field of education, Alfonso Lozano developed the basic
tenets of axio-education, Ricardo Ortiz Certucha developed Axio-administration,
Robert Caso developed the Logic of Axiology, and Marcos Gojman applied formal
axiology to industrial design. 
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Erich Fromm taught his followers in humanistic psychoanalysis at the National
Autonomous University of Mexico that a value system is central to human behavior.
He said that people need a value system to justify their existence. It is inevitable that
human beings have a guiding framework to justify either destruction and power, or
to justify love. Fromm’s entire book, Ethics and Psychoanalysis (1947), reflected
on the relationship between the ethical ideas of the leading humanists of history,
especially Spinoza, and his own psychoanalytic stance. In, The Art of Loving (1959),
Fromm stated more specifically that one of the objectives of his psychotherapy was
to promote in his patients the ability to love.

In 1960, an American psychoanalysts, Jules H. Masserman explained the
relationship of values to various factors that affect personality from the perspective
of psychoanalytic theory in his book Psychoanalysis and Human Values. In the
same year, Charlotte Buhler, a psychoanalyst who devoted much of her professional
life to psychotherapy, wrote Values in Psychotherapy, in which she stated that
values are central to all aspects of psychotherapy.

5. Dr. Mario Cárdenas Meets with Dr. Robert S. Hartman and Applies For-
mal Axiology to the Humanistic Psychoanalysis of Erich Fromm

In a session with him near the end of 2000, I asked Dr. Cárdenas about the occasion
of creating the HVP and how it was created. He gave me, a magical moment, a
package of documents that told the story of the creation of the Hartman Value
Profile. I could not believe it! On November 20, 2000, I asked about his own rela-
tionship with Erich Fromm, Robert S. Hartman, and the creation of the HVP. I will
summarize his answer.

As a humanist scholar at UNAM, Dr. Hartman was very interested in developing
an application of axiology to humanistic psychoanalysis. He personally invited Erich
Fromm to work with him on a research project at the Center for Advanced Studies
in Values at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). The two of them
participated, along with Abraham Maslow, in the conference, New Knowledge in
Human Values, at MIT. 

Erich Fromm and Robert S. Hartman had much in common. Both were native
Germans and had escaped from Nazi Germany, both had Jewish ancestry, and both
were researchers at UNAM. Unfortunately, these two brilliant humanists could not
work together.

Then a restless and intelligent student of Erich Fromm, the psychiatrist Mario
Cárdenas Trigos, came on the scene. He wanted to further his own studies in value
theory. Here is his account of his first meeting with Dr. Hartman:

Psychoanalysis has an ethical nuance, an ethical component, as Fromm says
in his book, Ethics and Psychoanalysis. His concept of “productivity”
means realization or actualization of human potentialities. This is an ethical
concept. When Kierkegaard and Spinoza tell us to live ethically, this means
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taking ourselves as our main task or project in life. If for Fromm or psycho-
analysis ethics is important or significant, human values must then be
important too. Then I wondered where I could study it. I bought the Fron-
dizi book (1958), and it didn’t tell me much. Then I looked for a person at
the University who taught values. I found that Dr. Hartman was an investi-
gator of philosophical studies in the Faculty of Philosophy and that he
taught axiology. So, being a follower of Fromm, I sought out Hartman and
told him I was studying psychoanalysis with Fromm. Then I said, “Fromm
is interested in values, and I know you teach values, axiology. I want to
study with you. And, because I know a lot about psychoanalysis, I’m going
to show it to you, right?” To Hartman, this then seemed like a good idea.

Between 1959 and 1961, one day a week, Hartman and Cárdenas taught semi-
nars on Formal Axiology and Humanistic Psychoanalysis at UNAM, totaling
between 1300 to 1500 hours. Cárdenas studied Formal Axiology and read Hart-
man’s main works, The Structure of Value and the first drafts of The Knowledge of
Good and Systematic Ethics.

6. Creating the HVP 

In their seminar, both researchers argued, sharing information, and commented on
each other’s ideas about how to apply formal axiology to the humanistic psycho-
analysis of Erich Fromm. They worked together until finally Dr. Cárdenas had the
idea to construct a values test. Here are his words about this.

Hartman gave me all the information I requested. We discussed, we talked,
we conversed, and so the seminar axiology began. In the course of psychiat-
ric training, we learned many tests, the Rochark, TAT, and all the other
psychological tests, including a very interesting test for diagnosing insanity.
Finally, it occurred to me, Why not apply Axiology to the clinic? Why not
do a test of values that allows us to know how a person values his existence
and the world around him? So I proposed this to Hartman. One day I 
thought about going to Acapulco, and I talked to Hartman before going. I
said, “Hey, I just had the idea to do a test to apply to people.” Hartman said,
“Perfect! Before you go to Acapulco, why not come to Cuernavaca, and we
will start working on the test.” So I immediately went. We had to construct
items that expressed combinations of each of the possible compositions and
transpositions. This came to 36 items, 18 for self-assessment, and 18 for
external assessment. At first we had only an arbitrary inventory, but then
Hartman hit upon typed or ranked formulas on a little flat wooden stick and
on requiring people to prioritize them in a hierarchic or ordinal manner.
Then and there, because Hartman knew more math than I, he started work-
ing out and formulating the test. Next, we corrected some of the sentences
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and began to apply more of Hartman than of me. I used the profile in some
clinical cases, then told Hartman how the patients reacted. Hartman tried to
see if it might be possible to make diagnoses of psychiatric disorders from
the axiological point of view. This was successful to some extent, but not
completely, because some clinical entities such as paranoia are difficult to
classify axiologically. I told you earlier that an American psychoanalyst,
Rollo May, in a book called Existence (1967 ), has at the end of his book a
classification of disorders based on values, not those of formal axiology, but
the values that are associated with clinical entities. So, job that could be
done, right?

The Hartman Value Profile (HVP), with the Interpretation Manual, were first
published in Mexico by The Modern Manual in 1967.

7. The Origin of Axiotherapy

The fertility of the ideas that originated in the seminar previously mentioned pointed
to a subject quite interesting, namely the possibility of an axio-therapy, i.e., the
possibility of promoting the development of the structure of people’s values using
formal axiology. Here is an excerpt from one of the sessions of the 1960s seminar:

Cárdenas: When there is a science, it moves people to act; knowledge of
science leads to action. It is certain that man would always act in a proper
way if he knew well how to act well.
Hartman: I have done some experiments in the United States; I do it all the
time. I tell people who listen to my lectures [on Formal Axiology]: You are
Americans, Republicans, Democrats; but within two hours you are going to
have opinions that are hateful to you now, and you will be changed, forever
changed. After these conferences, persons are entirely changed intellectu-
ally, not in their hearts, but in their heads; that’s the beginning; we must
begin here.
Cárdenas: If what you say is so, then you have a procedure to change
people.
Hartman: We can change people and we will do so, first in the intellectual
way, and then their hearts.
Cárdenas: We must give them a formal pattern to understand their prob-
lems.
Hartman: That is right, because if you know here in your mind what is true
and false, right and wrong, and good and bad, then gradually that will
transfer to the hearts. If their minds know, we can change them, all we need
is time.
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Hartman was the axiologist, the philosopher, the visionary; Cárdenas had the appro-
priate training to apply Hartman’s ideas to the field of clinical work, its natural place
from the viewpoint of a psychiatrist and psychoanalyst. Cárdenas was concerned to
bring the ideas of formal axiology to the field of psychotherapy. Let’s see how he
expressed it:

After creating the values test, which was a concrete application of formal
axiology to the clinic or to clinical practice, then we continued with the
further development of the test. We wanted to see what might otherwise be
useful to clinical psychology. The test was only the first step. The next step
was to apply axiology to therapy, hence, axiotherapy. Another idea of mine
was to apply the analysis of values to the axiological dimensions of people
as they value themselves and as they value the external world. Hence,
axiotherapy emerged not only as a test applied to the clinic, but as a broader
formal axiology, which is very important.

Cárdenas described his first experiences of implementing axiotherapy proper as
follows:

After creating the test, I also applied axiology to the clinic, to the treatment
of human problems. I remember the first time I tried axiotherapy. Dr.
Hartman asked me to consult with an important person. I gave him Hart-
man´s books to read and discussed his problems in the light of axiology. It
was reasonably successful, but I do not think there was a complete change.
This person was 55 and fairly well structured or set in his ways. You know
that the more structured the nervous system is, the more difficult it is to
make changes. In youth, educational axiology, or as you want to call it,
pedagogical axiology, would be more successful because then the nervous
system is still plastic. Over time the nervous system becomes more rigid,
and then it is very difficult to change the behavior of humans. Yet, at any
given time, axiological knowledge can help anyone, can t́ it? It can help
solve serious problems in living.

In these passages, Dr. Cárdenas agreed with me that teaching formal axiology
to and in youth can be an effective tool for promoting human development. His
ideas regarding the application of formal axiology to the field of psychotherapy
were published by Dr. Cárdenas in the Revista de Psiquiatría y Psicoanálisis, (1967,
No. 6). The article was titled “Axiologia y Psicoterapia.” There he described the
axiological foundations of personality theory.
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8. The Axiological Interpretation of Dreams

Hartman’s overwhelming enthusiasm about proper psychoanalytic training led
Cárdenas to reflect on applying formal axiology to the interpretation of dreams. This
resulted in his article “La interpretacion axiologica de los sueños,” “The Axiological
Interpretation of Dreams,” published by the same Revista de Psiquiatria y
Psicoanalisis (1968, No. 13). He explained:

To an International Symposium on Psychoanalysis, I presented a paper on
the axiological interpretation of dreams. This symposium was chaired by
Dr. Igor Caruso. Mine was the first presentation that morning, and it caused
considerable interest and anticipation. Dr. Caruso congratulated me and told
me to continue developing my work, to complete the entire system. First
was the measurement of values, then therapeutic management. An impor-
tant aspect of psychoanalytic psychotherapy is the analysis of dreams, so I
wrote an article called “The Axiological Analysis of Dreams.” This applied
formal axiology to a very important aspect of the psychoanalytic clinic.
Instead of applying the classical Freudian interpretation of dreams, I applied
formal axiology to understanding dreams . The same basic idea can be
applied at different times to different things: first, measuring value, then in
psychotherapy, then to understanding dreams from the point of view of
formal axiology. That I think is important. The idea of using values in
psychotherapy is also mentioned by others like Werner Wolf and Charlotte
Bulher. Masserman created a volume dedicated to collecting all the situa-
tions where psychotherapy is nourished by value systems, not just formal
axiology, but in general.

9. The Generosity of Dr. Mario Cárdenas and Erich Fromm

In one of my last session with Dr. Cárdenas toward he end of 2002, I was a little
embarrassed when I asked him, “Dr. Mario, how much do I owe you?” I thought I
should pay for his time as a psychoanalyst, considering that I was working with him
during his professional practice hours. He replied, “Gilberto, do not offend me, you
do not owe me anything.” 

Then, I asked him what made more impact on his heart and mind with respect
to his therapeutic and academic relationship with Erich Fromm, and he replied:

Look, Gilberto, what impacted me most about Erich Fromm was his gener-
osity. He was extremely generous. I remember I sought out Dr. Fromm to
ask him to be my analyst and then my supervisor. I had 40 sessions of
psychoanalysis with him at his home in Cuernavaca. In the last session, I
asked him, “How much do I owe you, Dr. Fromm?” And he said, “Dr.
Cárdenas, you do not owe anything. But if you ever find someone as inter-
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ested in learning from you were in learning from me, help him generously.
So I helped you. That is how you will pay me!

That day, he gave Fromm a book, the original edition of The Prince, by Machiavelli,
and he gladly accepted it. That day also, Dr. Cárdenas Trigos kindly told me:

All the information I have given to you, use it for your work, ok. If you ever
think you have to mention me, do not mention only the test; first came the
HVP, then axiotherapy, then the axiological interpretation of dreams. Axiol-
ogy is not just an isolated idea; it is an intention to join two or more things.
I am a psychoanalyst, but somehow I am also an axiologist. In my brain are
both, and naturally I will join them, right? It seems easier to apply axiology
to psychoanalysis than psychoanalysis to axiology.

Dr. Cárdenas generously shared with me all these invaluable experiences of meaning
for my doctoral thesis research and allowed me to use it in my work

10. Technological Possibilities of Ordinal Valuation

The confidence that Dr. Mario Cárdenas had in me, about which he wrote in the
Preface to my book, let me take the idea of ordinal assessment to broader settings,
both theoretical and practical. I made a model of axio-orientation that could add
value in two ways. In terms of individual counseling, it can add value to the lives
of people by increasing and reordering the axiological dimensions measured by the
HVP (intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic). This can be done through experiential
exercises like music-therapy, logo-therapy, and gestalt. The goal of axio-orientation
would be self-realization, which is sought by increasing the existing qualities, in
proper order and harmony, that make up a person and his or her personal style.
Axio-orientation facilitates the process of self-exploration in order to discover a plan
of action aimed at increasing meaningful activities that add value to a client’s life.

With respect to organizational development, we can also add value to organiza-
tions through harmoniously developing and correctly ordering their three axiological
dimensions. The intrinsic dimension includes human resources, the extrinsic in-
cludes material and monetary resources, and the systemic includes technology and
technical training. The goal of organizational development would be fulfilling the
quality policy of the organization, actualizing the company’s mission. Here is the
definition of “quality” provided by ISO 9001:2008: “Quality is a feature set that
fulfills the requirements.” This definition is very close to the axiological definition
of “good thing.” “Everything that fulfills its concept.” A quality policy is reflected
in the organization’s manual and operating procedures that establish “the require-
ments for compliance,” as given in this definition of “quality.” Quality audits
measure the actual level of compliance against the stated require-ments the organiza-
tion makes of employees. Thus, organizations add value by increasing desirable
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qualities and by ordering them in the three axiological dimensions as directed by the
quality policy.

I have applied these ideas in practice, especially at Emiliano Zapata Technologi-
cal University, where I was Director of the Information Technology Program from
2002 to 2008. We initiated the pursuit of maximum human development for teachers
and students in organizational quality and high competitiveness. In this project, I
received the unconditional support of UTEZ’s President Alejandro Pacheco, Ph.D.
and UTEZ’s Academic Secretary, Beatriz Ramirez, M.A.

At the organizational level we developed major projects that resulted in a
Software Development Center and a Center for Advanced Training Networks. This
was the beginning of the creation of an IT Cluster at UTEZ, a leader in the state of
Morelos. Quality certifications were achieved in the careers of Information Technol-
ogy. In 2009, this project was instrumental in obtaining a State Quality Award and
recognition for Best Technological University on aspects of innovation. Teachers
and students of the IT program won scholarships in the best Mexican institutions
and in France.

In 2010, I ventured to impact an entire generation of 746 freshmen with antici-
pated careers in Information Technology, Industrial Maintenance, Design and
Industrial Production, Industrial Processes, Mechatronics, Administration, and
Business Development for Emiliano Zapata Technological University of the State
of Morelos. We implemented a training course for sixteen teachers based on formal
axiology and human development. They, in turn, transmited them to all incoming
new students at UTEZ so they could learn the axiological basis for creating a “good
student.” This course is offered every year at the college, where I have the support
of the University, especially Beatriz Ramirez, M.A.

I also designed the “Diploma in Values, Significant Learning and Healthy
Development of Human Potentials,” 120 hours, using as a framework Formal
Axiology and the basic postulates of Organizational Human Development, with the
collaboration of Dr. Jesus Coria and Miguel Angel Ramirez, MA.

The first module of 20 hours deals with formal axiology and human develop-
ment. I am the teacher of this module. Other issues are related to logo-therapy,
significant learning, and teamwork. This diploma was awarded in 2011 to 57 Junior
High School Directors in Morelos, and now in 2012 we are giving this course to 110
Directors of Special Education in Morelos. These teachers are very sensitive to
human values because they are prepared to work with gifted students and with
learning disabilities. The purpose of this diploma course is to spread the idea of the
Good in elementary and high school teachers and students in México.

11. Death of Dr. Mario Cárdenas

Sadly, on December 10 , 2011, Dr. Mario died. He was very optimistic and commit-th

ted to formal axiology. Between 1959 and 1962 he worked very hard with Dr.
Hartman in a seminar on formal axiology and psychoanalysis, and they succeeded
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in creating the first high impact technological application of formal axiology, the
HVP. Between 1997 and 2001, the support and guidance of Dr. Cárdenas were
fundamental for the developing my own ideas, especially the formula of “ordinal
value,” which explains the operation of the HVP, as well as the axiological process
of human development, and the functioning of the axio-orientation.

Close to his death in October 2011, Ricardo Ortiz visited him to invite him to
work in creating the Mexican Branch of RSHI, and he gladly accepted. He could not
join us physically, but his spirit will always be present in the hearts of Mexican
axiologists.

12. Conclusion

The tireless work of Robert S. Hartman to disseminate and apply Formal Axiology
to various areas of human activity are echoed in Mexico in UNAM. In Dr. Mario
Cárdenas Trigos, Dr. Hartman found a fertile mind from which emerged the core
ideas that gave rise to HVP.

Not everything is finished. The bridge of knowledge to human interiority, where
reside the most magnificent wonders of life, has only begun to be built. The HVP
will help us in this exploration. It is up to us, inheritors of the legacy of these two
great researchers, to work further to articulate and organize the forces of good in a
world where pollution, war, and organized crime seem to be winning the battle.
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Abstract

The human genome project, modern brain science, and microbiology have generally
succeed in mapping DNA and have brought great insight into understanding the
dynamics of human genetics. However, the search for a definable “double helix”
that unpacks human consciousness in a similarly definable manner has been largely
unsuccessful. The guiding point of this essay is that human consciousness may not
be capable of “exploration” in the sense that there is a something like the double
helix that can be found if instruments, processes, and measures are sophisticated
enough. In the annoying absence of successful “exploration,” our point is to see the
great value in “articulation,” the ability to be able to “talk about” in meaningful and
productive ways. The “articulation” is led by the insights of Robert S. Hartman.
Along the way, we will touch base with the writings of Walker Percy and the iconic
personality of Dolly Parton.

Introduction

My original title was intended to be “Exploring Human Consciousness,” but that
title never seemed to fit in a satisfying manner, and it even held out a promise that
might be impossible to keep. It is possible to explore caves, the backside of the
moon, or—like our forbearers—a new continent, or a new depth of the oceans. Yet,
all of these realities are objective things, and consciousness may not be an objective
thing—at least in the traditional way that we understand objective and thing. So, it
may not be possible to explore consciousness as if it were a “thing,” or to hold out
the implication that it can be objectified like a “thing.” Maybe the best we can do
is to create a discussion about consciousness that will attempt to raise the conversa-
tion about it to a higher level of articulation. In some situations, articulation may
trump exploration.

Therefore, the intent here is to look at some degree of the present conversation
about consciousness, and then to see if further articulation from the perspective of
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Robert S. Hartman’s axiology  might raise the bar and better focus some of the1

discussions that are finding modern attention. Hartman always believed that Anselm,
the ancient saint of the church, was the high point of those thinkers who had sought
to use reason to prove the existence of God. Anselm fairly well believed that all of
the so-called proofs came up wanting, and his definition of God—“that being than
which nothing greater can be conceived”—was not a “proof” at all, but simply a
way to intelligently talk about or articulate.  Human consciousness may be of that2

sort of reality—not unlike a God who cannot be grasped at a level of a “truth” that
would constitute a “proof.” So, to be more articulate about human consciousness
may be of greater importance and the best that we may be able to do.

1. Science News3

Since the middle of the twentieth century, Science News has been a fairly respected
and prestigious publication of a group called “The Society for Science and the Pub-
lic.” The organization’s goal has been to write about new movements in science,
movements often veiled in impenetrable complexity, in a way that an intelligent
public can have some degree of understanding and orientation. The publication has
also bridged gaps between the rigors of traditional science and the intriguing possi-
bilities of popular science. In this latter regard, the publication has not been fearful
of breeching discussions that traditional scientists might pull back from because of
their place in less sterile popular discussions. In a similar sense, fans of popular
culture publications may threaten to offend the sensibilities of those aesthetic and
literary traditionalists, for whom the words popular and culture are seen as a contra-
diction in terms. Thus, Science News has often published articles that are out ahead
of many more traditional scientific journals and research digests.

In 2011, Science News announced that it would begin to publish in 2012 a focal
series of articles under the heading “Demystifying the Mind.”  The existentialist4

New Testament theologian, Rudolf Bultmann, who brought the word demythologize
to Western thought, would love the term, but—in essence—Science News did pre-
cisely have the intent of demystifying, demythologizing, and even debunking excur-
sions into this phenomenon (or noumenon)  referred to casually and generically as5

. Robert S. Hartman, The Structure of Value. Carbondale: The University of Southern1

Illinois Press, 1968. Republished in 2012 by Wipf & Stock, Publishers, Eugene, OR.
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. Following Kant, a phenomenon is a reality known through experience, while a noumenon5

is a reality that is known, but not through the senses or any other experiences. 
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human consciousness. Would it be possible, they reasoned, to look at this entire
arena of concern in a more scientific and less mystical or mythical manner? My
guess is that Robert Hartman, as he began to build his scientific axiology in the post-
World War II era, would affirm this proposed use of “science” as being altogether
appropriate and plausible.

Science News was abundantly aware that it was moving on controversial ground
for its most natural audience. “Whispers of the C-word were met with scorn in polite
scientific society.”  Yet, the work of Francis Crick who—along with James Wat-6

son—had mapped the structure of the DNA molecule and created much of the
foundation for modern genetic research and the human genome project, had to be
acknowledged and opened to further inspection. An early Science News article
advanced its new initiative:

Humankind’s sharpest minds have figured out some of nature’s deepest secrets.
Why the sun shines. How humans evolved from single-celled life. Why an apple
falls to the ground. Humans have conceived and built giant telescopes that glimpse
galaxies billions of light-hears way and microscopes that illuminate the contours of
a single atom. Yet, the peculiar quality that enabled such flashes of scientific insight
and grand achievements remains a mystery: consciousness.  Even in its preamble,7

there is an intriguing synonym for consciousness that causes thought processes to
stir—“the peculiar quality.” Suddenly, we encounter a value word, an axiological
term, that stands at the core of Hartman’s considerations. We begin to get a hint that
Robert Hartman might have valuable insights into this entire discussion, and that
“scientists” might find a friend to help them in their articulations.

Francis Crick came of age during the 1940s and was trying at that time to deter-
mine the direction his life would take in terms of the kind of scientific research that
he would do. He says that he was very sensitive to the “gossip” that seemed to be
a portent of where scientific research would go after World War II. This “gossip”8

seemed enthralled with two subjects: the molecular basis for heredity, and the mys-
teries of the human brain. He decided to pursue the depth of molecular biology, and
the results of that work have been altogether transformational on modern science,
medicine, and human understanding. We now can “map” the human gene system.
By the 1980s, Crick believed that it was time for him to turn his attention to the
other original option. He began to make scientific inquiry into human consciousness.

At first, Crick was convinced that pursuing the internal, biological dynamics of
human consciousness would be much like his pursuit of the essential base of human
genetics. But, there was no double-helixed code that revealed itself. Instead, he
eventually came to the very interesting conclusion that DNA and basic, human
genetics had come nearer to the time of the beginning of human life and human
evolution. On the other hand, consciousness had arrived closer to the latest stages

. Sanders, 1.6

. Ibid.7

. Siegfried, 1.8
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of human evolution, almost like a “pinnacle”  of that evolution, or—at least—the9

apex to date. If the span of human existence was a million years, DNA and genetic
bases began to occur in the first few seconds, while consciousness occurred only in
the last few seconds. By the time he died in 2004, Crick felt that after twenty full
years of focused work he was still arriving at more questions than answers. By this
time, there were further attempts at articulation. The “peculiar quality” that was
initially advanced in the attempt to grasp consciousness with language became “the
subjective sense of persistent identity,” “the self-awareness and unity of experi-
ence,” and the “awareness of self-awareness.”  Believing that these expressions are10

representative of an advance in “science” is probably a hard sell since the expres-
sions could just as easily have come from some form of religious or psychological
mysticism.

Crick’s work has been advanced by Christof Koch and Douglas Hofstadter, a
neuroscientist and a computer scientist respectively. Ultimately, Koch eventually
used the paradigms of the logician Kurt Gödel  to explain the “wall” that she con-11

tinually comes up against in her attempts to understand consciousness scientifically.
Gödel was responsible for what is commonly called the “incompleteness theory”
that states that a system—for example, a mathematical system—can contain truths
that cannot be proved by the system, paradoxes that cannot rise to logical resolution.
Such systems are called “self-referential,”  and the ultimate depth of self-reference12

is what creates islands of incompleteness that thwart full explanation. In a similar
sense, Koch believes, consciousness is a self-referential system that cannot com-
pletely explain itself. I can experience “I,” but I cannot logically explain “I.”

The best Koch is able to do—to date—is to say that information, data, and
stimuli enter the brain through the senses. Then, the information is related, aligned,
and integrated with information, data, and stimuli already stored in the brain from
previous experiences. Then, the brain stirs the information, data, and stimuli back
and forth, back and forth, back and forth in milliseconds until patterns begin to rise.
These patterns, at times, can constitute a “coherent picture of reality.”  Or, we13

might say, a picture of reality that is coherent to particular persons as they each
“house” a particular history of experiences, as they live at a particular time, and as
they may have particular needs to portray their picture in the way that they do. It is
the “portrayal” that is the unique spot or activity. That there are receptor neurons in
the brain is abundantly clear. That there are transmittal neurons that expedite the
back and forth stirring is also clear. What is not clear is the portrayal capacity or the

. Ibid.9

. Ibid., 2.10

. See Kurt Gödel, The Consistency of the Axiom of Choice and of the Generalized11

Continuum Hypothesis with the Axioms of Set Theory. Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1940. Also, see Gödel’s “My Philosophical Viewpoint” which is unpublished but widely
available on the internet. This document is very intriguing.
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representation capacity—the articulation capacity—that results in symbols and
language and art. Consciousness may be all three of these dynamics—receiving,
transmitting, representing—but representation and portraying—articulating—that
results in language or art are the complex horizon that cannot seem to contain itself
by its own representation, portrayal, or articulation in language. Hofstadter even
says that we simply “carve out what seems to us to be reality.”  Koch says that we14

simply try to achieve “appropriate responses.”  One wonders if John Locke’s name15

ever comes up in his reflections. The experience of our own Selves as receiving,
transmitting (comparing, aligning, synthesizing, fitting into previous experience),
and representing/articulating is our own Selves being conscious of our own Selves.
I am aware that I receive, transmit, and represent/articulate. Sometimes I can feel it
as it occurs, or me as I occur—I am conscious. But, at this point, I am only describ-
ing a series of events that I am aware of and that give me Self-consciousness in the
most limited and obvious ways. I am not paralleling any process even closely similar
to finding a double helix.

Both Koch and Hofstadter agree that consciousness will never be reduced to
electrical charges in the brain, various neurons with different capacities, or micro-
scopic levels of protein molecules. They find no DNA “mapping” and must resort
to metaphors to explain that a “map” of the brain is not consciousness in the same
way that a map of Texas is not Texas.  They conclude that understanding intra-16

brain signaling is about as far removed from understanding consciousness as under-
standing the alphabet letter by letter and understanding every rule of grammar are
far removed from understanding the meaning of a Shakespearean sonnet.

A second area of modern research into consciousness relates more closely to the
discoveries and inquiries of medical science as it has directed its attention to the
brain. With new technologies such as the fMRI, new mircrosurgery procedures,
magnetic and electrical probes, and the ability to deal with many battlefield and
sports injuries that in another time would have killed, medical science knows more
about the functional areas of the brain than it has ever known. Almost every special
sub-section of the brain has been defined in terms of its unique function. The evi-
dence of interaction between the parts of the brain has been prolific, but then the
brain scientists begin to sound like Gestalt philosophers and psychologists. No
single functional area can explain enough. Every functional area has generated such
rank exceptions during experimentation that no “rule” can be established. The singu-
lar functions are fairly clear, but the exceptions place roadblocks in the face of that
clarity, making it appear that little is actually clear at all. While consciousness has
been thought at various times to be part of the function of various parts, the answer
now is that consciousness must be a veiled function of the whole. Maybe “answers”
are close, but maybe they are not close at all; we only come to understand how close

. Ibid., 6.14
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we were at some point when we have the perspective of having arrived at our desti-
nation. To date, nothing confirms that “destination” is even approximate.

For many researchers, the thalamus—a brain structure at the top of the brain
stem containing two, birds-egg shaped orbs—was thought to be the “seat” of con-
sciousness. The dissected brain of Karen Quinlan revealed a severely atrophied
thalamus, as has been the case in many patients who died in a “vegetative state” of
non-consciousness. All such judgments of non-consciousness come from external
observations of the “vegetative” person; there is no way to know for sure. Clearly,
the thalamus sorts a massive number of signals between parts of the brain and the
spinal column, but its sorting has never proven to be absolutely predictable. Martin
Monti, a respected neuroscientist at UCLA, could only conclude after years of
research on the thalamus that it “has two souls, one that receives information from
the outside world and another that receives information from various parts of the
brain.”  For anyone with philosophical or even theological training, the use of the17

word soul for this scientist must seem a bit disconcerting. Monti’s struggling expres-
sions do not advance the conversation of consciousness much more than Descartes
excursions into his understanding of the way that the pineal gland brought body and
mind/soul together, and even “science” in Descartes’ time knew better.

A next target for understanding consciousness has been the movement of
Gamma waves that spread out over the brain’s cortex at the rate of forty waves per
second. Researchers like Giulio Tononi,  see the sweeping waves almost like the18

moving light in a copying machine that picks up on disparate dots of information
and translates them into a meaningful image. The constant scanning of the sweeping
waves would advance a sense of consciousness much like the wind moving outside
of an airplane’s fuselage and the hum of the motors would provide the conscious
awareness that the plane is flying. Although, if the plane were in a wind tunnel, your
awareness could certainly be tricked. If you were dreaming about the dynamics of
flying that would rise from experiences of flying housed in memory, your awareness
could be tricked. Test participants under the influence of the heavy narcotic
propofol—recall Michael Jackson—lost consciousness in any way we normally
would understand consciousness, but Gamma wave activity actually increased.  19

Brain signals that are generated by and that track through the parietal and frontal
cortices, the reticular activating system in the brain stem, and the thin sheeting of the
claustrum have also been investigated. Distinctive brain activity is evident, and this
activity may make the brain conscious of itself the way that any movement—tapping
a finger on the back of a hand—generates some degree of consciousness. I recall
working in a paper mill where we were always able to validate that a certain ma-
chine was running, and even running correctly, by the vibration in the floor where
we walked in a control room. Maybe movements of firing neurons passing through
the brain create a vibration recognizable to the brain itself that allows it to have

. Ibid.17
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consciousness of itself similar to the consciousness of thinking that I experience
when I know that I am thinking. I heard a Zen Buddhist monk explain long ago—the
mystery of what he said still sticks with me—that the repeated recitation of the holy
syllable “Om” used in certain meditative practices created a vibration in the roof of
the mouth and the sinus cavities like the “hum” of the brain as it was aware of itself
functioning in perception and thought. Descartes used the Latin conscientia, mean-
ing something like the modern expression “awareness” rather than moral conscience,
and interpreters have felt that his was the first “modern” expression of the term.20

Yet, Descartes seemed unsure of what he was saying and immediately offered the
synonymous explanation, “conscience and internal testimony.” Modern brain sci-
ence may have only succeeded in advancing some understanding that the move-
ments of the electro-chemistry of the brain may generate “movement” the brain is
aware of in some way. If true, this certainly is not a very high level of conscious-
ness.

There is a great deal of difference between a brain’s being conscious of itself on
some level because of the “hum of the machine” as it operates, and the kind of
consciousness we readily talk about when we describe a person who sees him-
self/herself as an “I” or as a “Self.” When Aristotle, in his famous definition of
happiness, talked about activity of soul, maybe the phenomenon of “activity” itself
was the confirmation of the elusive “soul” that he believed in, but he immediately
added “in accordance with virtue,” and we know that he was then talking about
something far beyond the “hum” of mere activity. We are back to value language.

So, at the present end of the line of brain science, we are left with the admission
of mystery—or our reason succumbs to the overwhelming power of mystery, and
we may even be left with brain science unconvinced that it will be able to press that
mystery much further in terms of traditional scientific methods. The double helix of
consciousness has not been found. We seem to be left with little alternative but to
fold back into the conclusions of the mystics. Zen believes in satori, rational enlight-
enment, but satori is not the ultimate end of the journey. Beyond rational enlighten-
ment is Mu, mystery, capable of being experienced, but incapable of being reduced
to rational constructs. At least, one researcher, Bruce Charlton, failing in his “explo-
ration,” paved the way to Hartman’s insights by calling consciousness “an intrinsic
mystery—something probably beyond human comprehension, maybe even impossi-
ble to define.”  Charlton takes the position, reflective of almost all we have seen in21

this discussion of brain science, that the best the understanding of consciousness
may rise to is biological insight, a level of insight that has little to do with the “in-
trinsic” that lies beyond biology.

I love the conclusions of a brain science researcher named Richard S. J. Franko-
wiak who lead a team of fourteen writers to published their research conclusions in

. Boris Hennig, “Cartesian Conscientia,” The British Journal for the History of Philosophy,20

15, 455-483.
. Bruce G. Charlton, MD. Psychiatry and the Human Condition. Oxford: Radcliffe Medical21

Press, 2000.
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an 1,144 page book entitled Human Brain Function in 1997. In a chapter entitled
“The Neural Correlates of Consciousness,” Frackowiak (the fourth most cited bio-
medical scientist in the United Kingdom in the 1990s) offers an apology—an apol-
ogy. How many scientific treatises have you read that culminate in an apology? He
writes: “At this point, the reader will expect to find a careful and precise definition
of consciousness. You will be disappointed. To make any precise definitions at this
stage is premature.”22

Transition

So, Crick, Christof, Koch, Tonini, Monti, Hofstadter, and others who have followed
their research into the operations of the brain, are the “explorers.” They have done
the dissections, the electromagnetic imaging, and the tracking of signals and chemi-
cal reactions that require the most intricate technical processes every invented. Their
work progresses, and new technology is invented at every turn. Their “explorations”
clearly will have seriously positive repercussions for medical science, but the double
helix of consciousness has not appeared.

Carefully note, however, the tripartite functions of the brain advanced by the
neuroscientists. Clearly, some brain functions relate to receiving sensations and
stimuli. Others relate to transmitting, storing, and filing information from the history
of a person’s experiences. Others reveal a brain that can assimilate, align, and group
this information in almost infinitely diverse ways. To date, all of these functions
have become the precinct of modern neuroscience. 

And yet, the neuroscientists move to the third area that they tend to call “repre-
sentation”  or “portrayal.” I am calling it “articulation.” Here the brain not only23

reacts to stimuli—animals can do that—but also with realities such as art and lan-
guage. The arena of representation, portrayal, and articulation seems to mark both
the limits of neuroscience and the horizon of the kind of consciousness that moves
beyond the “hum” of the machine toward an ability to experience “I” or “Self.”

Significantly, it seems unequivocally clear (although the mechanics of how it
happens is thoroughly unclear) that articulation—for example, the articulation of
language and art—is exactly where that which is human begins, where human
consciousness begins. At this point also, choice, judgment, decision-making, and
evaluation may begin to occur as human beings, deciding to portray, represent, and
articulate, pull words and phrases, emphasis and nuance from their brain storage
spaces. These show up in the muscular control of the tongue and voice, in distin-

. Richard S. J. Frankowiak, et.al., Human Brain Function. Oxford: Oxford University22

Press, 1997, 269.
. The myriad of discussions that have focused on the concept of “representation” in the23

history of philosophy could extend this discussion in interesting ways. The work of Charles
Sanders Peirce, Ferdinand du Saussure, Han Georg Gadamar, and Jacques Derrida would be
strong beginning points.
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guishing chosen colors, and in the chosen uses of muscle and grip to produce certain
markings that express shapes, lines, and points.

All of this means that we do not come to the point of articulation in language by
default or as some sort of defeatism that feels, “Well, we can’t prove anything by
science, so I guess we’ll just have to talk about it.” The phenomenon (or noumenon)
of consciousness—this intrinsic, self-referential mystery—may only be able to be
approached by articulation in language (though art, music, dance, etc., may be
similarly valid aesthetic approaches). At the point of articulation, we are not
thwarted bysome impenetrable wall. We may actually have begun to top that wall.
Hartman saw it—you do not “prove” God, but rather talk about God. This talking
about was not the least we could do, but it moved in a direction of the best we could
do. The talking about is about God, but it is also about us—a form of self-reference
on a highly evolved level of consciousness.

We must stop at this point and consider one of the most famous quotes from
Helen Keller: “When I learned the meaning of ‘I’ and ‘me,’ and found that I was
something, I began to think. Then consciousness first existed in me.”  Rem Ed-24

wards  recalls that Johann Gottlieb Fichte, the German post-Kantian philosopher25

celebrated the birthday of his son on the anniversary of his son’s first using the
personal pronoun “I” in reference to himself.

2. Robert S. Hartman

One fundamental “lens” through which human existence—and the human con-
sciousness that accompanies and extends from it—can be framed is Robert S. Hart-
man’s now-classic axiological distinctions between the Systemic, Extrinsic, and
Intrinsic dimensions of life. When we experience Systemically, we experience with
the comparative abstractness of more conceptual logic. When we experience Extrin-
sically, we experience with differentiating objectivity that rises from comparisons,
measurement, and the observed differences in real things. When we experience
Intrinsically, we experience the uniqueness of some reality that manifests itself in
the “mysterious quality” seen the language that scientists were using earlier in our
discussion. The Intrinsic is ultimately beyond words, beyond calculations, and
beyond that which can be captured in any human mechanisms of logic and reason.
Within this “lens” or “framework,” there is a movement from that which is vague,
to that which is distinct through comparison, language, and numbers, to that which
is beyond being captured and reduced successfully to any formal structures.

It may be possible to describe a form of consciousness that is present but so
vague that there is mere awareness but less distinctiveness compared to the other

. Helen Keller, The Story of My Life. Published repeatedly since 1903. Written with her24

“Teacher,” Anne Sullivan. More will be said about Keller in the section relating to Walker
Percy, The Message in the Bottle. New York: Farrar, Straus and Geroux, 1975. (Originally
published in 1954.)
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two forms of consciousness that will be described. This may be the kind of con-
sciousness that the brain has of itself in the “hum of the machine” that arises from
the movement of electro-chemical charges through and across brain surfaces and the
transmittal and storage receptors housed in these surfaces. This type of conscious-
ness may be described in Hartman language as Systemic Consciousness. Of course,
a great deal of further potential consciousness could greatly depend on this dimen-
sion of consciousness working well. In some ways that would parallel Abraham
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, if the Systemic dimension does not work, the higher
levels do not have much of a chance to actualize their fullest potentials or they may
even be handicapped or impaired in ways that prevent higher consciousness from
even. On some level, the “machine” parts have to function.

Time Out

There is a need to take great care, and at this point I appreciate the careful in-
sights of  Rem B. Edwards.  In the most precise definitions of Hartman about the26

Systemic, there is notable departure from what I am saying here. Hartman would
absolutely say that the Systemic is distinct and precise, and that it requires precision,
the formality of some sort of logic, and the basic constructs of linguistics and mathe-
matics. Therefore, for me to create an exact equation between the unformed, primi-
tive nature of the newborn with Hartman’s full explication of the Systemic would
move toward an inaccurate representation of Hartman’s basic ideas.

However, I want to be clearer—having not wanted to be unclear or create confu-
sion about Hartman basics—that I am trying to find a way to merge and relate to a
broader corpus of discussions. I am also wanting to create, in order to stimulate
further ways of giving consideration to Hartman’s work, a kind of comparative
metaphor or comparative analogy between three levels of consciousness, and—as
we know—metaphors and analogies, pushed for enough, will fail. 

In some respects, maybe I am describing the front end of primitive, infantile
consciousness that, at its far end, does begin to evolve the fundamentals of language,
math, and logic. So, maybe there are stages of Systemic Consciousness that evolve
from mere awareness and less distinctiveness to the recognition of words, numbers,
and the attendant formalities of logic. Obviously, this one dimension will continue
to evolve well beyond the primitive infant into full-blown fully Systemic constructs
through which life is experienced and lived in more conceptual utility.

Also, please keep in mind that I am making a distinction between the work/
world side of Hartman’s hierarchy and the personal/self-side. The traditional defini-
tions of the Systemic do seem to apply more exactly to the engagement that a person
has with the external world than they do to the engagement that a person has with
the internal Self that I am concerning myself with more intently at this point.

If the reader pushes my metaphor/analogy too hard at this point, the discus-
sion—if it does not have the present disclaimer—will have an inherent weakness.

 Conversation.26
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Give a greater degree of impact to what Hartman said in his own definitions, and
realize that I am consciously pushing the edges of those definitions. Yet, as I said
above, the “machine” parts have to function. I am at least trying to explore the
evolving of that “machine” functioning, for which a movement from mere primitive
consciousness to precise formal logic, language, and math is part of the growth and
development of the “machine” functions. This functioning will have great applica-
tion to a precise way of experiencing the world, but it may not be quite as exact as
a way of experiencing the Self, or—compared to two other ways of experiencing the
Self, it may be less than adequate when seen from the perspective of full Self-con-
sciousness.

Time In

A higher form of consciousness would be the operations made possible as the
brain collects stimuli, stores and integrates these stimuli, and then has interchanges
with the world in which the person lives. This includes interacting with the uttered
output of other people’s brains, which makes possible the common distinctions and
decisions of daily living. This type of consciousness might be called “waking con-
sciousness,” and—to use Hartman’s terms—could be seen as Extrinsic Conscious-
ness. A lot of what is commonly referred to and experienced as “thinking,” being
“cognitive,’ and being “rational” takes place on this Extrinsic level. There is every
reason in the world to want this form of consciousness to operate at its most efficient
and effective best, but it might not be desirable for this to be the highest form of
consciousness that anyone could experience.

The highest level of consciousness occurs—as with Helen Keller— when there
is a distinct sense of a unique “I” or “Self.” A sense of “otherness” from others in
conceiving distinctiveness—older, taller, richer, better grades, higher IQ, etc.,
etc.—probably gives rise to many Extrinsic factors. A sense “otherness” can also
occur in ways that transcend Extrinsic differentiators. As Heidegger conveyed, a
sense of “thatness,” his Dasein, that transcends “whatness.” This highest level of
consciousness is Intrinsic Consciousness. As with explorations that look for the
double helix of consciousness or that try to locate consciousness in some brain part,
brain interaction, or brain function, the problem is that the ultimate Intrinsic is so
self-referential—“unique” is so self-referential—that this is beyond what can be
explained in words. You are back to Gödel’s “impossibility theorem.” Intrinsic
Consciousness is enchanting,  but rational Extrinsic consciousness finds it difficult27

to wait without the idols  of logical and rational explanation. It is Intrinsic Con-28

sciousness that cannot be reduced to brain function, or at least it has not to date. To
follow one thread of existentialism, re-framed in the terms used here, Intrinsic
Consciousness is capable of the absurd, one possible expression of uniqueness.
Extrinsic Consciousness may make connections and take avenues of response that

. See Bruno Bettleheim’s The Uses of Enchantment. New York: Alfred Knopf, 1976.27

. See Gabriel Vahanian, Wait Without Idols. New York: George Brazillier, 1964.28
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are, compared to some norm, judged to be absurd. Systemic Consciousness does
nothing absurd; the humming machine does not make choices, the computer “HAL”
in Arthur C. Clarke’s 2001: A Space Odyssey notwithstanding. The double helix is
Systemic. Black hair, as hair is framed by comparative and culturally agreed-upon
definitions of color, is Extrinsic. Dyeing hair red and letting it grow out in dread-
locks may very well be Intrinsic. The Intrinsic cannot be explained totally by the
Extrinsic. It probably cannot be explained at all by the Systemic. 

I would also extend Hartman’s axiology with what are fairly obvious elements
of the influence of historical evolution. The word extend may not, however, be
totally appropriate since Hartman believed that the shaping values that mold our
lives come to us in historical experiences. People live in history and, just as Hölder-
lin  said, a great deal of that history comes to everyone in living in the midst of29

words/language. Particular words and languages come in historical packages. The
content of our own word/language package is always disseminated in some histori-
cal vehicle. 

At conception, the interactive elements of DNA are a work, the double helix is
making its mark, and soon the brain begins to develop. Systemic Consciousness may
be beginning. Perhaps a developing fetus develops some awareness that there is
something beyond that is not it. It is interesting to speculate that our almost innate
sense of “Something Beyond” may come from fetal experiences in the womb. Obvi-
ously, this is not articulated in any way that we know of, so we are still in the stage
of Systemic Consciousness. At birth, and perhaps for a short period of time thereaf-
ter, the consciousness that prevails is still mostly Systemic Consciousness. The
newborn child is part of an experienced, yet undefined, larger something. The child
“sees everything in his/her new world, names everything, and knows everything
except himself/herself.”  For Edwards,  there is the apt reminder of William James,30 31

who saw this emerging of the young child as “one great blooming, buzzing confu-
sion.” The child will begin to evolve a set of conceptual formalities—logic—that
“sorts” this blooming, buzzing confusion; these are movements of the Systemic.

This larger something begins to be defined as objects and people are gradually
identified and remembered. Extrinsic Consciousness begins to appear, develop, and
become more diverse and expansive. At first, objects are recognized—ball, puppy,
Mama. Then, object recognition is enhanced with more complex expres-
sions—“Good Girl,” “Attata Boy,” “Hot!,” “Don’t.” As Hartman would say, there
are concepts that are rich and others that are poor. For the child, almost any concept
is being made richer just by being alive. The child will eventually say “Me” and
“Mine,” and there is the beginning—still in Extrinsic Consciousness—of dynamics

. See Friedrich Hölderlin in general. More specifically: Martin Heidegger, Elucidations of29

Holderlin’s Poetry. Translated by Keith Hoeller. Amherst: Humanity Books, 2000. Also see
Carl Michaelson, Christianity and the Existentialists (several editions available).
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that separate the child from other objects and other people; objects become posses-
sions, and possessions becomes personal possessions.

The first utterances of the words “I” or “Self” are probably spoken repetitions
of sounds/words that come from other people as applied to the individual. Expres-
sions such as, “You are special!” or “There’s no one else like you!” advance the
meaning of “I” and “Self” words. The initial movements toward Intrinsic Conscious-
ness may begin in actions of compliment, affirmation, and positive reinforcement.
The initial movements may equally be diminished or delayed by actions of criticism
and cynicism directed at a person. To say to a child or young adult, “You’ll never
amount to anything,” can be a potent self-fulfilling prophecy. 

There is no clear way to “program” Intrinsic Conscious, to guarantee that it will
arrive, or to have certain “steps” that can be taken to make sure that it is sustained.
In all likelihood, it will ebb and flow across the expanse of a person’s life. It is also
likely that some people may never experience Intrinsic Consciousness, may never
experience themselves in terms of their authentic unique Selves. Hartman was
always subdued and even saddened to some degree by the degree and intensity of
inauthenticity and hollowness that we saw in the world, and the number of people
whose experience of “Self” was much less than that of Intrinsic Consciousness.
Intrinsic Consciousness can be assaulted by the dehumanizing and depersonalizing
forces of culture that reduce it back into Extrinsic Consciousness. 

The following diagram will create a strong graphic for encapsulating the basic
insights of Hartman’s axiology:

On the work/external world/what-we-do side, Hartman was most concerned to
gain insight into the kind of consciousness, awareness, and valuation that a person
brings to the world he/she is part of and the work that he/she does. On the work side,
all three types of consciousness are important and make their contribution. In fact,
all three are needed. What all may contribute to a person’s being strong or stronger
in one of the domains is not always clear, but we have learned that certain jobs seem
to require certain consciousness types if they are to be executed at their best. We
have also learned that the metric scores of the domains can be predictably improved
with certain developmental strategies. Those stronger in a Systemic Consciousness
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directed at their world will be better equipped in judgment to advance long-range
strategies, big-picture visions, and clearer understandings of implications and conse-
quences. Those stronger in an Extrinsic Consciousness direct at their world will be
better equipped in judgment to advance tactics, projects, and tasks. Those stronger
in an Intrinsic Consciousness directed at their world will be better equipped in
judgment to advance human elements in terms of relational excellence, care, and
empathy. One dimension is not necessarily more important than any other, but work
will be done with and through people, so having good judgment in relating to people
may, arguably, have a level of higher importance.

On the Self/internal world, who-we-are side, Hartman was most concerned with
the “power” and “energy”—for want of better words—that is brought to what we
do from a consciousness of who we are. I can experience consciousness of my own
Self on three levels. The most minimal and inadequate Self-consciousness is Sys-
temic Consciousness. On the level, there is more unknown and unexperienced than
is known and experienced. The Self is vague and abstract to its own Self. There is
very little Self-referential content and experience. To follow Martin Buber, the Self
is more “It” than “I.” There is every reason to try to help a person move beyond this
level. Very little “power” or “energy” of authenticity is given to the world and what
a person does from this level. This may be Helen Keller before she achieves any sort
of Self-consciousness. In his novel, The Moviegoer, Walker Percy chooses as his
front piece a quotation from Kierkegaard’s The Sickness Unto Death: “... the spe-
cific character of despair is precisely this—it is unaware of being despair.”  In32

Systemic Consciousness, as compared to the higher reaches of authentic Self-con-
sciousness, there is much more unawareness than awareness.

A higher level of Self-consciousness than the Systemic Consciousness, but still
not the highest that is possible, is the level of Extrinsic Consciousness. On this level,
the Self is primarily conscious of its own Self in terms of roles performed, duties,
responsibilities, and even culturally reinforced stereotypes, prejudice, bias, and type
casting. Across over forty years of assessing individuals with the Hartman Value
Profile, most have been what I call “DomE” or “Dominant Extrinsic” on the Self
side. There is more “power” and “energy” that rises from Extrinsic Consciousness
than Systemic Consciousness. This may be where a child beginning to say “me” or
“mine” stands as there is evidence of the beginning realizations of distinctiveness
from other objects and people. This may also be the teenager (or beyond teenager)
defined by peer group pressure and the “standards” borne by media celebrities.

The highest level of Self-consciousness is Intrinsic Consciousness. This is the
arena of the most profound dimensions of human authenticity and the experiential
awareness of that authenticity. The most personal “power” and “energy” rises from
this level, but—unfortunately—across the years, fewer and fewer people have scores
on the Hartman Value Profile that tend to indicate that they are experiencing them-
selves on this level. The designation of “DomI” or “Dominant Intrinsic” is the ideal
to me. Focusing understanding on how this dimension can be achieved and sustained

. Walker Percy, The Moviegoer. New York: Vintage International, 1998, iv.32
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may be one of the most important undertakings of human existence. This level is the
person coming to express “I” and “Self” on the highest and finest levels of these
expressions. Language is exhausted by the intrinsic, so the language we are using
is “pointing” language that approaches toward a reality that can never be contained
or captured in words. So....we should stop say “enough said,” and let language
cease.

With Hartman, when we move from “exploring” to “articulating” (representing,
portraying), we have not been stopped in our pursuit of consciousness. We have,
rather, moved into the arena of consciousness with what Self-representational con-
sciousness does—we have used language, all the while knowing that language will
take us a distance to a place where even language cannot go. Or....a place where
mere object language cannot go.

At this point, the question cannot help but be begged: would people with differ-
ent Self-side scores on the Hartman Value Profile have different brain scans? Would
different scores be correlated with activity in different areas of the brains or spawn
the flow of different brain chemicals? No one has done that research as yet.

3. Walker Percy

Percy is probably best known as a “Southern writer,” which is true—with friend-
ships that ranged from William Faulkner to Shelby Foote. His best known writing
is probably The Moviegoer,  which won the National Book Award in 1962. He is,33

however, much more than a novelist. His writings on philosophy, especially the
work of Kierkegaard and his many treatises on semiotics, qualify him as a thinker
of the highest order. He seems compelled to try to understand what makes human
existence unique in the way that it is. Like those from Aristotle to Hartman, he is
moved by the question of human happiness, and particularly why modern human
beings have so much, yet seem in such despair. Both of Percy’s parents committed
suicide. Maybe forever in both his fiction and non-fiction, he was trying to make
some kind of sense of those events.

At the beginning of his collection of essays, The Message in the Bottle, Percy
writes that “the book was twenty years in the writing,”  probably because the prob-34

lem he was struggling to articulate—the problem of human consciousness—was a
twenty-year problem. The first chapter of the book is entitled “The Delta Factor.”
His focal statement, which becomes the portal to the book’s central theme, reads:

In the beginning was Alpha and Omega, but somewhere between occurred
Delta, which was nothing less than the arrival of man himself and his break-
through into the daylight of language and consciousness and knowing, of
happiness and sadness, of being with others and being alone, of being right

0. Walker Percy, The Moviegoer. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1961.33

1. Percy, The Message in the Bottle, vii.34
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and being wrong, of being himself and being not himself, and of being at
home and being a stranger.35

The existential themes and the foreshadowing of semiotics is more than obvious.
Although his “in the beginning” recalls the prologue to the gospel of John with its
heady, philosophical statement that in the beginning was the Logos—the “Word,”
I am not sure that Percy is trying to be overly religious in his focus. Nor, do I be-
lieve that he was trying to be very biblical in his Alpha and Omega reference. On
the other hand, the biblical references may be highly intentional, and may be an
attempt to give an added gravity to what he is saying—although his saying is
hermeneutically much more modern than like first-century Christianity.

Alpha seems to be his cipher or symbol for initial human existence, perhaps
what we have called Systemic Consciousness, the very most basic of existence that
can be identified in the narrowest way as “human.” At this Alpha point, there is no
authentic Self-consciousness at all. Omega seems to be his cipher or symbol for the
fully conscious and aware Self, capable of Self designation and Self-understanding.
However, this “fully” may be highly conditional. The Omega human being may be
realized in terms of potential, but not fully realized. At times, the Omega level of
realization may be partial or diminished by the world in which human existence is
lived. He really worries about that eventuality, and most of the characters in his
novels struggle to be human in the world they populate.

The key cipher/symbol is Percy’s Delta. Some Delta event must occur between
Alpha and Omega that allows Omega even to be possible. Yet, the dynamics of the
Delta event is difficult to grasp. He consciously chooses the Greek Delta—because
it is the symbol of irreducibility.  He knows clearly that he is in the world of Göd-36

el’s theorem or what Hartman saw as the Intrinsic. He also knows that he is beyond
the range of traditional scientific inquiry: “There is no such thing as a study of man
but two hundred specialties which study this or that aspect of man.”  We are close37

here to Heidegger and the understanding that studying “being” is not an adequate
pathway to understanding “be-ing.” Percy is also clearly insightful about the prob-
lems that occur in self-referential thinking. “Man is too close to himself and his
vision too fragmented [by the views of the specialties] to see himself.”  Percy is38

. Ibid., 3.35

. Ibid., 40. I cannot help but wonder if the Mississippi Delta as a geographical feature might36

not be serving as something of a background metaphor at this point. The convergence of all
of the waters east of the Mississippi that make their way toward the New Orleans was
featured in much of Percy’s writings and life. Metaphorically, it would be easy to talk about
all of the convergences of stimuli and brain activity. Then, before you know it, there is the
wide expanse and brute reality of the Gulf of Mexico. But, in the mysteries of the flow of the
water, and lurking there beneath the waters with determinative power, is the Delta. The
waters that flow into and become the Mississippi are fairly well known. The Gulf is fairly
well known. The movements of the Delta, the connecting point, remain the greater mystery.

. Ibid., 11.37

. Ibid.38
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also pretty sure that, if there are answers, they will be somehow found in the area of
language, the arena of representation, portrayal, and articulation advanced in this
discussion. “There is only one place to start: the place where man’s singularity
[uniqueness] is there for all to see and cannot be called into question. The singularity
is language.”  There may be Homo erectus—the systemic form of the human that39

is separated from other forms in scientific definition. There may finally be the au-
thentic Self with some full realization of “I”—Homo axiologica—my term for the
truly human be-ing who engages life with value and valuation and who experiences
the value intrinsically of Self—man the value-er, he who experiences “worth.” In
between, following Percy again now, would be Homo loquens, man the talker, or
Homo symbolificus, man the symbol maker.  Percy is captivated by the story of40

Helen Keller and the way that she came to awareness. Most readers should be famil-
iar with this story. Keller was deaf and blind, lived in a world that is more animal-
like than human. She could not communicate, was prone to fits of great temper like
a hurt animal, and showed no indication of what I am calling Intrinsic Conscious-
ness. She almost certainly had Systemic Consciousness, and probably has Extrinsic
Consciousness—she recognized the shape and feel of the bed she slept in, chairs that
she sat in, etc., but she had nothing of what could be described as an authentic sense
of “Self” or sense of “I.”

Living in Tuscumbia, Alabama, in 1887, Keller was under the care of a woman
named Anne Sullivan who was blind herself. Sullivan had been recommended to the
Keller family by Alexander Graham Bell. Late one afternoon, Sullivan was guiding
Keller along a garden path, walking her for exercise, almost like someone would
walk an animal. They came upon the family’s well house, and someone was pump-
ing water. Sullivan placed Keller’s hand under the running water and began to trace
the letters W-A-T-E-R into the palm of her other hand. In this very haphazard way,
she was trying to establish some means of communication. Suddenly, in what Keller
described as throwing off a deep darkness and the emerging of “a misty conscious-
ness,”  there was the “ah-ha experience,” the “realization,” Heidegger’s “arrival of41

that which arrives,” the “connection” that brought her to consciousness.
Percy was intent on trying to understand what happened in this moment, this

epiphany type of experience, this a-lethia unveiling that is captured in the Greek
word for “truth.” He spent a good deal of his adult life trying to capture the event
in some way so he could talk about it, “at least for opening a new way of think-
ing.”  He wanted to be clear, however, that this talking and thinking would never42

be absolutely definite. His Gödel expression was that what is being encountered in
this particular epiphany (for want of a better word) is “a nonlinear non-energic

. Ibid., 7. 39

. Ibid., 17.40

. Ibid., 5. 41

. Ibid., 40.42
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natural phenomenon; that is to say, a natural phenomenon in which energy
exchanges account for some but not all of what happens.”43

He produced a series of four diagrams that attempt to capture the event graphi-
cally. In fact, the diagrams are very instructive. Whilelater in his writings he exam-
ined more complex graphics, I believe that these four are the most succinct. Here is
the first diagram:

In this diagram, there is a traditional picture of how language and the referent
of that language works in most normative experiences, but not with Helen Keller
and maybe not at all. The diagram supposes that the first action is to put a word into
a person’s brain, and then—with the word fully and conceptually in place— when
the experience of water takes place, it is possible to match it with the word or layer
the word on the experience by definition. More than likely, in this scenario, the
water as liquid is experienced through several senses—touch, sight, sound, and
perhaps even aroma and taste. Understanding of the word as it is held in the electro-
chemical reactions and signals of the brain is the dominant catalyst. The dotted line
between the water and the liquid itself indicates that there is no certain relationship
between the word and the liquid without the actions in Helen’s brain. Yet, the “con-
sciousness” experienced here is of the most vague Systemic sort. That something is
going on is about all that can be said.

 I once knew a family that had its two children memorize the meaning of every
word on one page of the Oxford English Dictionary every day, and then be tested
on the page at dinner time. The children ended up knowing lots of words, but I’m
not sure that parallel attention was given to the development of Self-awareness and
Self-understanding. Knowing lots of words led to great SAT scores and college
scholarships but not necessarily to a happy and successful life. There may have been
much more Systemic existence and Extrinsic existence, but I’m not sure that there
was much Intrinsic existence.

In a second diagram, Percy wanted to show how a whole experience occurring
at one time—Sullivan inscribing the word on Keller’s one hand and the liquid spill-
ing over the other hand—can take place all in the same moment.

. Ibid., 9.43
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Percy was convinced that the events of the inscribing of the word and the touch
of the liquid at the same time are spinning all kinds of receptors in Keller’s brain.
All of the various parts investigated by the neuroscientists are firing in synaptic
reactions in their own ways. But, he said, Helen did not know what was going on in
her brain. Extrinsically, there was likely to be a different setting of firings and
reactions than those that would occur if the word fire was being inscribed on one
hand and a lighted candle was burning the other hand. Still, the dotted lines indicate
uncertainty and lack of clarity concerning the relationship between word and liquid
outside of the context of Helen’s brain.

Up to this point, in both of the two previous diagrams, the relationships are
linear in the way the relationships are described and causal in their supposed, deter-
minative impact. Yet, the whole event cannot be contained in the linear construc-
tions. More was taking place than what can be described in linear relationships.
There is also nothing of “consciousness” in either diagram that is much more than
the “humming of the machine.” Helen was there, no doubt, but only systemically
and, to some slight extent, extrinsically. There is no evidence whatsoever that she
was there intrinsically, so there is no evidence of Self-consciousness, the “Self,” the
“I.” A third diagram removes the linear aspects.

This diagram becomes more indistinct and harder to conceptualize because
conceptualization is almost always linear. Now, it is not clear whether the primary
point of the triangle is: the word, the liquid, or Helen. There is simply no doubt that
they are all caught up together in an event-ful moment.
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The way that Percy draws the final diagram reveals the primary reason I moved
from scientists to a novelist/philosopher, the reason why I had to make this move-
ment because highest consciousness is beyond brain receptor, signal movements,
and language. Percy draws Keller’s sense that there was a movement from darkness
to “misty consciousness,” then almost immediately a movement to Self-conscious-
ness that she had never experienced before in her existence with one added word.

There is a movement from linear objectivity, the world of nouns, objects, and
things to the world of verbs (for want of a better word). Objects and words-as-words
are extrinsic and systemic. Verbs are intrinsic. This is exactly what Heidegger meant
when he talked about the distinction between “a human being” (article + adjective
+ noun) and “a human be-ing” (article + noun + verb). A human be-ing is a verb, not
a noun, an objective, a thing. At least, when consciousness is of living energy—the
verbal—and not of an inert object—the noun—consciousness is higher. With apolo-
gies to anyone reminded of Bill Clinton’s self-justification rhetoric in the Monica
Lewenski scandal, highest intrinsic Self-consciousness is of “is-ness.” The experi-
ence of word, water, and Helen comes alive. “Is-ness” is achieved in high experien-
tial awareness. We are close to Heidegger’s Dasein/”be-ing—there.” Repeating
Helen Keller’s quote from above: “...Then consciousness existed in me.”  With44

further apologies, now to Percy, I would attempt the diagram above that builds upon
the sequence of movements he advanced. He does not offer this fifth diagram, so be
sure that I take the credit and/or blame for it and not him. Follow the end segments
of his Message in a Bottle and you can find the additional diagramming that became
fundamental to his own pursuits. The important distinction here is that which exists
between what we will identify as “Helen (A)”—Helen Keller before the event of
Intrinsic Consciousness—and “Helen (B)”—Helen Keller after the event of Intrinsic
Consciousness. This difference is a crucial difference to the entire discussion. Antic-
ipate taking a few extra moments to study and reflect on this diagram carefully.

Water, the Word

Water, the Liquid

Helen “IS”

. Keller, Ibid.44
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Here is the event, the epiphany, the experience of water and word, and the “is”
that brings Helen to a level of consciousness that is more than the systemic and
extrinsic consciousness, which even an animal would have. This event of “is-ness”
does relate to the water, but—suddenly—it is very much more than just water and
words. Now, the “is-ness” of the water experience becomes a paradigm for Helen’s
understanding her own “is-ness.” There is a movement through the water experience
to Helen’s experience of her own Self. What I am calling “Helen (A)” is Helen with
only Systemic and Extrinsic Consciousness. What I am calling “HELEN (B)” is
Helen with Intrinsic Consciousness, not a linear phenomenon but a non-linear
noumenon. The final large arrows are meant to indicate that “HELEN (B)” will
expand in Intrinsic Consciousness, in Self-Awareness, and in Self-Identity from the
base of the initially experienced “HELEN (B).” This expansion will occur through
the reality of choice—ever more difficult to understand in terms of Systemic and
Extrinsic forms of consciousness. The element of choice—the process of choosing,
making judgments, and reaching decisions—is ultimately the arena of human con-
sciousness that is found to be most challenging to brain science and scientific explo-
ration. Again, when we reach “HELEN (B),” the arrows moving beyond this point
attempt to diagram the event of choice. The phenomenon (or noumenon) of choice
creates the most powerful challenge for brain science. Understanding the functional
areas of the brain that come into play with choosing, valuing, evaluation, and
decision-making has yet to reveal anything close to a double helix code. To consider
the brain dynamics of good choices is even more complex.

4. Well, Hello Dolly

Dolly Parton is an American icon. The fact that her icon status can be defined in so
many different ways by so many different people, and the fact that she defines
herself in so many different ways, can illustrate in an anecdotal manner the evolu-
tion of human consciousness and the role that choice comes to play at the end stages
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of Intrinsic Consciousness when Self-understanding and Self-awareness mature and
choices about one’s own Self become more diverse.

First, look at the time of her birth and early childhood. Parton was born in 1946
in Locust Grove, Tennessee, near Sevierville, about an hour or so outside of Knox-
ville. She was the fourth of twelve children, and by her own admission was “dirt
poor.”  The conditions of her childhood—like for most people—defined her. Pov-45

erty, family-centered activities, Pentecostal religion, and huge amounts of singing
surrounded her. She was outgoing and personable, not unusual traits for a person in
a very large family. She may very well have had, in her genetic makeup and DNA,
a “good ear.” She quickly picked up on the sounds of the music that surrounded her
and exhibited an almost “natural ability” to play instruments without any formal
training.

At this early stage, there was clearly Systemic Consciousness. Her brain was
“set up” in a way that the receptors and signals that resulted in formative musical
ability were functioning. She likely had some degree of awareness of singing that
was on key or that harmonized well. She could sing in a noticeable talented manner
early on in her life. For the most part, however, the “Self” named “Dolly” was then
much more of a given “Self” than a chosen “Self.” One of her earliest memories
demonstrates how much a part of an undifferentiated environment she was defined
by at first in a most non-Self-conscious manner. She waddled out of her mountain
cabin into the mostly dirt front yard as an infant just learning to walk. She noticed
a sow nursing piglets lying nearby. She made her way over to the sow, took one of
the piglets away from its spot in the chain of baby pigs aligned along the sow’s side,
and began to nurse from the mother pig. There was consciousness and even mem-
ory—the brain was receiving stimuli and storing information—but this was a person
only in the very barest sense of that word, a person who was vaguely defined by an
environment but not yet a fully conscious Self.

The family’s life rotated around the life of the Pentecostal church where her
grandfather was the country hill preacher. Singing was everywhere. She was singing
in church, like all the other children, as soon as she could talk. She could, in fact,
sing really well, and was “cute.” By age nine, she was being taken to Knoxville to
appear on the Cas Walker Show, an early television production by a local grocery
owner that featured area “talent” and was an advertising medium for Walker’s
stores. Most families in the Knoxville area got their mornings started with Cas
Walker. Clearly, Dolly was conscious, but it was Extrinsic Consciousness, defined
consciousness. For the most part, life stories will be different, but by the time people
are late into their teenage years, most consciousness is probably defined. No one
talks much about “authentic existence” in regard to teenagers.

Real change, for Dolly Parton, was on the horizon. The day she graduated from
high school, she headed for Nashville to throw herself into the arena of country
music. Not really clear is who got her there, who made the initial introductions, and

. There are numerous biographies and periodical articles about Dolly Parton. Wikipedia is45

a good starting point for a general overview. 
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what took place in those very first movements into Nashville. Maybe it was all such
a whirlwind that those brain receptors that create clear memory were a bit over-
whelmed. Maybe the word throw is exactly the right word, especially if the existen-
tial concept of “thrown-ness” is recalled. But remember: she does have talent and
can play and sing. Thousands of people showed up in Nashville to follow their
dreams, but most could not play and sing like Dolly. Extrinsic Consciousness con-
tinued as she was typecast by her first Nashville employers as being a “Bubble Gum
Blonde” and was assigned to sing the youth-oriented “Bubble Gum” music that
appealed to teenagers in the 1960s. She was provided with clothing and hairstyles
to match the definitions of her being advanced.

Then, her moment of “existential crisis” began to occur. She was not satisfied
with simply fulfilling other people’s definitions. She began to see more in herself
than was being seen. Choices began to take place. There was more to Dolly than
meets the eye. She was very clear about where she had come from, but clarity began
to rise about where she saw herself going. From the well of choices that exist be-
cause of Systemic and Extrinsic Consciousness, she began to choose for herself.
Intrinsic Consciousness began to emerge, and the beginnings of her chosen Self
begin to appear as she constructed her own Self in a Self-conscious manner, rather
than having her Self constructed for her by others. Obviously, this was all an evolu-
tionary process with a bit of the given and a bit of the chosen, but the chosen domi-
nated more and more. 

It would not be enough to be a singer narrowly defined by a manager or record
company handlers, although most people would have given their proverbial souls
to be tracked along any line that would lead to almost any measure of success. She
would write music, something that almost no female had done in Nashville by that
time. Her songs, which gave Nashville musicians and their audiences content and
tonal patterns almost unknown to traditional country music, were immediately
picked up by well-known singers. She had no hesitancy to “cross over,” and her
music could as easily go to gospel and pop as to traditional country. Her emerging
beauty did not hurt either.

Two critical moments of Intrinsic Consciousness and chosen Self took place in
those early stages. First was a conversation with Johnny Cash at a time when he was
straining forward to create his own uniqueness. Seeking some kind of direction from
a person she admired having roots much like her own, Cash told her: “Go where
your heart takes you, and don’t care about what others think.”  She also encoun-46

tered Colonel Tom Parker, the wily entrepreneur who managed the career of Elvis
Presley. Dolly had written a song, “I Will Always Love You,” which Parker wanted
for Elvis. Imagine what it would have normally felt like to sell a song to Elvis and,
as a twenty-seven year old young woman, to have your name and career accelerated
by that association. Parker explained the financial arrangements, almost totally in
favor of him and Elvis, but how lucky she was to have such an opportunity. Dolly
refused Colonel Tom Parker. No one refused Colonel Tom Parker! She would sing

. Johnny Cash, Cash: My Autobiography. San Francisco: Harper Collins, 1998.46
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the song herself, and maybe someone else might come along who would want to
sing it and be fair in the share of royalties. That someone who came along later was,
of course, Whitney Houston. Dolly would chart her own course, choose her own
Self, and the little country girl from the middle of Nowhere, East Tennessee, would
become one of the most successful musicians, actresses, business persons, and
philanthropists of the modern age. 

In an interview with Morley Safer for CBS Television’s “Sixty Minutes,”47

Dolly reported that there are actually “three Dollies.” First, she said, there is the
“signature Dolly” who shows up in all of the entertainment venues. This is the
singer, songwriter, actress—the entertainer with her big wigs, big breasts (which she
chose to augment to a smaller size in recent years), loud personality (revealing once
more that personality is much more chosen than any kind of innate characteristic or
set of traits), and a grand expanse of makeup, nips, and tucks. Next, there is the
“business woman Dolly.” There is not as much make up, smaller wigs than on stages
and movie screens, and a personality that is more pointedly direct and focused on
the business at hand. She laughed as she explained to Safer in the interview that
most men never get beyond the “signature Dolly” and do not know what a consum-
mate business person she is “until she is already gone with all of their money.”48

This “business Dolly” has created a theme park, restaurant, boutique, and cosmetics
business that is only surpassed by Disney and Universal. 

Finally, there is the “real Dolly.” The other expressions are not un-real. In fact,
they are fundamentally authentic in that they are highly self-conscious and intention-
ally chosen. The “real Dolly,” in her opinion, is the most real, the Self she feels most
comfortable expressing. She talked about how she and her husband of over forty
years, Carl (who seldom if ever even comes up in the world of the first and second
“Dolly”) have spent a lifetime enjoying driving their mobile home back and forth
across the United States, camping in parks, sometimes for weeks at a time. This is
the Dolly without makeup, wigs, and fancy outfits, the Dolly in a baseball cap, tee-
shirt, and jeans, or, as she likes to say, in an old “house dress” like people wore back
up in the country. Her real personality is very natural and more introverted than
most people could even imagine. To her delight, never in her adult life as she made
one trip after another and one campground visit after another—out walking around,
hidden in plain view—has she ever been recognized. She never tried to be “in dis-
guise” or even worked at not interacting in a normal manner. Yet, she has never
been seen because the Dolly that people would immediately notice has created a
powerful lens that “masks” the Dolly who is really there. 

Now, go back to Helen Keller at the well in Tuscumbia and to the fifth diagram
with “HELEN (B)”—Helen coming to Self-consciousness, the consciousness of her
own “is-ness”—and the arrows that indicate the expansion of Self-consciousness
that can begin to evolve and emerge across the years as life moves forward. The
Helen Keller who emerged from that moment became diverse and sophisticated. She

. Interview with Morley Safer. CBS “Sixty Minutes.” April 5, 2009.47

. Ibid.48
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evolved from that moment, just as Dolly Parton evolved, into a predominantly
chosen authentic Self highly aware and intrinsically conscious of her own Self. 

Now, go back to Percy and The Movie Goer. The main character in the book
was engaged in a “search,” perhaps that prototypical search for “meaning” that you
would expect from a writer who freely mixes literary intent and philosophical con-
text. The character developed an acute awareness of Jews, feeling that they are
somehow part of the answer he is trying to find. His imagination was piqued when
he read a sociological review that said that most solitary moviegoers—and he cer-
tainly is a solitary movie goer—are Jews. He said, “Jews are my first real clue.”49

Watch the movements of his considerations:

1. When a man is in despair and does not in his heart of hearts allow that a
Search is possible, and when such a man passes a Jew in the street, he no-
tices nothing.
2. When a man becomes a scientist or an artist, he is open to a different kind
of despair. When such a man passes a Jew in the street, he may notice
something but it is not a remarkable encounter. To him the Jew can only
appear as a scientist or artist like himself or as a specimen to be studied.
3. But when a man awakes to the possibility of a search and when such a
man passes a Jew in the street for the first time, he is like Robinson Crusoe
seeing the footprint on the beach.50

The first encounter is clearly within the arena of Systemic Consciousness, and the
second is Extrinsic Consciousness. The “awakened” experience is Intrinsic Con-
sciousness. It depends almost totally on the Self-awareness that a person has, more
than the event or person—the Jew—being encounter, although the event or per-
son—the Jew—is transformed to the degree that uniqueness is experienced. 

5. First Conclusion (the Important Conclusion)

[Please note—In the next paragraphs, simply as a matter of conventional grammar
and expression, I will use the word it as the referential pronoun for Self-conscious-
ness. I wish that I had the dexterity of the language of Martin Buber’s I/Thou  to51

convey, without question, that Self-consciousness of the Intrinsic variety cannot be
reduced to the general usage found in the indefinite word it. I am simply either
forced to use normal grammatical expression or come up with some kind of forced
invention of language that would probably constitute a needless distraction. I may
personally love Heidegger and Sartre in their created language, but most people are

. Percy, The Movie Goer, 89.49

. Ibid.50

. Martin Buber, I/Thou. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1937. Original German51

version is Ich und Du.
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thrown off or even annoyed by it. Just let it be said: authentic, intrinsic Self-con-
sciousness can never be an it.]

Once basic Self-consciousness begins to find recognition and initial identity, it
can begin to create its own history and memory in the exposures and responses that
occur in contact with other people and different situations. This maturing Self-
consciousness will gain a growing fund of information about its own actualities and
potentialities. It will learn how to expose itself for growth and development. It will
become more and more rich in its awareness of itself because there will be more and
more to be aware of in a conscious manner. The process of “Know thyself” will
escalate because there is more Self to know. 

At this point, and going forward, the power of reflective and evaluative choice
begins to dominate. From the deepening well of options for Self-expression and
Self-manifestation—the options of be-ing—that rise as the Self creates memories,
its rich fund of information about itself, there is created an almost quantum field52

of possible expressions to be chosen as the Self expresses itself.
When Helen Keller rose beyond Systemic and Extrinsic Consciousness, where

she had been little more than an animal—and at times almost violent in her reactions
to her vague, unknown, not understood environment, she began to build a rich fund
of information about her own Self. This rich fund of information and memories
could be reflected upon and deliberate choices made about adding to that informa-
tion, expanding her field of options, and expressing her own Self in different ways
that were appropriate, in her estimation, in different situations. She evolved the
capacity to choose from richer and richer understandings of the actualities and
potentialities of her existence as a human be-ing. 

In a similar sense, Dolly Parton as an infant child or as a fairly programmed
cultural “product” into her teenage years would have been almost totally Systemic
and Extrinsic Consciousness. Then, given the existential crisis and “thrown-ness”
of Nashville into her early twenties, authentic selfhood began to emerge and evolve.
A rich fund of experiences, memories, reflections, and Self-knowledge provides the
growing base for richer and richer Self-determining choices. By the time Dolly
Parton became a young and middle-aged adult, she was ready to dip into that deep-
ening well of possibilities and options and create by design the authentic person she
determined she wanted/needed to be in any given situation. She was “in charge,”
and there was no fakery of switching Selves like you might switch wigs or personal-
ities. There was, rather, an authentic choosing of a “way of be-ing,” the expanded
movements of Intrinsic Consciousness.

. The models of transfinite mathematics and quantum field theory found their way into52

Hartman’s axiology, as well reported. The “Self” could ultimately create a non-denumerable
infinity of possibilities. See my “A Unified Field Theory of Motivation,” Journal of Formal
Axiology: Theory and Practice, 2011, 4: 13-52.
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Robert Hartman is probably best known for his foundational definition of “good-
ness” as “concept fulfillment.”  In other words, something is “good” to the extent53

that it fulfills its concept, what it ought/should be. Of course, you cannot fulfill any
concept until there is a concept to fulfill. Similarly, there can be no evolution or
maturing of Self through choice until there is some kind of Self-concept. Then,
Hartman’s axiology moves us through the Systemic, Extrinsic, and Intrinsic dimen-
sions. This discussion tries to go beyond the current inadequacies of brain science
to see how consciousness can exist in or move through these three dimensions. I
have tried to create a better “articulation” about consciousness than brain science has
been able to construct. Helen Keller and Dolly Parton could be “good” on the level
of Systemic Consciousness if their brains were functioning in some proper manner,
although they would not likely have much awareness of this level of function-
ing—the “hum of the machine.” They could be “good” on the level of Extrinsic
Consciousness if they functioned effectively within the definitions of their respec-
tive cultures, expectations, and general Zeitgeist (“spirit of the times”). They might
not even realize the “programming” that was occurring and creating their defini-
tions—the given Selves—that they might become. If they ever had this realization,
and especially if they objected to it or rejected it in some way, movement away from
exclusively Extrinsic Consciousness toward Intrinsic Consciousness was trying to
manifest itself.

To truly be “good” in Hartman’s schematic, the concept of “Self” can only be
fulfilled when the point of Intrinsic Consciousness is achieved, and a degree of
initial Intrinsic Consciousness is experienced that will become the base for evolving
growth and development. In fact, Intrinsic Consciousness that does not grow and
develop in a sustainable manner over time will likely de-volve into some form of
lesser Extrinsic Consciousness. The role of expanding Self-conscious choice contin-
ues to propagate in its importance over time if the concept of Intrinsic Self is to
remain fulfilled. To be fulfilled is not a one-time event that then becomes a past
memory. It is rather a continuum of events that reaches into the future. Otherwise,
it becomes impossible to be a “good person” in the fullest sense of that word.

Both Hartman and Percy—and the grand majority of the traditions of modern
existentialism—clearly understand that it is not enough to discuss the potential
horizons of human Self-consciousness, especially human Self-consciousness of the
Intrinsic variety, without discussing the enemies and obstacles that challenge the
evolution and maturing of intrinsic human Self-consciousness. In fact, these very
enemies, obstacles, and challenges can serve a useful purpose. At the moment that
realities such as dread, angst, Heidegger’s Weltschmertz (world weariness), or
Kierkegaard’s fear and trembling occur, the authentic Self has some degree of proof
of its own existence. Systemic Consciousness and Extrinsic Consciousness cannot

0. Hartman, The Structure of Value. Follow in particular the index references for53

“goodness,” “concept,” and “fulfillment.” Almost everyone who has written formally
on Hartman’s work has used the idea of concept fulfillment as a central theme in
their expositions of Hartman’s work.
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experience these negatives of high human existence. At the very minimum, these
existential negatives can be strong “cues” to fight to get back on track, to retrieve
or even redeem Self.

Percy was very sure that “A theory of man must account for the alienation of
man.” Hinting at what the brain science of the modern age as not done, at least to54

date, he continued: “A theory of organisms in environments cannot account for it,
for in fact organisms in environments are not alienated.”  His prose crescendos: “In55

the very age when men lived longer and were most secure in their lives, they were
most afraid. In the very age when crowds were largest and people flocked closest
together, they were most lonely.” Are their brain waves or areas of the brain that are
different when there is the experience of alienation or—conversely—orientation?

To date, the brain scientist has not come close to being able to explain alien-
ation, joy, or fulfillment. To date, the brain scientist has not come close to unpack-
ing the dynamics of choice that rise from Intrinsic Consciousness. So, we had to
move to those ranges of experience that become Self-conscious and are mirrored in
language, especially the language of the Self about the Self—even that noumenous
meta-language that has not as yet found its way to words. Percy’s thought: “But
poets and artists and novelists were saying something else.”  Will science ever be56

able to fill in the blanks of this “something else”? Will it ever be measured in brain
wave patterns or isolated to some operative areas of the brain? If not, what does all
this mean if it is still a compelling and undeniable “fact” of our lives? Who knows?

6. Second Conclusion (the Less-Important One)

Everything said here could be misleading and even totally wrong. To make this
point, we could pick out a “mental disorder” that has been “officially” diagnosed,
studied, and treated for many years. For example, focus attention on schizophrenia.
What makes schizophrenia “official” is the attention that it is given in the sacred
publication of the American Psychological Association, the DSM-IV-TR, the Diag-
nostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders-Volume 4—Text Revision. This57

material gives a great deal of information about research, history, and statistics. A
formula of coding has made the document seem all the more “official,” to the point
that most insurance reimbursability paradigms that relate to psychological disorders
are based on the DSM. None of this is all bad, and on occasions it can be helpful and
instructive.

About schizophrenia we know that the old meaning relating to “split minds” is
inadequate, for it is not the same as “split personality” or “dissociative disorder.” It

. Percy, The Message in the Bottle, 23.54

. Ibid., 25.55

. Ibid.56

. DSM-IV-TR, The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders—Volume57

4—Text Revision. American Psychological Association, 2000. The next volume will be
published, DSM-V, in 2013. 
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is, however, abundantly clear that anyone suffering from the symptoms related to
this named disorder is in trouble and probably in “a world of hurt.” In regard to our
discussion, there would be a distinct confusion and lack of clarity in personal con-
sciousness, and especially what we have described as a high-order Intrinsic Con-
sciousness. 

The primary symptoms involve hallucinations, delusions, paranoia, and a gen-
eral disorganization of thought and speech patterns. The relationship of conscious-
ness and articulation should jump to mind at this point. When a diagnosis is offered,
a diverse range of psychiatrists, psychologists, and brain scientists will take different
tracks. Some are convinced of the prevailing role of genetics, others will talk about
environmental life experiences, and yet others will talk about the inner workings of
the brain. Yet others will emphasize drug, alcohol, and nutritional abuse factors, still
others will say “all of the above,” and intellectual distinctiveness reaches a formida-
ble wall.  However, when the exploration for causes is exhausted, there can be very58

meaningful and insightful articulation relating to outward manifestations and where
these point. Many diagnosed schizophrenics exhibit some, if not all, of the following
characteristics: anhedonia, the inability to experience the sensations associated with
pleasure; asociality, the inability to feel a desire for relationships; and, avolition, the
inability to foster motivation. Based on our discussion, Helen Keller could have
easily experienced all of these “lackings,” because all of them can be seen as the
result of the absence of Intrinsic Consciousness. If there is no higher sense of “I,”
“Self,” or “Me,” how can there be much likelihood of being able to identify plea-
sure, relationships, or motivation? All of these realities are contingent on Intrinsic
Consciousness and higher degrees of Self-awareness. Who knows what all kinds of
diagnoses Helen Keller would have been branded with had she come of age as a
young blind and deaf girl in the mid-twentieth century. Schizophrenia would be in
the range of possibilities, given the way she acted out prior to the Tuscumbia event;
if not that label, certainly “mental disorder” or “poor, pitiful Helen Keller, some-
thing’s ‘wrong’ with her mind.”

Back to schizophrenia. In a recent article in The Atlantic magazine, Kathleen
McAuliffe  digs deeply into the fascinating work of a Czechoslovakian brain re-59

searcher named Jaroslav Flegr. Flegr is the world’s expert on a parasite called
Toxoplasma gondii,  which is found in cat feces. His research into the power and60

. It would interesting and highly informative to see the CSB Television program, Sixty58

Minutes for February 19, 2012, the program entitled “Treating Depression.” The program
does an excellent job of demonstrating the connection and conflict which occurs between
drug companies, researchers, politicians, and physicians regarding the present state of drug
treatments and placebos. Of particular interest to this discussion are the explanations relating
to brain activity and the brain chemical, serotonin. 

. Kathleen McAuliffe, “How Your Cat is Making You Crazy.” The Atlantic. March 2012,59

36-44.
. Often seen as T. gondii or Toxo, and most often associated with toxoplasmosis, the disease60

that cautions pregnant women to stay away from cats, and especially cats that are
outside/inside cats.
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implication of this parasite has been going on for nearly three decades. It has cap-
tured the attention Stanford’s Robert Sapolsky, the neurobiologist Vjai Vyas, and
the renowned psychiatrist E. Fuller Torrey, bright lights in their respective disci-
plines, and much better known than Flegr. 

Flegr’s studied have profoundly convinced others that the entire phenomenon
of Schizophrenia may be triggered by exposure to cat feces, more than any other
cause demonstrated to date. “The ‘latent’ parasite may be quietly tweaking the
connections between our neurons, changing our response to frightening situations,
our trust in others, how outgoing we are, and even our preference for certain
scents.”  That is, factors we have seen as being caused by everything from brain61

chemistry to culture to choice may, in fact, be the result of a parasite in cat feces.
“And that’s not all. The organism contributes to car crashes, suicides, and mental
disorders such as schizophrenia.”  In one major research project in Prague, 12 of62

44 extreme schizophrenic patients revealed in fMRI brain scans an absence of criti-
cal gray matter in the brain that is exclusively destroyed by the T. gondii parasite.63

Flegr is also interested in historical evidence that supports his study. He found that
what is identified in modern society as schizophrenia started in the latter half of the
18  century in Paris—at the very same time that people started keeping cats as pets.th

The psychiatrist, Torrey, followed the patterns of cats becoming pets as it spread to
others areas including the United States, and—guess what?—the spread of the
diagnosis of schizophrenia ran in exact parallels.

Janice Moore, working closely to discover the causative factors of human con-
sciousness at Colorado State University, draws our overall discussion and this sec-
ond conclusion to a succinct end by commenting on Flegr’s work: “We’ve found all
kinds of excuses for why we do the things we do. My genes made me do it. My
parents are to blame. I’m afraid we have reached the point that parasites may have
to be added to our laundry list.”  In the meantime, be careful around feces from64

indoor/outdoor cats. Exclusively indoor cats do not seem to be a problem. So, thank
God, my wife’s cat can stay.

In all seriousness, we end up having to be pretty agnostic about the causative
factors that drive consciousness, especially Systemic and Extrinsic Consciousness.
We probably have to also be agnostic about the exact causative factor(s) that create
that process-philosophy-like “leap” to Intrinsic Consciousness. It still seems quite
secure enough to say that the “leap” is a matter of articulation and not exploration,
although we should encourage “explorers” to stick to their scans and experiments.
It still seems quite secure enough to say that the movement to articulation and the
corresponding discussion about language and Intrinsic Consciousness is on pretty
solid ground, the right track to keep taking as it is likely led by poets, artists, and
philosophers. The very thought that who we are could have more to do with cat

. Ibid., 38.61

. Ibid.62

. Ibid., 40.63

. Ibid., 44.64
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feces than we might ever want to imagine is at least stunning to our egos, I guess.
Yet, what cat feces do—and all of the other explored factors—is more about the
“hum of the machine.” Intrinsic Consciousness begins as the machine starts reflect-
ing on itself, even with a reflection of Self-reference that will likely never be con-
fined to an exact definition, and at that moment the machine ceases to be a machine.
A difference of degree becomes, by some odd genesis, a difference in kind. This
particular difference in kind we call human. This particular difference in kind, for
the time being, may best be articulated by axiology. 

Traditional science will “explore” everything from Gamma waves to cat feces,
but in doing so it may only expand our knowledge of Systemic and Extrinsic Con-
sciousness. Axiology, “the science of value,” will help us leap beyond to the articu-
lation of Intrinsic Consciousness. We simply need to develop the ability of one
science to see parity in the other. 
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Abstract

Formal axiologists seem “systemaphobic,” that is, we are wary of the destructive
power of the systemic. In this we show we are the true children of Robert S. Hart-
man, who escaped from Nazi Germany. Accordingly, we keep the systemic chained
in the basement where it can’t rise in tyrannical power to threaten life as Hitler once
did through his ideologies. Yet, ideology and conceptualization are how we make
sense of the world. Without the systemic, life literally would have no meaning. More
accurately, without the systemic we would have no way to perceive or discuss
whatever meanings life might contain. In short, we would be blind to the realities
around us and live lives of utter chaos. The author contends that we need to bring
the systemic up into the light of day and establish its equal place with the other
value dimensions. We do not need to suppress or repress the systemic in order to
control it. Rather we need to understand it in light of reality. The author suggests
that there may be a “bold S” which defines reality and a “skinny S” that represents
the mental models we build in our attempts to fathom or at least accommodate
reality. If we can split the S, the result will be humility. No one is big enough to own
or even shape the bold S. Our humble acknowledgment of that fact may declaw our
skinny S making it “safe to have around the children.” With the family of values
reunited, we may make better progress in our continuing quest to understand just
what it was that Hartman gave us, how better to share it in a postmodern age, and
how to develop his ideas beyond where he left them.

1. The Beast in the Basement

When I was introduced to Hartman’s axiology I questioned why the systemic was
the “low animal on the totem pole.” I pieced together the following explanation.
First, the systemic is a monster that demands perfection. It is no respecter of persons
and can create all kinds of havoc in the hands of a despot such as Hitler. Hartman
spent years watching Hitler organize evil, and the world witnessed how demonic the
systemic can become when it rules unchecked. Second, there were the mathematical
proofs that the “good making” properties of the systemic were just not up to snuff
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when compared with even the extrinsic, and especially not when compared to our
golden-haired intrinsic.

My instructor attempted to make the systemic’s lowly place clear to me by using
the following comparison between the systemic and the extrinsic. “Which is more
powerful, the blueprint (S) or the hammer (E)?” I voted for the blueprint since it
contained the architect’s intentions and it cost a bundle, whereas the hammer was
cheap and at the direction of the blueprint. My teacher disagreed, saying that the
hammer could always do things that made a difference in the real world, whereas the
blueprint was as thin as the paper it was recorded on. 

This exchange shows how easily we get confused and slip from one dimension
of value to another. In comparing the blueprint to the hammer, we cannot compare
a mere piece of paper to a wood-and-iron construction tool. When we do, we have
performed a magic trick, trading the systemic (the architect’s idea) for the extrinsic
(the paper artifact on which that idea was recorded.) In the trade we lose the actual
power of the systemic. The blueprint is worth less than the hammer only when it is
viewed as an extrinsic. However, as a systemic, the blueprint directs the hammer to
act as a tool instead of a weapon. So the systemic is not always a monster. Can it
come out of the basement, yet?

2. The Beauty in the Beast 

As a child I became fascinated by snakes. My mother struggled to understand. As
Christians we were steeped in the evil imagery of the serpent. Yet, as a child I
watched closely as the limbless snake navigated terrain that would challenge
mountain goats, camels, monkeys, fish, or birds. Various species could traverse
earth, rock, sand, trees, water, and even thin air. I liked the simplicity, and yes, the
fearsome power of these objects of terror. The more I watched and studied, the more
I saw how unexpectedly vulnerable they were, these gifted silent navigators with the
beautiful skins. 

Similarly, our thoughts can traverse time and space building concepts that can
be powerful, graceful, beautiful, or terrifying. With our best thoughts we attempt to
understand reality and to prepare for or shape the future. Even the venerated “rela-
tionships” of which our lives are made are dependent on the concepts we bring to
them. Our expectations, hopes, and fears are the products of systemic valuations.
Our tokens of friendship and our compensatory actions are all directed by our sys-
temic grasp of events. Without our concepts, our organizing frameworks, our projec-
tions and predictions, life becomes an unbroken series of meaningless chaotic phe-
nomena unrelated to that which has been or that which will be. In short, purposeful
relationship becomes impossible. Yet, the systemic not only supports, but also
destroys relationship, so the wondrous beast has claws.

To understand how something so necessary to relationship can be so destructive
of relationship, let’s take a quick second look at the three value objects. Veteran
axiologists, hang on for a short wild ride.
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In his original work Hartman noted that there are only two real objects in the
world: the extrinsic (or as  Rem B. Edwards likes to say, “things”), and the intrinsic
(or as Edwards says, “people.”) But think carefully about these two value objects.
What is the intrinsic, really? The human body is not “people.” It is all “thing.” We
are made of matter, an extrinsic. In other words, “things” certainly includes rocks,
water, vegetation, but also the visible part of “people.” While we may like the physi-
cal form of a friend, or the sound of his or her voice, what we really respond to is
the consciousness of the friend. Their mind, their memory, their hopes, their humor,
and their recognition of us, all support our friendship. 

The human mind arises, somehow, out of the functioning of the physical brain.
It is influenced by the endocrine system and by other capacities still being explored,
but the mind itself is a mystery. While science may be closing in on memory and
where it is stored, consciousness still evades us. It doesn’t exist without the physical
brain, yet our MRIs and brain sections haven’t revealed the precise location of the
vapor we call consciousness. We don't know precisely where the mind resides. It
remains a mystery, yet that essence is the stuff of our intrinsic worth. Our conscious-
ness, that part of us that makes us people, is somehow different from merely physi-
cal matter. I’m not jumping to conclude that we have a soul or a spiritual nature. I’m
just pointing out that our consciousness is a mystery and it exists somehow different
from, though dependent on, our physical body and brain. So there is a flow from
extrinsic towards intrinsic; matter gives rise to mind.

Let’s return to Hartman. By adding logic to axiology he came to the third value
object, the systemic (or as Edwards explains it “thoughts about people and things.”)
Extending the same trajectory we just established, we could say that matter gives
rise to mind which creates meaning. Given this logic, meaning stands at the apex.
This would suggest that the systemic trumps the intrinsic which trumps the extrinsic,
yet no dimension can exist without the dimension that supports it. A reviewer of this
article points out that this reasoning only reveals a hierarchy of evolutionary devel-
opment, not a new hierarchy of value. This may be. However, my purpose is not to
establish a new hierarchy of value, but to challenge the notion of hierarchy alto-
gether.

As the crowning glory of the human mind, the systemic is a beautiful and allur-
ing, albeit frightening, power. But all hierarchies aside, the systemic is the only
value dimension capable of guiding our lives, since guidance itself is a concept. To
find guidance we must examine the concrete events of life and abstract from them
a few principles. We must identify patterns to be used in predicting outcomes for the
various options we perceive. Even identifying our options is a systemic venture. All
of this is good and beautiful, a true miracle of mind.

At its best the systemic is a slow-moving beast when it comes to the creation of
ideologies and policies. In our democracy the guiding light of shared conceptualiza-
tion continues to form and reform according to the insight and experience of the
people who create and sustain the democracy. Those same people must themselves
live under their nation’s laws and within its culture, so they have a definite stake in
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what comes to be. Metaphorically, it is like a turtle who has a protective, but rigid,
house. It has to pack that house from one place to another. Not only that, it also has
to change to house’s size as the turtle grows. No wonder it is so slow. And no won-
der that our change of policies, our many hours in committee discussions, drag by
at a turtle’s pace. It is careful work to maintain something rigid enough to protect
us, but flexible enough to give us some growing room. The systemic, a long-term
resident of the prefrontal cortex, performs this careful calorie-burning task and keeps
the flightier passions in check.

3. The Power of the Beast

Despite the systemic’s protective function, and despite its being a true miracle of
mind, we are not comfortable giving it free rein, and for good reason. The unspoken
problem is that the systemic is all about meaning, and people’s meanings vary.
When someone else’s meaning controls another’s life without their consent we call
it tyranny. Even in a democracy where autocratic despots are kept at bay and group
decisions are reached with due process, we worry about the tyranny of the majority.
You can overthrow a king, but how do you overthrow a majority? Individually we
resist being controlled by someone else’s values, even the values of the voting
majority. 

So it seems natural that we seek to protect ourselves from the systemic—this
product of mind—by denying its ascendency. We throw it into the basement of
values not because it is weak, but because it is frighteningly powerful. However, we
run our lives by it regardless of where we put it in the hierarchy of value. We may
call it the lowest in good-making properties, but there is no other way to organize
our day, manage our finances, or tend our relationships. To remove it would be to
perform a frontal lobotomy. To minimize it is to devalue that which makes us most
human.

We have now reached a key question. Can we invent a calculus that determines
right-of-way between your meaning and my meaning? Or would that calculus sim-
ply introduce another contender for tyrannical control of people’s lives? Rather than
asking math to take the throne, it makes more sense to adopt a dash of the postmod-
ern perspective. Hartman’s hope for a formal science of value is very modernistic,
or at least positivistic. Value science’s modernism is one of the things that makes
it hard to “sell” in this postmodern age. Most people today simply won’t “buy” that
the idea that numbers can settle intensely-human and deeply-emotional issues. Even
if numbers could, we would be left with a cold and heartless handling of flesh and
blood issues. 

Hartman’s arguments with his son, Jan, centered for a time on this very point.
Jan argued that his father was turning his tool into a weapon. Such is the deceptive
power of the systemic beast. We are in danger of replicating that error if we hope
for a math that will be the end-all in human disputes. It would be the height of
hypocrisy to officially rank the systemic as lower than the other value dimensions,
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and then empower it to dominate the others through the use of math or any other
logic.

So as shiny as the promise is of having a “push, pull, click, click” calculus of
value that will help us make our decisions, we would be cutting off the richness of
our many other human experiences and our ways of knowing that exist outside
rational consciousness. The whole idea of intuition and nuance is anti-math, anti-
formula.

However, the frightening power of the beast does not actually reside in the
systemic. Rather, it resides in our pride and our fear. Though our lives find meaning
through the systemic, and though the systemic is a powerful tool for our journey in
this life, we begin to turn this tool into a weapon when we hold it as infallible.
Infallibility is a dream we seem to cherish. We don’t want our concepts to be merely
useful, we want them to be right! “You have opinions, but I have the Truth!” If I find
a way to force you to acknowledge my Truth, I win. 

Math is solid and reliable, the heart of objective testable science. But if we think
it will help us finally achieve infallibility in axiology, the most human branch of
philosophy, then in actuality we will be sharpening the claws of the systemic and
preparing to launch a shiny new infallible tyrant. When this is our endeavor math
becomes frightening, and postmoderns understandably and appropriately won’t buy
it. I acknowledge that there are other reasons to develop the math. It has proven
useful in a number of enterprises, but depending on math in the wrong areas seems
to be the special temptation of axiologists.

3. The Claws of the Beast 

We need to go a step further in understanding the power of this beast. As already
stated, pride is the power of the beast and fear feeds it, or more accurately, they give
the beast its claws. None of us wakes up in the morning saying, “How could I be a
little more tyrannical today?” But the systemic is like Frodo’s ring in J.R.R. Toki-
en’s The Hobbit; the more we us it (and use it we must) the more we grow to rely
on it. Sooner or later we cling to it. Eventually, given our desire to be right and our
inclination towards pride, we come to the place where we decide that our thinking
may be the divine answer to all problems. At that point our fully-clawed systemic
begins prowling around seeking whom it may devour.

A brief illustration will show how natural this over-commitment to the systemic
is. One day I pulled a hot casserole dish from the oven and headed for the table. I
had grabbed a dish towel to serve as my hot mitts. The towel was a bit too thin, and
I had to walk around the end of a bar to get into the dining room. One third of the
way there, the painful heat was reaching my fingers. But my expectation was to
place this on the table for my hungry kids, so I began to race. As my trot turned into
a full gallop the searing heat was screaming into my fingers. I barely reached the
table before abruptly releasing the dish which landed with a skidding thump! My
children were stunned. The dish obviously could have shattered, and the supper
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would have been lost. I was choking back the curse words and dancing around
flapping my fingers like a madman. My kids looked at each other. I was angry! 

Thanks to Hartman, I can now see that my intentions (S) had overridden my
biofeedback (E) and I risked not being able to serve the ones I loved (I). In fact, I
frightened them. If you had asked me why I had not set the dish down on the bar and
walked calmly back to get a proper set of hot mitts, in my pain and anger and com-
pulsive determination, I would have raged, “Because I was trying to provide for my
kids, damn it!” We get so self-righteous when we try to explain good intentions
gone awry. And we too easily become blindly committed to our intentions even after
real feedback tells us we are causing pain. 

To reinforce this point, the systemic unsheathes its claws as soon as I defend a
cherished idea despite its detrimental effects on the people and things around me.
This elevating of one thing over the greater good is, in religious terminology, called
idolatry, and ultimately is always leads to loss and pain and suffering. Sadly, when
caught in the iron bands of idolatry, we generally don’t repent. Most of the time our
belligerence kicks in and we find ourselves taking positions that even we know are
wrong. We become defensive and haughty. We insist on our own way, and we
become dangerous and destructive blasting “full speed ahead! Torpedoes be 
damned!” 

Hartman himself might have misapplied his own system of ethics if the US
Congress had not stopped him. He and President Nixon’s psychiatrist, Dr. Arnold
Hutschnecker, suggested a plan for curbing the rising crime wave in America at that
time. They suggested isolating school kids off into camps, or at least therapy groups,
if the Hartman Value Profile indicated that they were budding criminals. Such is the
siren song of over-trusting or over-committing to the products of our own intelli-
gence. Even people with the noblest intentions are prone to listen to their systemic
and deafen themselves to feedback from the extrinsic and the intrinsic realities
around them. 

Actually, people with the noblest intentions are especially prone to this error.
That is because their dream of improving—if not outright saving—the world be-
comes so compelling that they are willing to turn a deaf ear and a blind eye in order
to carry out some of the “unfortunate necessities” along the road to their utopia.
History is littered with examples of utopian dreams turned lethal. 

We are just as vulnerable. In the face of negative consequences and alarming
feedback our pride kicks in to save our plan or reach our goal. In order to maintain
our resolve, we slide along on the dark underbelly of the systemic which is “self-
deception.” Self-deception relies on the use of rationalization or intentional igno-
rance; both are tools for ignoring the destruction or pain we are causing in the ex-
trinsic or intrinsic dimensions. We are willing to risk things and people in the ser-
vice of our shining dream. The citizens of Nazi Germany did this in the face of
human anguish, and Hitler did this as he maintained his rhetoric even in the face of
imminent Allied victory.
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4. A Woeful Summary 

We have looked at the power of the systemic beast. We have seen that it becomes
destructive when our pride or fear cause us to overcommit to our intentions, con-
cepts, and ideologies. And we have considered the systemic’s dark underbelly, self-
deception, which allows us to “stay the course” despite the destruction and pain we
cause. We’ve also considered that our faith in math might allow it to become a new
tyrant. 

It’s all pretty messy, so maybe we do need to keep the systemic locked in the
basement of values. But that would mean locking away math as well, since it is only
systemic. And we have already seen that we will run our lives systemically no
matter what we claim, since the systemic is only value object capable of organizing
things. So what to do? We seem stuck with a beastly power: denying it, distrusting
it, but ultimately doomed to using it. 

4. A Modest Proposal

I believe there is a way out of this morass. I would love for  Rem B. Edwards to
write another beautiful piece as he did in his paper “Identification: Spiritual Union
for Dummies.”  In that paper he adroitly made a case for a split I. He suggested that65

there is an intrinsic identification that exists between us and “that being than whom
none greater can be conceived.” This identification is sufficiently more potent than
our identification with peers that it warrants being designated with a bold I. My
vision improved once I saw identification through Rem’s two I’s. 

I believe this same binocular vision would help us declaw the systemic. Perhaps
our “Yess!” could be more confident with two S’s. We need to acknowledge a
skinny S and a bold S. By doing this we can enter the postmodern world without
sliding down the slippery slope towards relativism. Stated conversely, we can main-
tain our positivist hope in a value science without the arrogant and dangerous notion
of infallibility. 

Science believes there is a truth or reality out there, and we can come to know
it by maintaining as much objectivity as possible as we make empirical observa-
tions. Postmoderns don’t necessarily deny an absolute truth, but they insist that none
of us can claim to possess it. That is healthy. It has the potential to declaw the S. If
I claim possession of the absolute Truth, then I am claiming some aspect of the mind
of God, and the world should rightfully run for cover in the face of my hubris. 

So while there may be an absolute Truth, a real reality, I cannot be certain that
I comprehend it. In fact, the progress of science confirms that no generation so far
has placed the final piece in the huge puzzle of reality. Yet to say that because I

 This presentation was later renamed “Identification Psychology: Spiritual Union for Beginners,” and65

it now appears as Chapter 5 in the book that Rem wrote with David and Vera Mefford titled
Developing Your Christian Values: The Christian Values Profile. This book is being published in 2012
by Emeth Press, Lexington, KY. The Christian Values Profile may be taken on line at
www.christianvaluesprofile.com.
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cannot own it, it doesn’t exist is nonsense. To believe that would be to invalidate
education and render scientific inquiry pointless. It is a position axiologists, by the
very nature of our quest, have already chosen not to take.

So, the skinny S is our best effort to conceptualize reality, but the bold S is
reality, or perhaps, it is the ultimate meaning that shapes reality. What is real must
exist as the outcome of some design, the bold S. I realize I have just crossed a line.
Some people’s warning bells may be going off clanging, “Look out! Here comes
Intelligent Design!” In the spirit of transparency I will admit that I do believe in a
Creator. However, you don’t have to believe in God or Intelligent Design or Karma
or the collective subconscious, to accept the bold S. All you have to do is say, “I’ve
been wrong before, so I know my S is pretty skinny. And I can discard or modify
a long-held concept in the face of a superior one. So there must be a much bolder S
than the one I now possess. Predictably I will continue to modify my skinny S as I
repeatedly catch further glimmers of a superior systemic.” 

Some might object that the systemic is what we use to make sense of reality, but
that reality itself is extrinsic—the stuff the universe is made of. But this would be
to take the naturalist argument that all that can be measured is all that matters.
Axiologists already reject that position because relationships and most things intrin-
sic cannot be measured physically. Certainly there are realities that exist in the
intrinsic; these are relational realities, conscious realities, and if they seem somehow
less than real, just try forgetting your wedding anniversary. Relational realities and
consciousness are real, and they create good or bad in life. Furthermore, our knowl-
edge of relational realities is actually systemic. It grow from and reflects the expec-
tations and aspirations of the related ones. 

Is it possible, one might query, that there is no intentional design in the natural
or relational dimensions and that our systemic dimension simply helps us discover
useful patterns in both the extrinsic and intrinsic? A fair question, but even the word
“discovery” implies that those patterns were already there to be discovered. And if
they were already there, then they may reveal some intention or meaning that existed
before we discovered them. Even if they didn’t, the fact that there are patterns to be
discovered and that our concepts will always be judged by how closely they approx-
imate those patterns again indicates the need to recognize a bold S that exceeds our
grasp. 

If one wants to escape the idea of intelligent or intentional design, then they
must disavow design altogether, for design’s definition and its synonyms are inextri-
cably bound up with the idea of intentionality. If the natural or relational worlds
truly lack design, if the extrinsic and intrinsic truly are without meaning, then our
attempts to superimpose on them our own meanings, our own organizing concepts,
would be futile and absurd. We would be building mansions of thought on the
shifting sands of chaotic unrelated happenstance. 

There must be a systemic reality that provides meaning throughout the universe.
Without that we would need to drop any notion of Hartman’s “intensional” purpose
of the individual. We can’t say that an individual is called to fulfill his or her inten-
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sion unless he or she has some inherent purpose. And if the individual has a purpose,
then why wouldn’t we suspect some kind of purpose within the universe that sup-
ports him or her?

Without the belief that there is a truth to be known, some design to be discov-
ered, scientific inquiry becomes pointless. This is not only true in positivist pursuits,
it is also true within the postmodern frame. Let’s consider qualitative research, a
relative newcomer to the pursuit of knowledge. Qualitative research is the spawn of
postmodern philosophy. It recognizes that we need to know things that aren’t easily
measured or empirically observable. It holds that multiple “truths” exist, and the best
way to view an event or a person is not with numbers, but with “thick, rich descrip-
tion.” So interviews and narratives replace tests and measures. Still, even this
postmodern method of study seeks the understanding of multiple perspectives in
order to “triangulate” the position of some phenomenon. In other words, even the
qualitative researcher who has little interest in absolute Truth still insists on multiple
perspectives so that he or she can get closer to seeing things clearly. That is, the
researcher is seeking a clearer view of some level of reality that often escapes the
solo observer. 

It should now be abundantly clear that we must acknowledge that our S is
skinny and that there is a bold S out there, a grand concept against which we mea-
sure our concepts; a meaning that transcends our meaning, a reality that eludes but
also informs our theories. Analogously, the North Star is real, and though we will
never grasp it, it can still guide our voyages.

To summarize, we use the systemic to model reality. No matter where we “offi-
cially” place it in the value hierarchy, it is our only tool for making sense of the
world around us. It is a beautiful and powerful thing. Yet it becomes powerfully evil
whenever our pride or fear causes us to cling to its simplicity and follow its logic
despite its violation of people or things. By splitting the S we can hold our personal
“truth” less tightly. We can believe that the bold S, the grand systemic, would pro-
vide solutions that satisfy the needs of the intrinsic and the extrinsic. And we can
surrender or modify our little concepts and intentions when they fall short of caring
for the people and things around us. 

That is my modest proposal. A veteran philosopher could do a better job of
making the case for a bold S. Perhaps the paper could be titled: “Humility: Recog-
nizing the Frailty of Our Systemic.” But now let’s examine how a split S would
serve us. 

5. The Grace and Power of a Declawed Systemic

When my oldest daughter was barely four years old, we moved from a rural thickly
wooded lot to a tightly packed urban neighborhood. After running through the few
rooms of the house, she ran out to the street, pointed her whole body at the shuttered
houses and yelled, “Hey kids! Come out and play!” We need to have the same
freedom from fear as we invite the S to join in our creative ventures. In order to do
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that we need to declaw the systemic, to remove from it the demonic power and
beastly behavior that has earned its banishment to the basement. 

We have already considered how that is done. We’ve seen that humility removes
the claws from our systemic notions. When we acknowledge that our S is skinny,
and that it will always be subject to revision (or even rejection) as we grow closer
to understanding the bold S, then three liberating things begin to happen. 

First, we remain open and attentive to those things that will help us modify our
skinny S. We lose our fear of being wrong, just as scientists lose their fear of the
null hypothesis. We are on a quest to understand. We reject the mirage of infallibil-
ity since it blinds us to reality. Those who must be right are like the scientist in the
Johnny Hart cartoon, “B.C.” He is standing amid the falling snowflakes writing up
conclusions. “After countless experiments, and thousands of hours of careful obser-
vation, I can safely conclude that no two snowflakes are exactly…” Just then a new
snowflake lands. It is identical to the one next to it. The scientist looks furtively
around then quickly rubs out the identical snowflake with his toe and finishes his
conclusion, “…alike.” A person of humility continues to see and hear without modi-
fying his observations to serve his conclusions. He keeps the extrinsic, intrinsic, and
systemic dimensions in vigorous interplay refusing to ignore any of them. 

Second, we welcome the observations of others. We may not come to their same
conclusions, but we employ the tools of shared discussion and democratic process
to build well-rounded concepts, and to revise existing practices so that the greater
good is served. We realize that we have not “lost” if our idea gets revised or
scrapped. Nobody owes us some later concession, so negotiation and compromise
cease to skew our decisions. Producing a good final product becomes the glory of
each party whether they are fellow committee members or nations seeking peace.

Third, we hesitate to push ahead with a plan that merely satisfies the systemic.
That would be “rude and inconsiderate” of the other value dimensions. Instead, we
are constantly aware that all three value dimensions must be at peace. If a plan
violates the physical or relational worlds, then it is not good enough. Never is logic
by itself sufficient justification for implementing a plan that does real harm to indi-
viduals or to the world around us. This reminds us of the fractal geometry of
axiological values. If any part is missing or diminished, that deformity is replicated
throughout the entire structure. Every level of thought and action must satisfy all
three dimensions. 

6. A Human Resource Application

I will close with a human resource illustration of how a non-hierarchical honoring
of the value dimensions might work to help us avoid the ditches on either side of our
path.

John is told by upper management that the numbers indicate he needs to cut one
FTE from his staff. This will be relatively easy if John is strong in the systemic. He
will trust “the numbers” and will set up a systems-thinking approach for choosing
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whom to cut. It may be straight by seniority or job performance. Mary has three
children and a disabled husband, but she is the latest to join the staff, and her perfor-
mance record, though good, is not the strongest. Mary looks like the one to cut, and
John will fall into the ditch of justifying the cut by the numbers: 1) “Numbers”
demanded a cut, 2) Mary’s numbers point to her as the newcomer, and 3) She does-
n’t have the strongest performance ratings. Using this as the argument and the de-
fense, John tells Mary she has lost her job and cites her lack of seniority and less
than stellar performance. That comment about her performance is the most frighten-
ing to Mary. Since she is not sure how she could have tried harder, she feels vulnera-
ble to similar unexpected cuts in her future employment. Mary is devastated, and
John rationalizes that he is “just following orders,” and Mary is the one to cut no
matter how you “do the math.” It’s not pleasant work, but John is saving the com-
pany, and there’s no point losing sleep over it.

If John is strong in the intrinsic this will be much harder. He will be painfully
aware of Mary’s financial burdens and he will already have a distrust for “the num-
bers” that say he “must” do anything. He will be aware of the lack of seniority and
the performance measurements that point to Mary, but he will not be able to shake
the sense of doom this will cause for Mary. Being deeply empathic he may even
consider cutting himself to save Mary’s job, or he may look towards Robert who is
only two years from retirement. Robert’s performance is about the same as Mary’s,
and though he’s got “seniority to spare,” an early retirement may be easier on him
than on Mary. In this case, John may fall into the ditch of making special deals that
set unsustainable precedence. 

If John believes in the fractal nature of the value dimensions, and if he views his
best understanding as still being a “skinny S,” he will likely do several things: First,
he will question the numbers driving the command to cut a position; not in order to
argue the cut, but in order to understand the bigger picture. Sometimes the big
picture reveals later options, and occasionally it reveals that the needed savings may
be gained in ways unseen by the number crunchers. Second, he will seek to under-
stand the realities within his department and among his employees. Since he holds
his S humbly, he will not be afraid to ask questions wherever facts or feelings seem
murky. He may even gather information from the staff members themselves if their
working relationships allow that to be done without escalating anxiety. Third, he
may enlist a small advisory panel of trusted others who are strong in dimensions that
would balance his own axiological strength. This will enrich his comprehension of
the situation as he determines where to make the cut. Fourth, he will craft a decision
that takes the situation and the whole person into account. Fifth, he will continue to
keep all value dimensions involved as he moves through the many after-decisions
that can arise. Keeping the dimensions in balance, he will communicate and act in
ways that are consistent with company policy, that maintain the company’s assets
and viability, and that affirm the individual’s dignity. This may lead him to advocate
for retraining, or even for reassignment within the company. Sixth, he will not cling
to any one justification for the cut. Rather, he will remain sensitive to the complexity
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of the whole situation and attentive to the fears and the needs of the one being
released. He will spend the time necessary to stay in close communication as the
transition is made. 

As you can see, allowing the systemic “equal footing” with the extrinsic and
intrinsic actually keeps it from dominating those two dimensions. The systemic is
declawed when we don’t overcommit to our own wisdom. You might say it is a
mental martial art. By acknowledging its power, it can then work cooperatively with
the intrinsic and extrinsic in broad daylight. By bringing the systemic out of the
basement, it is forced to behave itself in polite society. Conversely, when we deny
or minimize its power, it sometimes “goes underground” and begins calling the
shots from a dark mental corner.

So, let's bring the systemic out of the basement and make it a full member at the
table of value. Though it is powerful, it becomes destructive only as our pride and
fear cause us to overcommit to it, which results in the abuse of the intrinsic and the
extrinsic. Exercising humility we can establish true equity among the values empow-
ering each to do its best work. The name of the game today is transparency and
consensus, not majority vote nor covert veto power. Perhaps the value dimensions
can learn to work in full agreement, making sure that each one is satisfied, and not
appointing any one dimension as king.
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Abstract

This article started as a question I asked a couple of my very fine friends who are
members of the Institute. The question was, “In formal axiology are the concepts
good and value synonymous?” The occasion for this question was a remark in  Rem
B. Edwards’ thesis, The Essentials of Formal Axiology, concerning this matter. Our
discussion induced me to do a little research which resulted in my reading and
rereading various sections of Hartman’s The Structure of Value and Bertrand Rus-
sell’s essay, “Definition of Number.” I found myself involved in a task the complex-
ity of which was beyond anything I had anticipated, but it was fascinating and I
developed a plan of action. I found that this subject impacts the movement in which
we all are involved, i.e., the transition of ethics from philosophy to science. The
success of this movement requires that “value” function with precision, and this
depends on how it is defined, i.e., constructed. This is where Bertrand Russell comes
into the picture. Hartman saw that Russell’s definition of “number,’ a fundamental
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concept of mathematics, had a favorable effect on the eventual transition of natural
philosophy to natural science. Therefore, Hartman sought to define (construct) value
such that it would have the same relation to formal axiology that number has to
mathematics. He accomplished this by providing evidence, in opposition to Rus-
sell’s belief, that “number” should be defined by extension, and “value” by the
method he calls “similarity of intensions.” Hartman also provided information on
how to define “value” such that this concept is the genus for all value phenomena
in the formal axiology context. When we examine these two approaches to the
definition of “value,” we find that both consist of different wording that defines the
same thing as defined by the concept “good.” According to Hartman, “good” and
“value” are synonymous. I believe that this situation detracts somewhat from the
extensive rationale in his The Structure of Value that lays the foundation of scientific
axiology. I have developed an alternate definition of “value” that makes it the genus
of all scientific axiology phenomena and that professes to avoid this problem. 

Introduction

Are the concepts good and value synonymous in formal axiology? This matter at
first glance may seem to be trivial, but when we do some research in The Structure
of Value (Hartman, 1967) and elsewhere to determine a response to this question,
we find related text material that I think is interesting and important in the study of
formal axiology—the science of value. Both of these concepts are fundamental
terms in formal axiology and they have a direct bearing on the movement to transi-
tion philosophic ethics to scientific ethics. The plan for accomplishing the objectives
of this inquiry consists of the following activities: First, a review of the structure of
concepts and definitions to include (a) the three components of concepts in terms of
sets, and (b) the framework of definitions. This step will provide the premises that
are the basis for various statements of facts in formal axiology. Second, a review of
the definitions of “good” and “value” that Hartman provides, including a compari-
son of Hartman’s definition of “number” and Bertrand Russell’s definition. Third:
conclusions concerning the synonymity of good and value. And lastly: an alternate
definition for the concept “value.” 

1. Review of the Structure of Concepts and Definitions

Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary defines “concept” as “an abstract
idea generalized from particular instances.” In other words a concept is a word that
names a class (collection, set, or kind) of objects that share common attributes, e.g.,
airplane. However, proper names, “San Francisco,” and “Henry Hudson,” for
example, are not class concepts. They are unicepts that name a singular city or a
unique person, Henry Hudson, who is in a class by himself. 

The structure of a concept possesses three components that are described in
terms of sets. The first component is the concept “intension.” This is the meaning
of the concept—the set of defining characteristics of the referent concept being
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defined. The elements of the set of defining characteristics of an analytic concept are
called “predicates.” They are called “terms” if the concept is synthetic. Theoreti-
cally, an analytic intension consists of the set of all possible proper predicates.
However, for practical purposes this set will consist of a list of only the primary
characteristics of the referent. In set theory terminology, the concept “intension” is

cknown as the meaning set, the symbol of which is M . 
The second component is the concept “extension.” This is the set of referents

of the concept. The symbol is set REF. This set is strictly all the examples of the
concept that have existed, that exist at present, and that ever will exist. 

Properties of these examples are not elements of set REF. However, each indi-
vidual element of set REF consists of a set of properties known as set P. This is the
third component of a concept. One should be aware of the fact that the names of all
the possible properties in set P are the predicates or terms in the concept intension,
and the fact that the cardinality of set P of the members of set REF will vary. The

crelation between set M  and set P of the members of set REF as you subsequently
will see is an important function in formal axiology.

Definitions of concepts of all kinds can be either intensional or extensional
(Hartman 1967, 31). Definition by extension is the method of enumerating, if possi-
ble, the elements of set REF. Definition by intension is the method of listing, to the
extent practical, the elements of the concept meaning set. These elements inciden-
tally will be either analytic or synthetic concepts depending on the setting in which
they are employed. If the setting or purpose of the situation is ordinary discourse or
philosophic argument, these elements will be analytic concepts. If the situation is
scientific in nature, they will be synthetic concepts, including mathematical formu-
las. For formal axiology to take its place on the same level as natural science the
concepts “good” and “value” must be synthetic. This will result in a high level of
definitional precision where the magnitudes of the concept intension and extension
vary directly, as opposed to varying indirectly, as with analytic concepts.
  

2. Hartman’s Definitions of “Good” and “Value”

Good: We all know that the first goal in Hartman’s quest in life was to develop the
definition of “good” without committing the naturalistic fallacy, and how the accom-
plishments of G. E. Moore in the same endeavor led to Hartman’s success. The
objective definition of the concept “good” that he developed essentially reads as: 

Good is concept intension (meaning set) fulfillment.

Hence, a thing is good if it fulfills the intension of its concept (Hartman, 1967, 103).
This definition is a statement of what everything that is good has in common. The
structure and meaning of this definition are the earmarks of a synthetic concept. Its
intension and extension vary directly, and it serves as the axiom of formal axiology. 
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Value: In The Structure of Value, Hartman describes two functions underlying the
definition of the concept “value.” The wording of each definition is different, but
the meanings are the same. First, the information on pp. 48 - 54 pertains to the need
for and how to obtain scientific precision in moral philosophy that will promote the
transition of the field of value from philosophy to science. This can be accomplished
through a certain characteristic of concepts. This characteristic is that a concept has
an intension and an extension, and the concept may be defined by intension or by
extension. In order to reveal how this situation provides a basis for scientific preci-
sion in the field of value, Hartman applies a feature of the transition of natural
philosophy to natural science. The precision of natural science is that of mathemat-
ics, and the fundamental concept of mathematics is “number,” as defined by Bert-
rand Russell (1872-1974), a famous English philosopher, logician, and mathemati-
cian. Apparently, Hartman’s reasoning led him to think that if the logic of Russell’s
definition of “number” is applied to the objective definition of “value,” the most
fundamental concept of formal axiology, then the precision of this discipline would
be the same as mathematics, and a specific value would be to formal axiology as a
specific number is to mathematics. 

Hartman says, “According to Russell, a number is the class (extension) of
classes (extensions) similar to a given class (extension).” If the given class is a
couple, then the cardinal number 2 is the class of all couples. Number in and of itself
is the class of all such numbers of couples, trios, quadruples, and so on to infinity,
not this or that number (Hartman, 1967, 17 and 51). I think that this quotation is
somewhat ambiguous and the use of some set theory terminology will clarify it.
Instead of starting with “a number is the class (extension)” let us substitute the
statement—“number is a property of an extensional set.” This property, in Hart-
man’s interpretation of Russell’s definition of “number,” is “similarity to a class of
classes.” We will replace this with the expression—“that it has in common with all
other extensional sets with which it has a one-to-one correspondence.” All sets have
quantities of members determined by counting them. The outcome of this operation
is known as the set cardinality or cardinal number. When the cardinality of any array
of sets is the same, they have a one-to-one correspondence. For example: if set X is
{Jim, Jane, Joe}, set Y is {Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday}, and set Z is {June, July,
August}, then they have a one-to-one correspondence, and the cardinality of these
sets is 3. There neither is a limit to the magnitude of the array of sets in this kind of
illustration nor is there a limit to the cardinality of the sets involved. Hence, any
member of the set of natural numbers (zero to infinity) can be formulated. Accord-
ing to our changes in Hartman’s wording the definition of number is:

Number is that property of an extensional set that it has in common with all
other extensional sets with which it has a one-to-one correspondence.

Hartman interpreted Russell’s definition of “number” as a definition by exten-
sion. Let us see what Russell as to say about this matter. We can obtain this informa-
tion in his essay, “Definition of Number,” in a four volume library of the literature
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of mathematics—The World of Mathematics. These volumes are on the bookshelf
in my condominium apartment. Russell says that a class may be defined in two
ways. We may enumerate the members of the class, or we may list the defining
properties of the class members. The former is definition by extension, the latter by
intension. The one by intension is more fundamental. Therefore, he favors defining
the concept number by intension, and he offers the following definition. 

A number is anything which is the number of some class. The number of a
class is the class of all those classes that are similar to it.(Russell, 1956,
537)

Nothing in the wording of this definition, which appears at the end of Russell’s
essay, indicates whether the word “class” refers to definition by extension or inten-
sion. However, at the beginning he addresses this matter. If the class is large, e.g.,
“all the people in the U.S.,” enumeration is impractical; and if the class is infinite,
it is impossible. He also says that any extensional definition can always be reduced
to an intensional one. The truth of these conditions notwithstanding, Hartman claims
that there is an overriding consideration, the fact that extension is more than just
enumeration. Also, an extensional logic is involved. Mathematics and its fundamen-
tal component, number, are products of this phenomenon (Hartman 1967, 48-54).
The final and most significant reason for categorizing the meaning of number as
definition by extension is that the concept defined by “the class of all intension
similar to a given intension” happens to be the concept “value.” Hartman uses the
expression “similarity of intensions” to identify the definition of “value.” The
intensional logic involved in this definition is elaborated in the following example.

If there is a concept intension, i.e., a set of predicates consisting of n elements,
and if a member of the set REF, the extension of this concept, has the same n prop-
erties, then this extension member fulfills the concept intension and is a good class
member. All those extension members having set P less than n are “less than good”
i.e., fair, bad, or no good, depending on the cardinality of their set P. This process
has the earmarks of the process implied by the definition of good—concept inten-
sion fulfillment. Also we find the word “good” integrated in this example of inten-
sional logic, which is associated with the concept of “value.” These circumstances
support the notion that the concepts “good” and “value” are synonymous. Other
examples of intensional logic that corroborate this notion are value relations, value
propositions, and truth values (Hartman 1967, 162-191). 

The definition of “value” as “similarity of intensions” does away with the
confusions in value theory which led G. E. Moore to the formulation of the “natu-
ralistic fallacy,” i.e., the complications caused by defining good in terms of things
that are good (Hartman, 1967, 53).

The second definition of value is the outcome of Hartman’s endeavor to answer
the question, “What do all value phenomena have in common?” In other words,
“What is the genus of which all value phenomena are species?” (Hartman, 1967, 95-
106). The following is a paraphrased synopsis of his analysis. 



106 THE JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY

Before investigating the relation between generic and specific value, we ought
to determine the relation between the generic and the specific in general. Hartman
uses the relation between fact in general and specific facts for this purpose. This
relationship would be exact if there were a definition of “fact in general” such that
if applied to a specific set of phenomena it would not only establish this set as a
specific class but would also provide the class with its own definition. In a situation
of this nature, the definition of “fact” would underlie a system isomorphic with the
total realm of facts. A definition that would give rise to a system isomorphic with
a field of phenomena would qualify as an axiom of the related science. 

What has been stated with respect to generic and specific fact can be applied to
generic and specific value. The relationship between value in general and specific
value would be exact if there were a definition of “value in general” such that if
applied to a specific set of value phenomena it would establish this set as a specific
class of value and would provide the class with its own definition. In a situation of
this nature, the definition of generic “value” would underlie a system isomorphic
with the total realm of values, and it would serve as an axiom of value. The history
of philosophic value theory reveals that prior to Robert S. Hartman no one had ever
determined how to define generic “value.” This includes G. E. Moore, a predecessor
of Hartman, who discerned the need for a definition of “value,” which he labeled
“good,” but who was unable to produce it. What Moore did produce was the para-
doxical notion that good is not a descriptive property of anything, but the goodness
of a thing depends on its descriptive properties. He never was able to perceive the
condition of this dependence and advance his analysis beyond this point. Hartman,
as you know, did; his definition of “good,” given previously is closely related to
“value” in general, and it serves as the axiom of formal axiology. 

However, when we come to the study of value terms and their arithmetical
patterns, we find the following definition:

Value is a formal relation between the properties possessed by a subject
and the predicates contained in the intension of the subject’s concept
(Hartman, 1967, 154).

This is the same as the definition of “good,” with a little different wording. While
this definition is out of context, confirmation of its authenticity is given in Hart-
man’s HVP Manual of Interpretation, where the following statement appears.

The definition of value may be stated logically as follows: A thing has
value in the degree that it fulfills the intension of its concept (Hartman,
2006, 27.)

3. Synonymity of “Good” and “Value”

When we compare the objective definition of “good” (concept meaning-set intension
fulfillment) with the objective definition of “value” (similarity of intension), the
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similarity appears sufficient to indicate that these two concepts are synonymous.
Also, the preceding discussion of the relation between generic value and specific
value indicates that “value” and “good” are the same thing. Also, a vast amount of
material in The Structure of Value (153-248) is devoted to the arithmetical pattern
of value terms, value relations, and value propositions. In this material we find that
good is one of the properties of value, along with fair, average, bad, and no good.
A value property is determined by the relation between the cardinality of the inten-
sional set of the concept of any object and the cardinality of the set of actual proper-
ties that any one of the members of the concept’s set of references possesses.

cLet the symbol M  denote the concept’s intensional set, and the symbol P denote
the set of properties of any member of the concept’s extensional set.

If:

c cCard M  = n this means that the cardinality of M  is the general finite num-
ber n.

c  Card M  = card P this is an example of the value property good.

cCard P < card M , but > n/2 this is an example of the value property fair or
average.
Card P = 1 or more, but < n/2 this is an example of the value property bad
or no good.

cSet P, incidentally, can be any subset of set M . Axiological relations of this nature
are employed to reveal the meaning of such terms as “better than,” “worse than,”
“good for,” “bad for,” “it is good that,” etc. all of which indicate that:

Value is a formal relation between the set of properties possessed by
an object and the set of predicates in the intension of the object’s con-
cept.

Under these conditions the concept “value” is a homonym, and one of its meanings
is the same as the definition of “good.” Therefore, these two words are synonymous. 

4. An Alternate Definition of “Value”

I think that the homonymic characteristic of the concept “value” is objectionable
because it undermines the validity of formal axiology as a science. Fundamental
terms of a scientific discipline that have more than one meaning obstruct concept
synthetisity and promote subjectivity. Therefore, I suggest that we consider an
alternate definition of “value.” This will require shifting our focus to an aspect of
value that: (1) has a function related to good, (2) is the genus of what all things that
are referents of the concept value have in common, and (3) is involved in or sup-
ports the various components of the science of value. 
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What definition of objective “value” meets these criteria? “Goodness” is closely
related to “value” and may be viewed as the parent of objective value. The objective
definition of goodness is concept meaning set fulfillment. In set theory, sets come
in different sizes, and so do meaning sets. Hence, there are increments or gradations
of goodness in accordance with the characteristic numbers of the three types of
concepts (synthetic, analytic, and singular). These are the value dimensions S, E,
and I, where E > S and I > E. These three gradations of goodness, in turn, comprise
a set, and the members of this set are the values in formal axiology. The names of
these values are: systemic, extrinsic, and intrinsic value respectively. Accordingly,
here is the definition of “objective value.”

Value is a gradation of the measure of goodness,

where meaning set structures are the measure of goodness, as inches are a measure
of distance. 

In order to see how this definition works, let us review the various similarities
and differences between formal value as defined above and numbers. Both are
properties of sets, and both are units of measurement; finite numbers of quantity,
values of goodness (quality). The concept “finite number” is to a specific number
(1, 2, 3, . . .) as the concept “value” is to a specific value, called a “value dimen-
sion” (vdim). Finite numbers are hierarchical. So are vdims. The differences be-
tween finite numbers and vdims are: (1) finite numbers pertain to sets in general;
vdims pertain exclusively to meaning sets; (2) the set of specific finite numbers
approaches infinity; the set of vdims has just three members because there are only
three types of meaning sets; and (3) finite numbers are based on the various
cardinalities of finite sets; values are based on the general cardinal numbers of fixed
finite sets and elastic finite sets and the cardinality of a non-countable infinite set.
As a specific number specifies a certain quantity, a value dimension specifies a
certain quality (gradation of goodness). Hence, a value may be thought of as good-
ness gradation specificity. Also, as the system of finite numbers and operations with
them provide a mathematics for application in the natural sciences, the system of
vdims and operations with them provide an axio-mathematics for application in
value science, ethics, and the social sciences. 

Works Cited

Hartman, Robert S. (1967). The Structure of Value: Foundations of Scientific Axiol-
ogy. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.

__________ (2006). The Hartman Value Profile (HVP) Manual of Interpretation,
Second Edition. Knoxville, TN: The Robert S. Hartman Institute.

Russell, Bertrand, (1956). “Definition of Number,” in The World of Mathematics,
Vol. I, ed., James R. Newman. New York: Simon and Schuster. 



BABSON’S BOULDERS CONCLUDED

Leon Pomeroy 

LEON POMEROY, Ph.D., is President Emeritus of the RSHI and has served as a
member of its governing board for over thirty years. He holds B.A. and M.A. de-
grees in biology from the University of Massachusetts at Amherst and a Ph.D.
degree in psychology from the University of Texas at Austin. He was among the
first four post-doctoral interns to complete training at the Albert Ellis Institute in
Manhattan. Following retirement from the Outpatient Clinic of the Veterans Admin-
istration Hospital at Brooklyn and his private practice on Manhattan’s Upper East
Side, he moved to Northern Virginia where he continues in private practice and
serves as an Adjunct Professor of Psychology at George Mason University. He is
licensed to practice in NY, NJ, and VA. His credentials as a scientist-clinician
include having published in prestigious scientific journals such as The Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences and The Journal of Electroencephalography
and Neurophysiology. Following graduation from UT Austin, he accepted a position
as Associate Professor at Long Island University, where he collaborated with others
in building that university’s clinical doctoral program in psychology and in editing
The Handbook of General Psychology (Prentice-Hall). During this period he collab-
orated with Professors Linus Pauling an R. J. Williams in building the world’s first
international medical society devoted to preventive medicine for physicians, den-
tists, and Ph.D. scientists. He recently accepted an invitation to Blog for Psychology
Today. Given its international circulation, this is an opportunity to inform the wider
world with one of its best kept secrets: basic and applied axiological science. E-mail
him at: drleonpomeroy@verizon.net.

Abstract

In the 2011 issue of this journal, my “Babson Boulders: A Heuristic Exploration of
the Dimensions of Value” asked a panel of four expert judges to consider Babson’s
personal values and estimate the relative contributions of the Intrinsic (I), Extrinsic
(E) and Systemic (S) dimensions of valuation to each of them. These new data were
obtained from a sample of thirty-four novice college students. The dimensions of
value were presented to them employing the analog terminology of Feeler (F), Doer
(D), and Thinker (T) value dimensions, corresponding to Hartman’s Intrinsic, Ex-
trinsic, and Systemic dimensions. The students were college sophomores and ju-
niors. They were encouraged to give their best estimate of Feeler %, Doer %,
Thinker % contributions. The results reveal an amazing degree of agreement. This
is verified by statistical analysis. 

Introduction

I previously reported how a panel of expert judges assigned I, E, S weights in % to
each of twenty four values the very successful Roger Babson cherished sufficiently
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to have carved into granite boulders at Dogtown near Gloucester, Massachusetts
(Pomeroy, 2011). I now present student results obtained after briefly introducing
them to Hartman’s dimensions of value and valuation. To make the task easier I
gave them the analog terminology of Feeler (F), Doer (D), and Thinker (T) dimen-
sions of value and valuation, corresponding to Hartman’s Intrinsic (I), Extrinsic (E),
and Systemic (S) dimensions. The following poem by Linda Niewiadomski captures
the meaning of the dimensions shared with my students. 

FEELER (I)
Freddy is a Feeler

Wears his heart upon his sleeve
Empathy is his middle name

By your side, he’ll never leave
--------------------

DOER (E)
Danny is a Doer (E)

He’s always busy as a bee
Takes no time to feel or think
His goals won’t set him free

--------------------

THINKER (S)
Tommy is a Thinker (S)
Analytical to the bone

Lost in thought and questioning
He spends his time alone
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Heuristic Examination of Fourteen Babson Values: 
Expert Judges vs. Novice Students

Method

The instructions given to N = 34 novice students were the same as those earlier
given to N = 4 expert judges. Students were asked to estimate the relative contribu-
tions, in percent (%), of Feeler, Doer and Thinker values for each of fourteen Bab-
son values. The students were immediately comfortable with the instructions and
comfortable with Feeler, Doer, and Thinker terminology. The task was performed
intuitively. It was made easier by the fundamental importance of feeling doing and
thinking in the lives of all of us. It’s no accident that Hartman’s theory of value
predicted the existence of these core cognitive dimensions dedicated to values and
valuations. This report compares the results of student and judges on fourteen of
Babson’s self-selected core values which he believed accounted for his happiness
and success in life.

Results 

Tables 1 and 2 present comparisons of means and standard deviations for how
the students and judged allocation of I%, E%, and S% dimensions of value to each
of fourteen Babson values. Inspection of these data reveals a remarkably high degree
of agreement between students and expert judges. The degree of agreement can be
quantified using the correlation statistic r and associated measure of probability (p).
This statistic is a precise measure of just how much students and judges agreed when
collapsing over I, E, S to assess the overall agreement without respect for individual
dimensions of value. 

Table 1

 BABSON’S SELF-SELECTED CORE VALUES 
            Std. Dev.
 Students         Judges 

          Mean %
Students          Judges 

COURAGE-I 1 21.6  9.5 42.6 53.8

COURAGE-E 20.2  9.1 37.7 30.l

COURAGE-S 10.8  4.8 19.0 16.3

IDEAS-I 2 23.0 28.0 31.7 31.8

IDEAS-E 12.1  9.6 17.9 07.5

IDEAS-S 23.7 29.5 50.2 60.8

HELP MOTHER-I 3 23.0 15.9 42.9 41.8

HELP MOTHER-E 24.4 12.6 41.1 41.8

HELP MOTHER-S   9.0   4.7 16.1 16.5

KINDNESS-I 4 26.0 14.9 56.8 63.8

KINDNESS-E 20.7 18.3 28.2 20.0

KINDNESS-S 10.1  4.8 15.0 16.3
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LOYALTY-I 5 19.4 18.5 52.3 47.5

LOYALTY-E 15.4 12.7 28.6 16.8

LOYALTY-S 13.0 30.6 19.4 35.8

IF WORK STOPS VALUES DECAY-I 6 23.6 19.3 32.2 19.3

IF WORK STOPS VALUES DECAY-E 23.9 28.7 35.9 43.0

IF WORK STOPS VALUES DECAY-S 20.8 28.5 31.5 37.8

BE ON TIME-I 7 12.3 17.8 14.3 14.3

BE ON TIME-E 22.6 24.9 61.3 46.3

BE ON TIME-S 17.7 14.2 24.3 14.2

GET A JOB-I 8 19.4 18.6 19.4 15.5

GET A JOB-E 20.8 16.8 57.3 65.5

GET A JOB-S 16.6  5.8 24.4 19.0

INDUSTRY-I 9 14.3 17.0 19.9 10.5

INDUSTRY-E 22.0 21.2 49.7 65.0

INDUSTRY-S 18.2   7.1 30.0 24.5

Table 2

INTEGRITY-I 10 25.4 17.0 45.7 64.0

INTEGRITY-E 21.8 12.9 27.4 15.0

INTEGRITY-S 17.6 10.5 26.9 21.0

KEEP OUT OF DEBT-I 11 14.4   9.6 17.4   7.5

KEEP OUT OF DEBT-E 19.2 24.3 40.9 66.3

KEEP OUT OF DEBT-S 19.2 16.0 41.7 26.3

SAVE-I 12 18.0 14.1 19.3 10.0

SAVE-E 25.2 18.0 47.0 66.3

SAVE-S 21.9   7.5 33.7 23.8

SPIRITUAL POWER-I 13 25.6   8.5 58.3 75.8

SPIRITUAL POWER-E 17.8   4.8 20.0   3.8

SPIRITUAL POWER-S 21.1 11.7 22.8 11.7

STUDY-I 14 14.3 19.1 16.6 15.0

STUDY-E 19.9 30.1 52.9 41.3

STUDY-S 21.9 37.7 33.7 43.8

Table 3 makes the obvious inescapable. The obtained correlation is r = + 0.867,
and the associated probability is p < .000; where p < .05 is the conventional thresh-
old of statistical significance. These numbers mean that students and judges are in
close agreement and that the probability that this agreement is produced by chance
is less than one in a thousand. 
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Table 3
Significant (p < .01) Overall I, E, S Agreement Between Students and Judges When Assigning I, E,

S Dimensions to Fourteen Babson Values. 

Overall Correlation STUDENTS JUDGES

STUDENTS Pearson Correlation 1 .867(**)

 Sig. (2-tailed) . .000

 N 42 42

JUDGES Pearson Correlation .867(**) 1

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .

 N 42 42

Table 4 presents a different perspective on Tables 1 and 2 data. It makes it easier
to quickly eye-ball how students and judges allocated I%, E%, and S% to each of
the fourteen Babson values from “Courage” to “Study.” Because the unit of measure
is %, the sum of I% + E% + S% = 100%, plus or minus rounding errors.

Table 4
Different View of Table 1 and 2 Data Displaying Students and Judge Allocation of I%,E%, and S%

to Fourteen Babson’s Values

  STUDENTS %       JUDGES % BABSON VALUES
  I   E     S    I    E   S
42.6 37.7 19.0 53.8 30.1 16.3 Courage
31.7 17.9 50.2 31.8 07.5 60.8 Ideas
42.9 41.1 16.9 41.8 41.8 16.5 Help Mother
56.8 28.2 15.0 63.8 20.0 16.3 Kindness
52.3 28.6 19.4 47.5 16.8 35.8 Loyalty
32.2 35.9 31.5 19.3 43.0 37.8 Work Stops V-Decay
14.3 61.3 24.3 14.3 36.3 14.2 Be on time
19.4 57.3 24.4 15.55 65.5 19.0 Get a Job 
19.9 49.7 30.0 10.5 65.0 24.5 Industry
45.7 27.4 26.9 64.0 15.0 21.0 Integrity
17.4 40.9 41.7 07.5 66.3 26.3 Kept Out of Debt
10/3 47.0 33.7 10.0 66.3 23.8 Save
58.3 20.0 22.8 75.8 03.8 11.7 Spiritual Power
16.6 52.9 33.7 15.0 41.3 43.8 Study 

Tables 5 and 6 present descriptive statistics for each of the dimensions of value, 
(I%, E%, S%), averaged for all students and judges. It also gives the range of these
dimensional values in %. For example: the range of Student Systemic (S) values is
15.00 to 50.20, with a mean of 27.8 and Std. Deviation of 9.9. For judges, the range
is 11.7 to 60.8, with a mean of 13.8 and Std. Deviation of 13.8. This means the
Judges exhibited greater disagreement among themselves than the students. This is
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true for the extrinsic and intrinsic dimensions as well, but given the small sample
size for judges the distinction becomes moot.

Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics: Students S%, E%, I% Range, Mean, Std. Deviation

N Minimum Maximum Mean % Std. Deviation

Students E 14 17.90 61.30 38.9929 13.55550

14     

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Students S 14 15.00 50.20 27.8214 9.85816

14     

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Students I 14 14.30 58.30 33.5286 16.01722

14    

Table 6
 Descriptive Statistics: Judges S%, E%, I% Range, Mean, Std. Deviation

N Minimum Maximum Mean % Std. Deviation

Judges I 14 7.50 75.80 33.6143 23.71481

Valid N (listwise) 14     

Judges E N Minimum Maximum Mean % Std. Deviation

VAR00009 14 3.80 66.30 37.7643 22.65156

Valid N (listwise) 14     

N Minimum Maximum Mean % Std. Deviation

Judges S 14 11.70 60.80 26.2714 13.77140
Valid N (listwise) 14    

Tables 7, 8, and 9 respond to the question, “To what degree do students and
judges agree on each dimension of value considered individually?” It allows us to
make student and judge comparisons for each of the dimensions of value. On which
dimension do they agree most? Agree least? These data reveal that judges and
students are in closest agreement when assigning Intrinsic (I) “loads,” “contribu-
tions,” or “proportions” to each of Babson’s values: r - +0.95; p < .000. They are in
least agreement when it comes to Systemic loads: (S) %: r = +0.73; p = .003. Their
level of agreement in assigning Extrinsic (E) loading is: % i: r = +.0.82; p <.000.
The order of agreement for each dimension of value is given by I > E > S, reflecting
priorities given by the selective pressures of biosocial evolution. 
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Table 7
 Comparison of Students-Judges Correlations with Fourteen Babson Values: Intrinsic (I) Dimen-

sion 

Intrinsic Correlations Students I Judges I

Students I Pearson
Correlation

1 .947(**)
 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 
N 14 14

Judges I Pearson 
Correlation

.947(**) 1
 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
N 14 14

Table 8
Comparison of Students-Judges Correlations with Fourteen Babson Values: Extrinsic (E) Dimen-

sion
 

Extrinsic Correlations Students E Judges E

Students E Pearson Correlation 1 .822(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 
N 14 14

Judges E Pearson Correlation .822(**) 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
N 14 14

Table 9
 Comparison of Students-Judges Correlations with Fourteen Babson Values: Systemic (S) Dimen-

sion 

Systemic Correlations Students S Judges S

Student S Pearson Correlation 1 .730(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .003 
N 14 14

Judge S Pearson Correlation .730(**) 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .003 . 
N 14 14

Conclusions

Our heuristic exploration of Intrinsic (I), Extrinsic (E) and Systemic (S) ways of
seeing with values and valuations has found that both expert judges and novice
students easily and intuitively sense the contribution of these value dimensions to
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the more complex Babson values. I draw a distinction between value mechanisms
and value content, and I suggested that the I, E, S dimensions or lenses of value-
vision are cognitive processes dedicated to organizing values and valuations, as
predicted by Hartman’s general theory of values and valuations. His “formal axiol-
ogy” is strongly supported by my research, as published in The New Science of
Axiological Psychology (Pomeroy, 2005). The I, E, S dimensions exist at the level
of cognitive or axiological mechanisms, while Babson’s cherished values exist at the
level of cognitive or axiological content. An analogy was also drawn between axiol-
ogy and chemistry where the I, E, S dimensions are the axiological “elements” and
Babson values are the axiological “compounds.” The highly correlated and mean-
ingful students and judges assessment of the relative contribution of I, E, S dimen-
sions to Babson values is not entirely unexpected given the role these dimensions
play in our lives. It can rightly be said these dimensions are in our DNA, as formed
by the selective pressures of psychosocial evolution. The weakness of the present
and my earlier study lies in the smallness of the sample sizes. While N = 34 novice
students isn’t a bad sample, clearly N = 4 judges is inadequate, and for this reason
I refer to these data as a heuristic pilot study, one deserving replication with larger
samples.
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Abstract

In this paper, Marcos Gojman presents the need to have a system of value calcula-
tions, a value calculus. He analyzes Hartman’s method of value calculation as pre-
sented in The Structure of Value based on the math of Set Theory. He questions
Hartman’s use of a mathematical tool to solve axiological problems. He presents the
formal order of the axiological compositions used in the Hartman Value Profile and
its grading chart as the only tools that have been empirically validated for value
calculations. He then presents his new system of value calculation that can be ap-
plied to any set of axiological compositions and transpositions. 

1. Introduction

The first edition of The Structure of Value, La Estructura del Valor, was published
in Spanish in 1959. The second edition was an improved version of the first one and
was published in English eight years later, in 1967. Other works by Hartman were
published in between those years. This means that Formal Axiology is more than 50
years old. And after all these years, the calculation of value is still an unsolved
subject. Hartman dealt with it in his book, but left many questions unanswered.
Many proposals have been made trying to solve the puzzle. Others even questioned
if we need the calculation of value at all. This paper will discuss value calculations
in Hartman’s Formal Axiology. 

Before we go any further, we must answer a basic question: Why do we need
a calculus of value? The answer is quite simple: to be able to order, according to
their axiological value, every element from sets of value combinations from the one
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that has the lowest axiological value to the one that has the highest value, as well as
all those in between. 

Ultimately, calculating value compositions and transpositions is the secret and
purpose behind the Hartman Value Profile. As we know, the HVP has 9 composi-
tions and 9 transpositions, the result of valuing the three basic dimensions again by
the same three dimensions, and presenting them in a positive context (compositions)
and in a negative one (transpositions). Hartman established the order of those com-
positions, and we use that order to grade the Profile. Yet, how can we arrange a set
that has 27 combinations, or 81, or 243? Hartman explains in his book that he ar-
ranged the set of the 9 binary combinations of value using cardinal numbers from
set theory. He came up with four levels of value: n, alef0, alef1 and alef2. The main
problem I see is that he tried to value 9 elements with only 4 levels of value. His
calculations thus produced two levels with one composition each, one level with 4
compositions and one level with 3 compositions. This means that if we have 4
members with the same cardinal value, they are interchangeable because they all
have the same value. But changing the order of the binary compositions and transpo-
sitions in the HVP is not possible. The basic order of a binary composition set is the
one, and the only one, established in The Structure of Value. Hartman presented in
his book examples of value combinations with more than two elements, but he never
applied his value calculations to anything larger than the binary compositions. I am
convinced that we need a value calculation system that will order any set of value
combinations, regardless of the number of elements they have.

2. Background

In his book, The Structure of Value, Robert Hartman presents the concept of the
structure of sciences, arranged in what he calls the world of facts and the world of
values:

                          Facts                                          Values
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Mathematics, the formal structure for the Natural Sciences, has developed many
tools: arithmetic, geometry, algebra, trigonometry, analytical geometry, calculus,
statistic analysis, set theory, probability and many more.

Hartman used set theory with its cardinal numbers to order value combinations.
The idea was to grade different value situations in order to know which has the most
value. He used a tool from the world of facts and applied it to the world of value. He
based his idea on the fact that the definition of goodness implies a set of properties.
And according to set theory you have the following types of sets: 

-Sets with a finite and denumerable number of elements, “n” = Systemic dimen-
sion.

-Sets with an infinite number of denumerable elements, “aleph 0” = Extrinsic
dimension.

-Sets with an infinite number of elements that are not denumerable, “aleph 1”
= Intrinsic dimension.

Then he introduced the concept of compositions. In binary compositions, one
dimension is valued by another dimension. We have: SS, SE, SI, ES, EE, EI, IS, IE
and II. He used set theory to grade the compositions: 

SS = N N = N
SE = N Aleph0 = Aleph1
SI = N aleph1 = Aleph2
ES = Aleph0 N = Aleph0
EE = Aleph0 Aleph0 = Aleph1
EI = Aleph0 Aleph1 = Aleph2
IS = Aleph1 N = Aleph1
IE = Aleph1 Aleph0 = Aleph1
II = Aleph1 Aleph1 = Aleph2

Using the results we can arrange the composition into 4 groups:

Group 1:  Value: N       Composition:  SS
Group 2:  Value: Aleph0   Composition:   ES
Group 3:  Value: Aleph1   Compositions: SE, EE, IS, and IE.
Group 4:  Value: Aleph2   Compositions: SI, EI, and II.

According to Formal Axiology, group 4 has the highest value, and group 1 has
the lowest. Yet, which one of the compositions in group 3 and/or group 4 has the
highest value? Cardinal numbers cannot answer that. Strictly speaking, they are all
equal. And a set with four elements can be arranged in 24 different forms.

Still, Hartman needed to answer this question in order to develop the Value
Profile. The Profile requires that the 9 compositions (positive) and the 9 transposi-
tions (negative compositions) be arranged by giving number 1 to the highest value
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(II), #2 to the second highest and so on, until you give #18 to the lowest. Hartman
chose the following order for the binary compositions:

II 1 EI =2 SI = 3 IE = 4 IS = 5 EE = 6 SE = 7 ES = 8 SS = 9

The transpositions are in the opposite order, where 1/SS = 10 up to 1/II = 18

We do not have any theoretical demonstration that shows how he came to this
arrangement. He did it, I believe, using his “axiological talent.” But thousands of
Hartman Value Profiles given to an equal number of persons that prove empirically
that this is the correct order.

So, in order to develop a system of axiological calculations that will tell us what
value composition has the highest value, our new instrument must produce the same
order that Hartman used in the HVP. One could argue that we should forget the
value order used in the HVP and start our value calculation from scratch. Yes, we
could do this; we could try to order the set of 18 combinations and then develop
experimental situations to prove its validity; but I don t́ see any reason not to pro-
ceed the opposite way. 

Furthermore, the system of value calculation to be developed has to work not
only with binary combinations, but with any size that we might require. 

In conclusion: the first foundation stone of our building is the HVP order of
compositions and transpositions that Hartman established empirically.

3. The HVP Grading Chart.

The second element that Hartman and Dr. Mario Cárdenas Trigos produced when
they designed the HVP is the chart that we use to grade the results of the HVP.

This chart, which today is being processed by computers, compares the order
that a person gives when taking the profile with the axiological order of the compo-
sitions, subtracts one from the other, then subtracts two points from the previous
results, but never with negative numbers. Subsequently, it adds these results by
dimensions, and it produces even more results by adding, subtracting, averaging,
etc. until we have close to 50 different numbers.

The main purpose behind these numbers is not only the quantitative value of
each coefficient, but their relationships with each other. For example, the results for
Dim I, Dim E, and Dim S will tell us what the main value is for a paraticular person
by selecting the lowest number of the three. According to the majority of our col-
leagues at the Hartman Institute, if the difference is small, less than 4 points, all 3
dimensions are considered equal. In other words, the numbers that we get from the
HVP chart are used to get an overall picture of persons who take the Profile, but
small quantitative differences between them give no significant information. 
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In the HVP grading chart, Hartman used numbers, and he arranged them in a
way that he considered useful in achieving his goal of knowing the value prefer-
ences of a person and getting to know that person in a more scientific way.

He could have used the colors of the rainbow to do it. Infrared would be used
to the SS composition, ultraviolet to the II composition, and all the other colors, if
presented in the order of the light spectrum, would cover the 9 compositions. But
that would have been a very complicated solution to the problem. He chose numbers
instead. And he played with them, until he ultimately got the results he desired.

Additionally, we know that the chart works, but we do not have any theoretical
demonstration that would prove the validity of the chart. Nevertheless, we do have
thousands of Hartman Value Profiles administered to thousands of persons that
prove empirically that the chart is correct.

In conclusion, the second foundation stone of our building is the HVP chart that
Hartman established, again empirically.

Unfortunately, these are the only two elements with a proven performance that
we can get from Hartman´s Formal Axiology.

4. Value Combinations: Compositions and Transpositions

In The Structure of Value, Hartman says, “Our value dimensions,.. represent num-
bers of properties, and hence arithmetical operations with their symbols, “S”, “E”,
“I”, are not only legitimate but demanded by the axiom itself” (Hartman, 1967, 267).
Later he says, “A composition of values is a positive valuation of one mode of value
by another, while a transposition is a negative of such valuation” (268). 

He then uses the concept of subjects and predicates, “the attributes predicated
of the subjects,” (268), and presents many examples of subjects qualified by a predi-
cate as examples of value combinations. Reviewing his pages 272 and 273, we can
conclude that a secondary value combination is a valuation of one mode of value by
another, where a subject, first mode of value, is qualified by a predicate, the second
mode of value. Consider some of Hartman´s examples:

Subject Predicate
Experience Mystic
Act Creative
Personality Corporate
Value Axiological
Line Production
Improvement Technical
Judge Bribed
Heretics Burning

He assigns an axiological dimension to both the subject and the predicate. What
is the predicate doing to the subject? It is redefining the intension of the concept.
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Remember, “A thing is good if it fulfills the intension of its concept” (Hartman,
1967, 103). It is adding a “new dimension” to the subject.

I disagree with Hartman when he begins his chapter on the calculus of value by
saying: “The calculus of value is the application of exponentiation to the value
dimensions” (265). Combining one value dimension with another does not produce
an exponentiation of the intensions of the concept; it only adds or subtracts intension
to the concept.

Thus, calculating value combinations requires adding (positive) or subtracting
(negative) one dimension in relation to the other.

5. Axiologics: A New Calculus of Value.

After a very careful analysis of the concepts mentioned before, and in general, of the
elements that define the three axiological dimensions, I propose the following.
 

Value Set Theory

Using Numbers

Hartman used numbers to order the binary set of compositions and to grade the
value profile. In my new system, we start by assigning different numerical values
to each of the three dimensions:
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The Systemic Value will be 1.
The Extrinsic Value will be 2.
The Intrinsic Value will be 5.7

To calculate the value of a binary set of compositions:

-Step 1:
We take the first element of the binary composition and we assign the numerical
value mentioned above.
-Step 2:

The value of the second element of the composition will be double the nu-
merical value established before.
-Step 3:

The total value of a binary composition will be the sum of the value of both
elements.

Let’s do some numbers:

Value of the first element:
S = 1
E = 2
I = 5.7

Value of the second element (double of the first element):
S = 2
E = 4
I = 11.4

We now calculate the value of the nine binary compositions:

S S = 1 + 2 = 3
S E = 1 + 4 = 5
S I = 1 + 11.4 = 12.4
E S = 2 + 2 = 4
E E = 2 + 4 = 6
E I = 2 + 11.4 = 13.4
I S = 5.7 + 2 = 7.7
I E = 5.7 + 4 = 9.7
I I = 5.7 + 11.4 = 17.1

We order them according to the results we obtained:

I I = 17.1,     E I = 13.4,    S I = 12.4,    I E = 9.7,    I S = 7.7,   
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E E = 6,       S E = 5,       E S = 4,      S S = 3.

To calculate transpositions we have two methods: 

1. The same formula that Hartman presents in the Structure of Value: 
Transposition = 1/composition. 

The results of the binary transpositions would be:

1/S S = 1/( 1 + 2 )        =  1/3     =   0.333
1/S E = 1/( 1 + 4 )       =  1/5       =   0.20
1/S I =  1/( 1 + 11.4)  =  1/12.4 =    0.08065
1/E S = 1/( 2 + 2)        =  1/4       =    0.25
1/E E = 1/( 2 + 4)        =  1/6       =   0.1666
1/E I = 1/( 2 + 11.4)   =  1/13.4 =   0.07463
1/I S = 1/( 5.7 + 2)     =  1/7.7   =   0.12987
1/I E = 1/( 5.7 + 4)     =  1/9.7  =   0.1031
1/I I = 1/(5.7 + 11.4) = 1/17.1 =  0.05848

Again, we order them according to the results we obtained:

1/SS = 0.333,   1/ES = 0.25,   1/SE = 0.20,   1/EE = 0.1666,   1/IS = 0.12987
1/IE = 0.1031,   1/SI = 0.08065,   1/EI = 0.07463,   1/II = 0.05848

 2. Assigning negative values to the dimensions, and considering “0” as the center
point that divides compositions from transpositions.

Value of the first element:
S = -1
E = -2
I = -5.7
Value of the second element (double of the first element):
S = -2
E = -4
I = -11.4

We now calculate the value of the nine binary compositions:

S S = -1 + -2 = -3
S E = -1 + -4 = -5
S I = -1 + -11.4 = -12.4
E S = -2 + -2 = -4
E E = -2 + -4 = -6
E I = -2 + -11.4 = -13.4
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I S = -5.7+ -2 = -7.7
I E = -5.7+ -4 = -9.7
I I = -5.7+ -11.4 = -17.1

Results:

S S = -3,  E S = -4,  S E = - 5,  E E = -6,   I S = -7.7,   
I E = -9.7,    S I = -12.4,  E I = -13.4,    I I = -17.1

I prefer the second method because it differentiates one combination from the other
more clearly.

We can see that we have exactly the same order as Hartman established. The
particular numerical value of each composition is of no importance, so much as it
provides a value order to the series of binary compositions. 

Can we order a set of tertiary compositions? Yes. The value of the third element
will be the double of the second element.

Value of the third element (double of the second element):
S = 4
E = 8
I = 22.8

We can now calculate the series of tertiary compositions:

S  S  S 1 + 2 + 4   = 7
S  S  E 1 + 2 + 8   = 11
S  S  I 1 + 2 + 22.8 = 25.8
S  E  S 1 + 4 + 4   = 9
S  E  E 1 + 4 + 8   = 13
S  E  I 1 + 4 + 22.8 = 27.8
S  I  S 1 + 11.4 + 4   = 16.4
S  I  E 1 + 11.4 + 8   = 20.4
S  I  I 1 + 11.4 + 22.8 = 35.2

E  S  S 2 + 2 + 4   = 8
E  S  E 2 + 2 + 8   = 12
E  S  I 2 + 2 + 22.8 = 26.8
E  E  S 2 + 4 + 4   = 10
E  E  E 2 + 4 + 8   = 14
E  E  I 2 + 4 + 22.8 = 28.8
E  I  S 2 + 11.4 + 4   = 17.4
E  I  E 2 + 11.4 + 8   = 21.4
E  I  I 2 + 11.4 + 22.8 = 36.2
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I  S  S 5.7 + 2 + 4   = 11.7
I  S  E 5.7 + 2 + 8   = 15.7
I  S  I 5.7 + 2 + 22.8 = 30.5
I  E  S 5.7 + 4 + 4   = 13.7
I  E E 5.7 + 4 + 8   = 17.7
I  E  I 5.7 + 4 + 22.8 = 32.5
I  I  S 5.7 + 11.4 + 4   = 21.1
I  I  E 5.7 + 11.4 + 8     = 25.1
I  I  I 5.7 + 11.4 + 22.8 = 39.9

After arranging the results, we have the following order for the 27 tertiary
compositions:

I I I 39.9
E I I 36.2
S I I 35.2
I E I 32.5
I S I 30.5
E E I 28.8
S E I 27.8
E S I 26.8
S S I 25.8
I I E 25.1
E I E 21.4
I I S 21.1
S I E 20.4
I E E 17.7
E I S 17.4
S I S 16.4
I S E 15.7
E E E 14
I E S 13.7
S E E 13
E S E 12
I S S 11.7
S S E 11
E E S 10
S E S 9
E S S 8
S S S 7
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Calculating the transpositions can be done by using any of the two methods I
presented before. We can validate the results by regrouping the results according to
the dimension of the first element:

Systemic group of tertiary compositions:

S  I  I 1 + 11.4 + 22.8 = 35.2
S  E  I 1 + 4 + 22.8 = 27.8
S  S  I 1 + 2 + 22.8 = 25.8
S  I  E 1 + 11.4 + 8        = 20.4
S  I  S 1 + 11.4 + 4 = 16.4
S  E  E 1 + 4 + 8 = 13
S  S  E 1 + 2 + 8 = 11
S  E  S 1 + 4 + 4 = 9
S  S  S 1 + 2 + 4 = 7

Extrinsic group of tertiary compositions:

E  I  I 2 + 11.4 + 22.8 = 36.2
E  E  I 2 + 4 + 22.8 = 28.8
E  S  I 2 + 2 + 22.8 = 26.8
E  I  E 2 + 11.4 + 8 = 21.4
E  I  S 2 + 11.4 + 4 = 17.4
E  E  E 2 + 4 + 8 = 14
E  S  E 2 + 2 + 8 = 12
E  E  S 2 + 4 + 4 = 10
E  S  S 2 + 2 + 4 = 8

Intrinsic group of tertiary compositions:

I  I  I 5.7 + 11.4 + 22.8 = 39.9
I  E  I 5.7 + 4 + 22.8 = 32.5
I  S  I 5.7 + 2 + 22.8 = 30.5
I  I  E 5.7 + 11.4 + 8 = 25.1
I  I  S 5.7 + 11.4 + 4 = 21.1
I  E E 5.7 + 4 + 8 = 17.7
I  S  E 5.7 + 2 + 8 = 15.7
I  E  S 5.7 + 4 + 4 = 13.7
I  S  S 5.7 + 2 + 4 = 11.7

In the three groups we have the same basic order that Hartman established in
The Structure of Value and used in the HVP.
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We could continue calculating quaternary compositions by assigning to the
fourth element double the value of the third, and so on, to as many elements of the
composition as we want. Every new element will be the double of the previous one.

I did the calculations for the quaternary compositions and the results were the
same as with the tertiary compositions.

6. Conclusion

Many months of researching different algorithms of value calculation made me
conclude that the first important thing in choosing the numerical value of the
axiological dimensions is the proportional relation between the numerical values of
S, E and I. I used the numbers 1, 2 and 5.7 to do the calculations, but you can use
any other numbers, as long as you keep the same proportional relation between
them. At the end, the numbers are of no importance as long as they let us arrange
any size of compositions that we want and allow us to order all of them. This does
not mean that the intrinsic is 5.7 times more valuable than the systemic, or the
extrinsic only two times. 

This is like the metric system. Originally, one meter was defined as the length
of a pendulum having a period of one second at 45° N and an altitude equal to sea
level. It could have been defined using two seconds instead of one, or 50  N insteado

of 45. How it is defined is of no importance as long as we all use the same measur-
ing instrument. If we all use the same units for measuring distance and for measur-
ing time, we can compare the speed of different objects and communicate them to
one another. That is exactly what we want to do with Axiologics: to compare two
or more values and be able to say which one is more or most valuable.

The second thing I want to mention is about the use of double the numeric value
for the valuation component, the second element in the composition. I tried many
other options, starting with not doubling, but this procedure did not differentiate all
of the combinations. I also tried three, four, and even 1.5 times, using compositions
of 2, 3, 4, and 5 dimension elements. I can t́ explain why, but doubling was the
formula that best differentiated the elements of a set of combinations. 

Adding the numeric value of the valuation to the numeric value of the value, as
I explained before, can be understood more clearly if we think that the value combi-
nations differentiate themselves from a single value dimension by the amount of
properties (intension) that the concept has. “Love for nature” has more properties
than just “nature” alone. We just add “love” to “nature” to get their combined value.

Being able to calculate the value of a composition, no matter how many ele-
ments it has, will open new doors and broaden the existing ones. It is time to dream
about new developments in Formal Axiology. I already have a few in mind, but that
will be the subject of a new research project.

In his book La ciencia del valor, The Science of Value, Hartman wrote: “It is
clear then, that the Formal Axiology I will present to you is not a theory that can be
true or false, but instead it is a method of thinking, that either functions or not, that
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it is efficient or not, in the sense described before. The verification of this science,
then, is the scope of the use of it” (Hartman, 1967, 69). By applying Hartman’s
reasoning, we will be able to prove the validity of this new value calculation method
in proportion to its capacity to function or not when solving axiological problems.
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Abstract

I take up the issue of the relationship between formal axiology and transfinite math-
ematics. I note the call from some important members of the R. S. Hartman Institute
to do away with the use of transfinite mathematics in formal axiology; then I discuss
the reasons why I believe that it is not a good idea to do this. The issue is complex,
has a long history, reaches into many corners of formal axiology, and extends be-
yond it into the realm of the philosophy of science, so this article is only a begin-
ning. I discuss narrow parts of the issue, including questions arising out of trans-
finite mathematics’ use in transpositions, Hartman’s own ordering of the Hartman
Value Profile (HVP) using transfinite math, and questions regarding Hartman’s use

1of à  to denote the value of a human being. I also discuss various errors that have
been made in the critiques of transfinite mathematics, including violating the rules
of transfinite mathematics and of science in general. 

This issue is an important one because not only does it determine whether Rob-
ert S. Hartman founded a real science of axiology, or merely extended axiological
philosophy, but it also determines whether or not we truly understand formal axiol-
ogy at its roots—set theory. If we ever hope to add new and equally powerful instru-
ments to our current inventory of a single technical product, the HVP and its vari-
ants, we need to understand how the HVP was created using transfinite mathematics. 

PART 1 

Back in the 1960s, my father used to take our family to visit his mother in Mexico
City. He would drive us there. Back then, the country was much safer than it is now,
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and my father, being born there, spoke fluent Spanish. As a kid, I would sit beside
him in our big Buick Electra 225, wondering why the speedometer read from 0 all
the way to 120 mph. Eighty or so was the most I’d seen him do in the States. It was
the most you could “get away with” at that time. In my young mind, the car had a
speed value of 120 mph and should be able to do that. Why else put that on the
speedometer? Yet, it remained a dream, and I began to believe that it was just a
gimmick, one of those things that is unrealistic—a little like a TV advertisement. So
it was a quandary for me. 

One day, on one of these trips to Mexico, we were south of the border already
past the towns of Monterrey and Saltillo, now on the stretch of road in northern
Mexico (Route 62) that heads straight as an arrow towards the Eastern Sierra Madre
Mountains. My mother and two older brothers were asleep in the back seat. I asked
my father, since we were in the middle of nowhere with no apparent speed limits
posted, if we were going to go faster here. He was doing the usual 80 mph (our car’s
apparent realistic limit regardless of its “fantastic” potential). Seemingly ignoring
my eager request, he mumbled something about the road conditions and hidden tiny
towns with the local policia. Bored with and hypnotized by the endless monotonous
slow motion travel towards a seemingly receding horizon of a mountain range I was
certain we would never get to, I dozed off.

When I stirred, my brothers were still asleep, and fortunately so was my mother,
because she would have been alarmed. My father had woken me up; he was pointing
to the dashboard. The speedometer read 105 mph. I was excited. It was thrilling, not
so much the extra speed, the road appeared to go by only slightly faster than before,
but the knowledge of the speed and the fact that the fantasy had become reality. This
car’s value, its true value, its potential for greater speed, had materialized. 

But since potentiality by itself is insufficient to capture what I mean by this, I
will use what I believe to be a more accurate term: capacity. In the very finite case
of the Buick my father was driving, the capacity for speed was given by the manu-
facturer, who stated the car’s theoretical limit of 120 mph. Although the car nor-
mally went up to no more than eighty or so, if it had ended its useful life before the
event described above and had to be scrapped for a reason other than engine failure
or any other factor affecting its capacity for speed, eighty would not have been its
true worth in terms of speed, as my father demonstrated that summer day in Mexico. 

The capacity of that car was more than a potential. Built into its engine, frame,
suspension, etc., were characteristics that allowed it to travel at the speed my father
demonstrated. When you think of potentials, you think of tinkering with something
to squeeze more out of it. In this case, my father did not need to tinker with the
engine or anything else. The speed of 105 mph was a speed made available to him
by the car because the car had the ability to do it. My father had the skill to be able
to bring the car to that speed without crashing it and us in it. (He also knew engines,
being an airplane mechanic in WWII.)

The point here in this finite case is that capacity is not the same as achievement;
circumstances led in this case to us finding out that the manufacturer had it closer
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to the truth than our driving experience up to that time. The fact that the car didn’t
suffer a mechanical breakdown when it was doing 105 mph but kept on running well
meant that we had not reached its limit, its capacity. 

Let me use a theoretical example to dramatize this further. We all know that
some drivers are very cautious. My mother, for example, only drove on neighbor-
hood streets and rarely did more than 35 mph. Now, imagine somebody who was
that cautious driving a Ferrari sports car. If that person drove it for a lifetime at no
more than 35 mph and then the Ferrari was put into storage and never driven again,
would you say that car’s true speed value was 35 mph? It would be ridiculous to do
so, given that it was manufactured to do well over 120 mph! You could say that the
car’s speed value was in fact disvalued by the person driving it at far below its
capacity for speed; an outside agent constrained the car’s capacity.

The point here is that there is a difference between something’s intrinsic charac-
teristics and the external constraints that may limit it. The external constraint in the
case of the Buick or the Ferrari has a lot to do with the driver of the car, an outside
agent (who may be a slow or a fast driver), as well as other factors such as road
conditions, posted speed limits, and local speed limit enforcement practices.

The concepts of “limit,” “capacity,” “potential versus actual,” and “internal
versus external,” at play in the above examples, are at the heart of a larger debate
going on in the emerging field of formal axiology. In fact, there is not much of a
“debate;” “movement” is closer in meaning to describe it. The movement, in this
case, is away from the use of transfinite mathematics in formal axiology.  Rem B.
Edwards and Mark A. Moore argue for the use of a finite mathematics instead
(Edwards, 2009; 2010, 70-87; Moore, 1995). Recently, Ted Richards has added his
voice to the issue (Richards, 2008, 2010). Apparently, enough objections have been
raised against it for R. S. Hartman Society members to agree to search for a substi-
tute. Edwards writes in his article about the alleged ‘inadequacy’ of Robert S. Hart-
man’s use of transfinite mathematics and set theory for his Calculus of Value (Hart-
man, 1967, 265-293), stating that the Hartman society’s Board of Directors made
a decision “to develop a formal Calculus of Value that really works” (Edwards,
2009, 151). Edwards goes on to explain that this decision implied that, while they
find nothing wrong with transfinite mathematics itself (and presumably set theory,
which Edwards does not specifically mention in this regard but does in general
associate with transfinite math), the Board believes that Hartman misapplied it. 

Edwards does admit that transfinite math is “not inadequate in every respect”
and that axiologists “can do remarkable things with it” (Edwards, 2009, 151). Since
this is not the only time Edwards has made comments about the power of transfinite
math (Edwards, 1991, 86), why is he calling for us to abandon it (Edwards, 2010,
67-87)? Edwards says that, while there are areas where transfinite math appears to
do a good job, there are other areas where it appears to fall short. He refers us to
Moore’s (1991) essay on the ‘problems’ (Edwards, 1991, 86; Edwards, 2009, 160).
However, Edwards says that he has no issues with transfinite math itself as long as
it is not used for formal axiology (Edwards, 2009, 151).
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Moore, who introduced what he calls “A Quantum Wave Model of Value The-
ory” (Moore, 1995, 171-215), criticizes Hartman’s use of transfinite math, saying
that it is a bit like Humpty Dumpty: “What we so nicely distinguished within the
framework of the Ordinal Model has now become scrambled Humpty Dumpty eggs”
(Moore, 1991, 187). He is referring to Hartman’s cardinal model (transfinite math),
which he feels is too crude to capture the niceties of Hartman’s ordinal model. In
fact, the ordinal model was derived from the cardinal model. Hartman demonstrated
in The Structure of Value how to order all of the HVP phrases using the overall
cardinality of the value combinations and the cardinality of the constituents of the
combinations, a fact that has been largely overlooked. I will turn to the details of this
matter later in this paper. It is important, but it needs to wait until after further dis-
cussion of the implications of the trend away from set theory, of which transfinite
cardinality is a part.

Richards believes that it is a math that is unsuitable for formal axiology and
proceeds to outline reasons why he thinks that this is so in his second Journal arti-
cle, “Why the Value Calculus Cannot be Transfinite” (Richards, 2010, 108). Rich-
ards’ critique of Hartman’s use of transfinite math is worth a close and detailed
examination that will have to wait for another paper. Let me make the preliminary
comment here that transfinite arithmetic is not the same as the finite arithmetic we
learn as schoolchildren and use in our daily lives, and that transfinite ‘numbers’ are
not the same as the finite numbers we take for granted. Transfinite mathematics has
special rules and considerations that I can only briefly touch upon in a short article.
For example, subtraction is not defined for transfinite cardinalities because no
unique result can be found for this operation (Breuer, 1958, 46). So any ‘proofs’ or
‘demonstrations’ using it as if the solution is unique are out of bounds, including
cancelling both sides of an equation via subtraction (Lieber, 1953, 140), which
Richards incorrectly uses in his second Journal article in an attempt to discredit
transfinite math (Richards, 2010, 109-110). Also compare, for example, Richards,
(2010, 109-110) with Edwards, (1995, 172); both seem unaware of this rule, as their
separate uses of transfinite ‘subtraction’ contradict each other, and then compare that

0 0with Hartman (1961, 401) who by letting us know that “à  - à  may be any value

0 from 0 to à ” demonstrates that he is aware of this. The point is that subtraction by
a transfinite cardinality is not defined and not needed for formal axiology because
the Calculus of Value (Hartman, 1967, 265-293) does not use subtraction by trans-
finite numbers. (More in this vein will be covered in the future paper mentioned
above.)

While Richards, Moore, and Edwards take turns criticizing Hartman’s value
calculus (Calculus of Value) all three agree that the HVP is a good thing. Edwards
(2009, 167; 2010, 87) points to the fact that Pomeroy (2005) investigated the sound-
ness of the HVP using statistics and that it is scored using simple arithmetic, both
being ‘acceptable’ kinds of math. He further states that Pomeroy did not use or
depend on transfinite math in any way during his investigation of and psychological
development of the HVP. However, Pomeroy’s extensive independent examination
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of the use of formal axiology in psychology did rely on examining the performance
of the HVP itself. The HVP was constructed using the Hartman Value Inventory
(HVI) which itself was constructed using transfinite mathematics and set theory. In
other words, transfinite mathematics and set theory are at the heart of the HVP’s
structure.

Ironically, Richards himself points this out in his (2008) essay comparing Frank
Forrest’s valuemetrics (1994, 2008) with Moore’s quantum model (1995, 2008):
“According to Hartman, the ranking represented in this hierarchy [the eighteen value
combinations that make up the HVI] is not haphazard, nor based on moral, or ethical
reasoning alone … the hierarchy is based on the sound foundation of mathematics”
(Richards, 2008, 191). Of course the mathematics Hartman used is set theory. Rich-
ards’s quotes specifically from page 267 of The Structure of Value (Hartman, 1967,
2012), paraphrasing parts of it. I will quote the same passage but retain Hartman’s
exact wording to get the exact meaning.

The hierarchy of value was based on the fact that, since value is defined as
the fulfillment of a connotation, the more of a connotation there is to be ful-
filled the higher is the value. A systemic value fulfills a connotation of at

0 most n elements, an extrinsic value one of at most à elements, and an intrin-

1 sic value one of à elements. Thus the logic of value applies the calculus of
transfinite numbers to value theory, through the analysis of the structure of
intension (Hartman, 1967, 267).

I will go further and note that in the same paragraph Hartman is very deliberate in
connecting the “I,” “E,” and “S” (Intrinsic, Extrinsic, Systemic) value dimensions
with the same mathematics: “Our value dimensions, on the other hand, represent
numbers of properties, and hence arithmetical operations with their symbols, “S,”
“E,” “I,” are not only legitimate but demanded by the axiom itself” (Hartman, 1967,
267).

Clearly, Hartman was talking about the intertwined nature of the transfinite

0 1cardinalities, à (aleph-0) and à  (aleph-1), and the value dimensions, E and I. The
symbolism that Hartman used to create the compositions and transpositions of the
HVI (and HVP) in their power relationships is not a convention, i.e., a matter of
convenience. It is a legitimate mathematical representation of an actual mathemati-
cal operation, namely exponentiation (more specifically, exponentiation in the
arithmetic of transfinite cardinalities). The actual numbers (cardinalities) represented

0 1by the three value dimension letters are n, à , and à . These symbols (S, E, I) as used

0 1by Hartman represent the cardinalities (n, à , and à ). These are called the character-
istic numbers (Hartman, 1961, 391, 393, 409) defined by Hartman as the cardinali-
ties of the attributes’ sets associated with each type of concept: synthetic, analytic,
and singular. Hartman made a direct connection between the three kinds of sets of
attributes and the three kinds of concepts determined by them (Hartman, 1961, 390-
391). The nature of each of these concepts is connected to set theory by the fact that
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they are made from sets of attributes. They are connected to transfinite mathematics
by the fact that two of these sets involve transfinite cardinalities.

The HVP is a mathematical construction based on the extension of the axiom of
value, also called “the axiom of formal axiology.” It states that “value is the degree
in which a thing fulfills the attributes contained in the intension of its concept”
(Hartman, 1961, 389). Hartman constructed the HVP using transfinite arithmetic to
rank order the value combinations by calculating the cardinality of those combina-
tions and by examining the cardinality of the elements in the combinations. The
connection with the axiom of value is based on the three kinds of concepts identified
by Hartman and their respective numbers of attributes. The sets of attributes associ-
ated with each concept are called intensions. When we apply the axiom of value, we
get the respective fulfillment of each of the kinds of concepts as systemic (S), extrin-
sic (E), and intrinsic (I) value. The value dimension associated with the synthetic
concept is S. The value dimension associated with the analytic concept is E. The
value dimension associated with the singular concept is I. The way they can be
combined is based on just the same transfinite arithmetic that the transfinite
cardinalities may use. The connection between the transfinite numbers and the value
dimensions is not to be mischaracterized as ‘independent’ (Edwards, 2009, 148)
because it is not logically independent of the concepts and the value dimensions. In
fact, it logically ties them together. This notion will be shown to be useful when we
address Moore’s and Edwards’ approach to set theory as applied in formal axiology.
This is what I mean when I say that transfinite math is central to the construction of
the HVP, and that it is not chosen arbitrarily. 

To summarize, the transfinite cardinalities (also called the characteristic num-
bers) in the magnitude order:

0 1    n       <         à         <       à

are connected with both the three kinds of concepts, 

synthetic analytic singular

by virtue of their intensions (sets of attributes that are the internal contents of
each of the three kinds of concepts), and the three kinds of values,

systemic extrinsic intrinsic

by virtue of the properties of the respective objects of value. Thus the transfinite
cardinalities (here treated as including n) link the concept types to the value dimen-
sions S, E, and I. The axiom of value joins each of the concept types to objects of
value that may fulfill each of its respective concepts to the fullest. The limits of that
fullness, also referred to as “good,” differs from concept type to concept type via the
cardinality of the concept’s intension (set). For a synthetic concept, the limit is given
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by a denumerable finite cardinality, n, for an analytic concept, the limit is given by

0a denumerable infinite cardinality, à , and, for the singular concept, the limit is given

1by the non-denumerable infinite cardinality, à , (the continuum), which is an order

0higher than à . 
We can now see the integrated nature of the theoretical model devised by Hart-

man. Hartman sought an ordering of this model. He used the richness of concepts
to guide the process. The richer the concept in terms of the size or cardinality of its
intension, the greater the value realized by the object that is associated with that
concept because its property set is richer. The characteristic ordering I > E > S is
derived from this. Hartman expanded this ordering to binary combinations of the
three types, called the “Secondary Value Combinations” (Hartman, 1967, 272-274). 

One very useful technology that spun off from this nascent science almost
immediately was the HVP. The HVP can be thought of as a theoretical construction
based on axio-logic. As in any scientific theory, experiments can be run to test
aspects of the theory. The scientific method calls for hypotheses to be derived from
the theory. A scientific hypothesis can be tested, and this is the kind of work that is
done indirectly or directly by practitioners of the HVP. One important test of the
HVP, done within the last two decades, was Pomeroy’s validity studies of the HVP.
Pomeroy (personal communication) stated that he treated the HVP as a hypothesis
derived from Hartman’s theory of formal axiology and that he sought to test that
hypothesis (Pomeroy, 2005). He took the HVP as Hartman constructed it as an
entity on which to run experiments. The question he addressed involved the HVP’s
performance as a reliable and valid measure of a human being’s ability to value
(his/her capacity to value—the General Capacity to Value). Indeed, the fact that
Pomeroy did not use transfinite mathematics to evaluate or extend the HVP had
nothing to do with its validity as a mathematical construction. Pomeroy did not seek
to dissect the HVP; he sought to examine its capabilities as a type of psychometric
and value-metric instrument: “Utilizing the best methodologies and tools available
to the fields of research and clinical psychology, I fully explore[d] the foremost
application of Hartman’s formal theory of value, The Hartman Value Profile (HVP),
to validate directly its application and to validate indirectly the Hartmanian theory
behind it” (Pomeroy, 2005, xv). 

All of these elements must be in place for Hartman’s theory of axiology to work,
and this includes the HVP: 

1) the axiom of value, 
2) the three types of concepts, 
3) the set theory tying those concepts to a mathematics that will make their
comparison meaningful alone and in various combinations. 

The transfinite cardinalities structure the very concepts whose associated values are
combined using transfinite arithmetic. Without it, the ranking becomes arbitrary. In
other words, you cannot have a science of formal axiology if you remove any one
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of these components. Fiddling with the original structure will have severe conse-
quences.

The point is, Hartman had no choice in the matter. Once he started down the
road of the axiom of value, he had to follow logic. Restating the above here, the
axiom of value says (the original quote is in italics, the reversal of the italics is
mine): “Value is the degree in which a thing fulfills the attributes contained in the
intension of its concept” (Hartman, 1961, 389). An intension is the internal content
of a concept. Hartman puts it this way in his (1961) paper, “The Logic of Value.”

In the present paper we shall be concerned with the axiometric structure of
intension, that is, the nature of the sets of attributes called “intension” and
the nature of the values, arising from the fulfillment of these sets by things
which exemplify them (Hartman, 1961, 389).

Sets of attributes, called “predicates,” make up the internal content of a concept.
Once you have a set, it is logical to use set theory in order to determine a mathemat-
ics of the various set characteristics that is in one to one correspondence with the
attributes of the set. Hartman also refers to these attributes as being in a one-to-one
correspondence with the properties of a thing that is “good.” From this fulfillment
he can derive many different things. Hartman looked at concepts themselves both
analytically, i.e., in terms of their philosophical description, and mathematically, in
terms of the various possible types of sets to which they could correspond.

He could have limited himself to only looking at analytic concepts. But this
would not have taken his axiology out of the realm of philosophy. He identified two
other kinds of concepts: the singular, and the synthetic. He demonstrated how they
are related to one another mathematically as well as descriptively. The mathematical
description was just as critical as the analytical description and was crucial to de-
velop an arithmetic that would extend into the systemic and intrinsic worlds of
value. The following quotes, one taken from The Structure of Value, and one from
a reply to a critic, summarize this nicely:

The system of formal axiology is based…upon the logical structure of inten-
sion. The intension is a set of predicates; and by applying certain rules of set
theory to it we have arrived at various kinds of intensional structure: finite,
denumerably infinite, and nondenumerably infinite. These kinds of structures
are norms determining the kinds of value things with corresponding sets of
properties possess: systemic, extrinsic, or intrinsic value. The correspondence
between the set of predicates of an intension and the set of properties of a
thing, and the normative nature of the former set for the latter, makes the
structure of intension the measure of value. The intension of value is an axio-
metric structure (Hartman, 1967, 193).
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Good-of-its-kind refers to only one kind of value, namely, extrinsic value.
When the arithmetic of sets is applied to the set of predicates, that is an inten-
sion; and, in particular, when transfinite sets are considered, then the kind of
which good-of-its-kind speaks becomes something which no axiology has so
far considered: on the lower scale of finite predicative sets appears systemic
value, and on the upper scale of transfinite [predicative] sets, intrinsic value.
Good-of-its-kind is only the starting point of the theory, perhaps the central
part of it; but it is by no means all the theory is about. This is rather set theory
applied to sets of predicates (Hartman, 1995, 68).

Any theoretician of formal axiology must acknowledge that you cannot have formal
axiology with just the so-called “axiom of value;” you may build a kind of axiology
from it with only analytical concepts and a finite arithmetic, but it won’t be formal
axiology. To have formal axiology you need the other kinds of concepts, synthetic
and singular, and their corresponding sets of predicates, and the mathematics of set
theory that goes with them, from which the systemic and intrinsic dimensions of
value are derived. It is an integrated and complete package. Any “problems” or
“paradoxes” or “counterintuitive” aspects must be addressed within the system if it
is to be kept just that: a system of formal axiology.

The mathematics Hartman began to develop surrounding his new theory of
axiology gave the nascent science an additional dimension of power—the ability to
combine the concepts into positive combinations he called “compositions.” Without
the mathematics, this is not possible. The existing set theory provided a suitable
mathematics for this. Then Hartman took it a step further and developed a new
axiological value term, that of “transpositions,” the negative combinations of con-
cepts. In doing so, he extended the nature of set theory into a new realm, that of the
negative exponentiation of transfinite cardinalities, yielding inverse cardinalities
(fractions). Hartman did this while staying within the rules of transfinite arithmetic.
The exposition of this new operation and the corresponding set of associated value
transpositions are shown below. (The ordering is down each column and then from
left to right.)

S 0 E I0 1n    (S ) à   (E ) n     (S )-n -à -à

 0 S 1 S 0 I1à   (E ) à    (I ) à   (E )-n -n -à

 E 1 E 1 I0 0 1n   (S ) à   (I ) à   (I )-à -à -à

Here he breaks new ground, for the founder of transfinite mathematics, Georg Can-
tor, did not address these kinds of negative exponentiations (that I know of). They
are unusual in set theory. Hartman’s introduction of transposition as a kind of value
combination is also new. In Part 2, I look at an example of the use of transpositions.

What I want to convey here is that the three elements of Hartman’s theory of
axiology need to be in place at all times. I have demonstrated how they go hand in
hand with one another. Remove any one or more of them at your own peril; you may
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end up with much less than you expected. In the case of the HVP, the notation of the
value combinations represented by each phrase would become merely a convention,
and the theoretical rank ordering of them would be arbitrary, perhaps supported by
analytical arguments, perhaps not. The mathematics would look much different and
probably lose its intuitive feel, (which is a byproduct of the transfinite arithmetic,
not the reason to have it). In short, the axiom of value gives the theory behind the
HVP its scientific core; the three kinds of concepts extend the entire system towards
formality, and the transfinite math gives the HVP its structural ‘bones’ by complet-
ing the formality.

PART 2 

I believe that errors are being made in the pursuit of an alternative mathematics.
First of all, I don’t believe that it is as necessary as Edwards and Moore claim it is.
They both argue against using cardinalities larger than finitude. I will start with
Moore’s (1991) article in Forms of Value and Valuation. At this time, Edwards was
not questioning the transfinite math as seriously as he does now, although he did
start asking questions about some of the difficulties he believed it had, including its
application to intrinsic value and the counterintuitive nature of some of the results
of using the transfinite math (Edwards, 1991, 86, 87).

Moore believes that a surface description of formal axiology’s analytic and
empirical features will suffice to understand it. This is revealed in several ways. One
of them involves his assessment of Hartman’s basic ordering of the intrinsic, extrin-
sic, and systemic value dimensions, stating, “So far, nothing formal has been
done…all our descriptions and accounts of the three types of values are done in
ordinary language with no attempt to bring in a formal model” (Moore, 1991, 177).
But these are Moore’s ordinary words. Hartman succinctly stated the opposite: 

I emphasize the latter [mathematical types of value theory], for creating a
science of value presupposes a formal frame of reference in value science;
and it must be different from that of natural science. It must be mathematics
not applied to things, a qualitative rather than a quantitative, and an inten-
sional rather than extensional, use of mathematics. Its basis is the definition
of a value as a set of properties [or predicates], which leads to the applica-
tion of set theory to values. Once one has this framework, which I call formal
axiology, one can apply it to empirical value phenomena and explain them in
terms of the axiological system and its elements, the intrinsic, extrinsic, and
systemic value dimensions (Hartman, 1995, 118).

Moore ignores the fact that the ordinary language he is talking about is describ-
ing mathematical constructions. The “three basic values: Systemic, Extrinsic, and
Intrinsic” (Moore, 1991, 177) that Hartman has are mathematical constructions
based on the application of set theory to values; they are elements of the axiological
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system. The fact that we can describe them using ordinary language is beside the
point. For instance, we can describe a nuclear explosion with ordinary language and
it has nothing to do with the formal science that went into producing it. The scien-
tists who constructed the bomb did not use ordinary informal language to design it.
Nuclear science requires precise formulas, definitions, and mathematics. So does
formal axiology.

In regard to the cardinal model, Moore makes two distinct mistakes. The first
involves a paradox that has been noted by others who consider it to be a problem. 
“When the transfinite calculus is applied to the eighteen value combinations that
make up the Hartman Value Profile, many important distinctions simply get lost.
The eighteen are reduced to eight, and many vital distinctions are ‘hopelessly lost’”
(Moore, 1991, 184-188). See (Edwards, 2009, 160). The second involves transposi-
tions. I will address the second problem first. 

Moore states, “There is also another serious problem with Hartman’s Cardinal
Model” (Moore, 1991, 187). He proceeds to describe a situation where a transposi-
tion is valued positively. The specific example involves a systemic valuation of a
purely systemic transposition given by the form

s sS  or (S )
s s

which is “a systemic value systemically disvalued, and then systemically valued”
(Moore, 1991, 187).

Moore gives an example of this form: “It could be something as simple as an
error in a computer program which has been corrected” (Moore, 1991, 187). His
example is a mistake. The correct axiological formula for Moore’s example of a
computer program ‘bug’ (error) that’s been fixed is

ss s    S  or (S )
-s

The correct interpretation is that to fix a bug in computer code is a positive thing,
not a neutral thing as Moore believes—“ought to return to neutral” (Moore, 1991,
187). I base this simply on my own experience as computer programmer for many
years. Bugs are routine during the development process of complex commercial
programs; part of a programmer’s job is to attend to them before the code is released
for production. Fixing a bug is a technical improvement, but not of the type given

ss  (from the pointon the HVP, whose axiological form is S . This unusual form (S )
s

of view of formal axiologists used to the binary combination of values in the HVP)
is actually quite common in practice. Take the situation of a puzzle of the kind you
may find in a book of entertaining puzzles to solve. The axiological form of a puzzle

sis S . This can be put into the mathematical form n . The formula can be expressed-n

as the ratio 1/n. This is a disvalue and is the result of any binary transposition of two
systemic values. In my example of a typical entertainment puzzle, the fraction 1/n
represents the problem to be solved. To solve a problem, you do not value it. Solv-
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ing the puzzle involves disvaluing it in its puzzle form. You can think of it as a
logical tangle. You must reverse the situation by grappling with the problem and
flipping it as if you are wrestling it. The solution is an inversion, an untangling. In
this simple case, the inversion is produced by transposing the transposition given in
the axiological formula below. The corresponding mathematical representation of
that is (1/n) . This yields n. The mathematical expression below shows it in its

-n

entirety:

ss sS  or (S )  à (n ) = (1/n)  = n.     -n -s -n -n

s  s à (S ) = S (since the cardinality of S is n) 

This is the correct way of modeling any situation where you can get a positive result

vvfrom an initial negative situation by transposing it. In its more general form of (V )  
 (where “V” can be any of the three dimensions of value) it has many important
axiological uses. Hartman (1967, 2012) gives some examples of these kinds of
transpositions in The Structure of Value (276, 277), although he embeds them in
quaternary value combinations. They still retain the value structure of the general
tertiary value combinations given above because the tertiary value portion is ulti-
mately positively valued. Hartman gives a clear use of this kind of axiological
formulation in his autobiography Freedom to Live (Hartman, 1994, 148, 149). He 
couches it in a slightly more complex form, as we shall see. But before I get to that
I want to go back to Moore’s initial error.

vMoore’s first specific mistake is misinterpreting what the form V  translates to.v

It does not mean that one derives positive value from the realization of the mistake
as something that needs to be fixed; it means that one values the mistake as a mis-
take. In Moore’s example of a computer program, once identifying the error in the
program, only a hacker among other hackers would value the error (apparently they
compete with each other for ‘best virus,’ and, in general, they value dys-function in

vcode). Hartman himself takes a look at this general tertiary value formula form, V ,v

and correctly identifies its nature by identifying various examples of its overall

I Inegativity, such as fanaticism (S ) and “fetishism” (E ), as “disvalues posing asI I

values” (Hartman, 1967, 276).
In Freedom to Live, Hartman gives us a way for good to overcome evil by using

a generalized quaternary value formula (Hartman, 1994, 148-149).

Vu  ( )(V ) u   à the transposition of a transposition by a composition

Notice how the formula can be collapsed back to the tertiary form by evaluating the
exponent V  which will yield a positive value that can then be used to transpose the

U

transposition on the left side of the value formula. In our case of the computer
program above, we could modify our formula by substituting S for U and V:

Ss  ( ) s   (S ) s   à the bug (S ) is fixed (reversed) by a new program (S )
s



The Baby or the Bathwater? 143

designed to do so. 

vHartman gives two clues in Freedom to Live as to how to handle evil (V ). One of
them involves the idea of reversal.

These people of course do not want to be evil. They think they do good – as
did Hitler. Somehow their values must be reversed; what they call “good”
must be shown to be evil, and what they call “evil” to be good. Thus again,
evil must be overcome by good – and by love (Hartman, 1994, 150).

Hartman shows us how to qualitatively approach the general problem Moore is
talking about. The key phrase is “their values must be reversed”—by a transposition;
a transposition, in this situation, once you get to more than binary value combina-
tions, doesn’t have to yield evil. If you start with evil, a transposition of it is what
is called for to reverse the evil. Thus we do good. You can call it “tough love.” It is
still the desire to do good, so we can always value what we’ve done, just as a doctor
values the surgeon’s work in removing the tumor of the patient he sent to him. The
surgeon reversed (meaning axiologically transposed) the situation by moving the
tumor inside the patient to a position outside of the patient’s body.

vMoore misinterpreted the valuation formula V  by stating that the exponentv

here is what Hartman meant by applying love (or positive value) to the situation
(Moore, 1991, 187-188). Hartman showed us how to apply love in the situation with

v  (V ) a different (generalized) formula (V ) . (I use only “v”s in order to be consistentv

between the tertiary formula and quaternary formula). The negative exponent con-
sists of a composition, a positive valuation; the love is meant to overcome the evil.
Therefore, Moore’s conclusion that transpositions cannot be overcome in the cardi-
nal model and that it is a serious weakness of the cardinal model is erroneous. 

Moore does, however, catch onto another important aspect of the cardinal 
model: “Why would Hartman want to use cardinal numbers in the first place?”
(Moore, 1991, 188). This is a good question, but the answer Moore gives us is not
necessarily what Hartman himself would have given. Hartman’s reasons are de-
scribed above. Moore’s answer is that Hartman wanted numbers that are “not so
much quantitatively dissimilar but qualitatively dissimilar” so that they are “incom-
mensurable” (Moore, 1991, 188). 

Moore is correct in saying that the cardinal transfinite numbers offer an intuitive
sense of the qualitative differences between the values (1991, 188). However, this
is a result of the math. In this case, the differences between the cardinalities are vast,
and that is the way it should be. For instance, you do not want to be able to add up
values at the extrinsic level so they exceed values at the intrinsic level. This comes
from a property of transfinite numbers, given by Cantor’s Theorem applied to trans-
finite cardinal numbers (Burger, 2007c, 2007e, 51); and, as has been shown, the
different value dimensions or types each get their respective value richness from
each of their associated intension set’s cardinality.
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There is a big difference between a mental construction and physical (or empiri-
cal) reality, and there is a big difference between our ordinary so-called empirical
world and that of the transcendental infinite, that world which most of us only
occasionally experience, and many of us never experience. See, for instance, David
Mefford’s description of the differences (Mefford, 2010, 68-69) where he says, “The
mental is only a shadow of the material in value richness,” to capture the difference
between systemic and extrinsic value. The difference between the realm of the
extrinsic and intrinsic is captured by Hartman in his description of two former social
friends who are now in love: “She doesn’t give a hang how much money you have
or who your mother or father are, and you don’t give a hang about her background,
her money, her career…you love her and she loves you, and you get together”
(Hartman, 1994, 87). To truly capture these differences a certain incommensurabil-
ity between the three value dimensions is necessary. The transfinite numbers allow
that. The quantum differences, the jumping from level to level, are what the trans-
finite calculus captures, allows, and generates. This is a case where quantitative
differences make qualitative differences, and, as an aside, it is probably worth study-
ing the theories of emergent complexity and critical mass in order to understand
these kinds of relationships.

Moore goes on to reclaim what he asserts earlier in the same article, that some-
how the transfinite numbers don’t match up with the ordinal arrangement of the
HVP, the power combinations. He does note the jumping from level to level and
believes that a different field has the answers, that of quantum mechanics, a branch
of physics (Moore, 1995, 2008). In this paper there is not enough room to accommo-
date a thorough analysis of Moore’s substitute mathematics. So it remains for a
future article. I will comment, however, that flaws are already being uncovered in
that direction (Edwards, 1995, 172-173; 2009, 167; Richards, 2008, 201-202; Gallo-
pin [unpublished notes]), and it may very well prove in the long run that Moore is
underestimating Hartman’s theory.

The error that has gotten the ball rolling on a search for a value calculus that
“really works” is contained in the same 1991 article. It has been picked up and run
with by some Hartmanians: the idea that the cardinal model doesn’t order the 
phrases distinctly. There are a lot of ‘ties.’ Hartman left us with a way out of this
apparent quandary in The Structure of Value, but he did not leave us a more detailed
explanation. The method Hartman used is given on the bottom of page 275. It is
interesting what Moore says and does not say about it:

What does Hartman have to say for himself on this issue? In fact he was
aware of this problem, so let us get his response. In The Structure of Value,
he writes: “Although some compositions and transpositions have the same

I Iaxiological value, for example S  and I  both have the value 1/Aleph-2, this
axiological value covers a difference,…” (275) (Moore, 1991, 188).
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Here Moore leaves out a crucial piece of information, because that is exactly where
his quote ends and he subsequently misinterprets what Hartman said about “cover-
ing a difference.” Hartman was not apologizing for a “problem;” he was explaining
how to get around the apparent problem. Here is what Moore left out from (Hart-
man, 1967, 275):

 

Hartman left us with this vital piece of information about the different internal

I I Icontents of the examples S  and I , as opposed to the equivalent cardinality of S  and

II . It gives us a clue as to how he was to proceed.
I will show how I believe he intended it to be used by taking up the case of the

compositions only, since the transpositions would use the same procedure only
adjusted for the reciprocal. First, I list the nine value phrases in the notation that
Hartman invented. They are in descending rank order from highest value to lowest;
just below are the value calculus formulas:

       
The top row notation is derived from the actual math but is not the same as the math.
Each value composition has a corresponding value calculus formula. The descend-
ing ordering is not arbitrary, nor is it simply a quality assertion; instead it is fully
supported by the mathematics and set theory. Hartman uses the following sequence,
which I call the Discriminant Matrix to order the compositions:

 

The process of discriminating among the compositions by breaking them down into
their constituent parts is shown below. The above matrix showing the cardinalities
of the compositions along with the cardinalities of the bases and exponent compo-
nents is used as shown below to tease out the ordinal set of compositions. The
ordinal set of compositions is the first line. The second line gives their respective
computed cardinalities. As you can see, this line creates four separate clusters 
grouped and ordered by the cardinalities. The third line shows the application of the
cardinalities of the bases only to those who need ‘tie breakers.’ The line is left blank
in those columns where sorting has already been accomplished. In this case, E  and

S

S  are already sorted, so the line simply repeats blanks down the columns in those
S

positions. The third line has broken ties for several compositions. The only remain-
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ing compositions to sort out are: I and I , which are sorted and ordered by the last
E S 

line.

1) I   E   S   I   I   E   S   E   S     
I I I E S E E S S

2 2 2 1 1 1 1 02) à   à    à   à   à   à   à   à  n  [{I  E  S }, {I I E S }, E , S ] 
I I I E S E E S S      

1 0 1 1 03) à  à   n   à   à   à    n  .   . [I , E , S , {I I }, E , S , E , S ]  
I I I E S E E S S  

04)  .  .  .   à   n  .  .  .  .    [I , E , S , I , I , E , S , E , S ]  
I I I E S E E S S 

To see this process more effectively, start with the compositions jumbled: 

1)  E   I   S   I   I   E   E   S   S  
I S S E I S E E I

2 1 1 2 0 1 1 22)   à  à  n  à  à  à  à  à  à (compositions)

2 1 03)  E   I   S   I   I   E   S   E   S  (à  > à   > à  > n)
I I I S E E E S S

0 1 1 1 04)  à  à  n  à   à   à  n  .  . (bases break ties)

1 05)  I   E   S   I   I   E   S   E   S  (à   > à   > n)
I I I S E E E S S

06)  .  .  .  n  à  .  .  . .  (exponents break ties)

07)  I   E   S   I   I   E   S   E   S  (à  > n)
I I I E S E E S S

This approach is analogous to how we break ties in an alphabetical listing, where we
look at the first letter, and, if there is a tie, go on to the next letter, and so on, until
we break all ties.

You can also treat this as analogous to ordering a list of numbers, where we
form the numbers by adding zeroes to the front of some numbers to make them line
up. Since the value calculus formulas are closer to numbers than letters, it yields a
better feel for this sorting process.

010
025
100
104
110

We can find an order of these numbers simply by looking at the digits from left to
right in turn, and if there are ties, as there are in the first two numbers and the third,
fourth, and fifth numbers, we go to the next digit to break the tie. (The components
here left to right are the normal 100s, 10s, and 1s represented by the digits.)
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The above Discriminant Matrix shows how Hartman used the cardinalities of
the components of the composition and a rule ordering them by first looking at the
power set cardinality that is the result of the exponentiation (Burger, 2007d; 2007e,
38; Cantor, 1952{1895}, 96; Lieber, 1953, 115, 132-133), the top row; next the
cardinality of the base, second row; and finally the cardinality of the exponent, third
row. In this way, all ambiguities were resolved. This scheme works equally well for
the transpositions since they are merely inverses of the compositions and mirror the
order of the compositions. 

This approach uses a feature of set theory that many overlook; the cardinalities

0 1 2are not the same thing as numbers (Burger 2007b). à , à , and à  are not like the
numbers 1, 2, 3, 4.5, -1.2, ½, %2, (, etc. Infinite set cardinalities indicate logical
relationships between different kinds of transfinite sets; they were discovered by
Cantor in the 19  century (Burger, 2007b; 2007c; 2007d; Burris, 1997; Jourdain,th

1952). He discovered that infinity has more than a single ‘size.’
A transfinite cardinality is not the same thing as a (finite) number. For example,

0the number “7” denotes seven objects in a set of objects, but à  denotes no number
in particular; it simply means that a set has a size that is equivalent to the set of
natural numbers {1, 2, 3,…}, that is you can put the natural numbers in one to one
correspondence with the set, i.e., they are isomorphic. In order to understand the
arithmetic of transfinite cardinals, you must realize that they represent logical rela-

0tionships among different kinds of transfinite sets and finite sets. To claim that à ,

1 2à , or à  are ‘numbers’ in the same sense that finite numbers are numbers is mislead-
ing. It leads to the belief that the transfinite math cannot distinguish among some of
the various binary value combinations. I just demonstrated that you can distinguish
among all of them by choosing to look at the components of the exponentiations
(power sets) that are used to evaluate the cardinality of the compositions, as Hart-
man (1967, 275) showed you may do for transpositions. 

This may be done because the composition represented by, for example, cardi-

1nality à  may be actually a set (called the “power set”) consisting of all the subsets

0of a set the size of à , (S ). On the other hand, it may be derived from a set with
E

1 0cardinality à , (I ) or it may be derived from a set with cardinality à , (E ). The
S E

axiom of choice, which says that from every infinite set you may choose a denumer-
able set (Mefford, 2009, 122; van Dalen, et al., 1978, 108-109), lets you limit the
characteristics of any infinite set to its denumerable components. Hartman used this
axiom first to select the base component to act as the ‘tie breaker’ in each case of a
‘tie’ as demonstrated above. He simply disassembled the set associated with a com-
position into parts (sets associated with the value dimensions being combined, one
being the base, the other being the exponent) consisting of the two value elements
of the composition. If the set corresponding to the base of the composition had a
smaller cardinality than the set of the composition, he used the axiom of choice, if
it did not, there was no need for that axiom. For example in the case of E , Hartman

E

0would invoke the axiom of choice since the cardinality of E is à  and the cardinality

1of E  is à .
E
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Could Hartman have chosen a slightly different ordering? Yes, you can give a
different plausible ordering, as Moore (1991, 190-191) indicates. However, Hart-
man’s ordering is reasonable within set theory and still based on transfinite math,
as I demonstrated with the Discriminant Matrix. It became a hypothetical ordering
that could be tested. Hartman indicated even before Pomeroy that early results
showed that his ordering was probably correct (1995, 112, 122). Pomeroy’s (2005)
extensive testing has confirmed that Hartman’s set-theory-based ordering (sequenc-
ing based on “sequences of numbers of sets of predicates” [Hartman 1995, 101]) is
a good ordering.

To pursue the alternative ordering would require a different discriminant matrix,
but that matrix would still be constrained by the rules of transfinite math. You
cannot make up an arbitrary ordering and test it and claim to be running a real
experiment because your hypothesis would have no logical foundation. You would
then be making stabs in the dark, without establishing a logical foundation for your
choices. A theory’s parts must be “interconnected and mutually reinforcing” to be
any good (Harriman, 2010, 184).

The importance of following set theory strictly in formal axiology cannot be
over-stressed. Set theory appears every step of the way because it is part of the logic
of formal axiology. Those who argue that transfinite sets should not be used are hard
pressed to come up with alternatives that keep the features inherent in formal axiol-
ogy, as current attempts to do so suggest. Those who argue that formal axiology is
“counterintuitive” fail to grasp the nature of any new or developing science; new
science often looks weird or seems magical. For centuries mankind believed that it
was counterintuitive to believe that the earth was not at the center of the universe
and that the sun did not rotate around the earth. Hartman himself warned that many
aspects of the new science would seem unnatural (1967, 278-279). “Common wis-
dom” and “intuition” are often based on old science.

As an example of how something “counterintuitive” may not actually be so,
consider the following example. In his latest book about formal axiology, Edwards
makes the case that Hartman’s proof of the infinite worth of a human being and its
correlation to intrinsic value is invalid (Edwards, 2010, 76-82). While a detailed
argument is not possible here, I will make a few comments about his contention.
Much of Edwards’ argument is based on the idea that while, in theory, infinity may
exist, in actuality it does not, and we live in a finite world. Hence, a value calculus
that employs transfinite math is not very applicable to our actual world and lives
(Edwards, 2010, 78). 

Edwards does not accept Hartman’s (1961, 410) argument that, when he talks
about human beings in the context of his formal system, he is talking about a human
being as a formal object (synthetic as opposed to analytic or singular), instead char-
acterizing it as “a fatal admission” because Hartman “admits” that a real human
cannot think an infinity of thoughts (Edwards, 2010, 78). Once again, we have one
of Hartman’s ideas misinterpreted as an ‘admission’ of a ‘problem.’ Hartman is not
apologizing. The fact is that, if we are to have a science of axiology, a human being



The Baby or the Bathwater? 149

must be treated as an ‘ideal’ object in the same way we would treat a wheel on a car
as a perfect geometric circle if we are studying it in a scientific context. That is all
that Hartman meant by this. We must idealize a human being in an axiological
system (Hartman, 1995, 112-117). Thus, Hartman defines a human being in terms
of our capacity to think thoughts (Hartman, 1954; 1961, 409-410).

The infinite nature of a human being is based on his or her mind. According to
Hartman, we theoretically have the possibility to think an infinite number of 
thoughts about an infinite number of objects (Hartman, 1954, 431- 433; 1961, 410).
Assuming for the moment that there are an infinite number of objects, then we can
see that our mind can theoretically have that many thoughts, as there are no innate
reasons why our mind is limited to say 100, 1000, 10,000, 100,000, or even
1,000,000,000 thoughts. There is no thought-o-meter on a human mind as there is
a speedometer on the Buick in the opening story. We can think an infinite number
of thoughts, one at a time. This makes it a denumerable infinity. So, if we want to
rate a human mind’s thought capacity, it is reasonable to put a limit on it as being
in one-to-one correspondence with the set of natural numbers, which have a cardi-

0nality of à . But Hartman notes that we can think about our thinking as well. We can
think that we thought this and we can think that we think that we thought that we
thought this, etc. Hartman sees no limit on the number of times we can think in this
recursive fashion. Since we can count each one of these thought levels, we again
have a denumerable number of thought levels going on indefinitely, hence also

0isomorphic with the natural numbers, thus à . So far we know that, based on their

0minds, human beings have at least a value of à , (extrinsic value).
Then Hartman says that we are more than just thinking a series of thoughts and

more than thinking on a series of levels, we can also combine our thoughts with the
levels of thought (Hartman, 1954, 431-433; 1961, 410). To look at how large that
is, we can lay out our possible thoughts and number of levels of thought by assign-
ing each one a natural number:

1 2 3T , T , T ,….

1 2 3L , L , L ,….

We then combine each possible thought with each possible number of levels of
thought thus…

1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 { T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, …      

1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 { T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, …      

1 3 2 3 3 3 4 3{ T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, …        

1 4 2 4 3 4 4 4{ T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, { T , L }, …        
      …             …             …       …       
      …             …             …              …       
      …             …             …              …  
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So the columns and rows each stretch over a denumerable infinity. 
But this does not exhaust the possibilities, for on any level we may think any

combination of thoughts on that level; and, for each thought, we may think of it on
three levels, on one level, or on an infinity of levels.

A pair can either exist, = 1, or not exist, = 0, since any thought that is thought
of at any number of levels can be combined with any other thought, so you may or

1 1 2 1 3 1may not have {T , L } or {T , L } or{T , L }, etc.

NFor each level of thoughts L  you have an infinite string of 1s and 0s. There are
a denumerably infinite number of such strings, one for each possible number of
levels of thought. This set can be shown through Cantor’s diagonalisation argument
for the existence of uncountable sets (Burger, 2007c; Lieber, 1953, 114, 115, 132-
133) to be isomorphic to the real numbers (the continuum) and equivalent to 2 0 =à

1à .
Note here that, of course, human beings do not actually count an infinite number

of thoughts, and Hartman concurs (Hartman, 1961, 410), but we also know in gen-
eral that “the actual world is never going to conform exactly to a system” (Mefford,
2010, 74). So by objecting to Hartman’s “ideal man” as a “mere conceptual con-
struct,” (Edwards, 2010, 78) is actually objecting to science in general, because
science is a collection of systems, and systems are full of such conceptual constructs.
This is a far reach, to go much wider in scope than formal axiology itself in order
to argue that there is something wrong with its formal aspects. In fact, Edwards, by
turning against science in this manner, is in danger of invalidating his entire argu-
ment against Hartman’s epistemological argument for the infinite value of man,
because when one’s argument contradicts an entire body of accepted thought, in this
case, that it is necessary to use conceptual constructs in science, either one’s argu-
ment must be rejected or the entire body of thought must be rejected. Edwards’
argument, if accepted, would invalidate the context of knowledge of science in
general. In such cases, there is little choice but to reject such an argument, for our
entire body of knowledge is at stake (Harriman, 2010, 30-33, 208). Edwards should
not try to bend the rules in this way. He can argue that Hartman’s conceptual con-
struct is incorrect and show us how it is incorrect, but he cannot validly argue that,
since it is a conceptual construct, it cannot be applied to real men or women. It most
certainly can.

I think that it is easy now to turn back to the beginning of this article and exam-
ine what I meant by the analogy of a car and its driver. We can think of the car,
either the Buick or the Ferrari, as being like the formal construct of a human being’s
mind in Hartman’s model. We can think of the driver of the car as being like the
human brain, the empirical reality. While our minds may theoretically be able to
count off an infinite number of discrete thoughts, since there exists no ‘label’ on
them saying, for example, ‘This mind is capable of 1 billion thoughts,’ ultimately
the mind is constrained by the mortality of the brain. Just as the driver of a car
makes it go but also limits its speed below its ideal or theoretical speed, so do our
brains limit the minds to which they give rise. However, just as we don’t rate our
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car’s speed capacity by our ability to drive fast or not, we should not rate our minds
by our brain’s ability to survive an infinite amount of time; we know it cannot. But
our mind, while dependent on our brain, is not the same thing as our brain. Our
mind’s unlimited (infinite) capacity for thought is constrained by our mortal body.

I will use a simple analogy to illustrate this kind of relationship. For example,
in many of our sports, we have rules that ‘allow’ infinite sequences to occur, yet of
course they never do in practice. Baseball, for instance, has a rule (a conceptual
construct) that allows a batter to foul off as many pitches as he wishes (if he can).
Theoretically, by this rule, a game can last forever, as a batter would simply foul off
every pitch thrown to him. Why doesn’t this occur? The fact is our human physical
limitations and psychological limitations constrain such activity. Eventually, the
batter will miss the ball and strike out or put the ball in play inadvertently, or the
pitcher may simply walk him by throwing four balls. The point here is that it is not
an extraordinary thing to have such potentially infinite sequences in our lives. In the
case of baseball, it is part of the game and exploiting the rule can lead to some
dramatic tension in key situations, as a batter using this tactic deliberately tries to
wear down a pitcher and force him into a mistake.

Edwards also has objections to some of the results of applying the mathematics
to issues of human worth. One of his objections, for instance, has to do with the
relative value of human beings (Edwards, 2010, 79). Is killing two human beings
worse than killing just one? Is killing a hundred human beings worse than killing
just one, a thousand, a million? Hartman’s formal axiology gives a surprising an-

1swer: No. In terms of the mathematics, a human being is worth à , a transfinite
cardinality that is resilient (unchanging) in terms of addition or multiplication
(Breuer, 1958, 46-47). So, no matter how many human beings madmen assemble for
murder, the value of the humans taken together is no more than the value of any one
of them alone. 

On the surface, this problem may make one think that formal axiology has failed
in terms of justice, for surely the penalty for a crime of such massive inhumanity
should be higher than the penalty for only one murder. Yet formal axiology provides
us with a way out of this problem, which is one of proper retribution. 

The families of the victims of mass murder would like to see justice done. The
guilty should be punished in a manner proportional to the crime committed, in this
case, a life for a life. Yet there is only one man, and perhaps some dozens of collud-
ers, to bear the cost, essentially not enough retribution to go around for the thou-
sands upon thousands dead. This is thinking in terms of finite numbers. With a value
science using infinite cardinals, the problem of retribution, proper justice, does not
become a quandary.

Without a transfinite model, in order to satisfy justice in the case of mass mur-
der, one would have to find additional people to execute in order to balance the
scale. In fact, this is what happens in primitive cultures and tribes, where the notion
of the uniqueness and infinite value of a human life is not very clear. Justice takes
the form of revenge killing, and arbitrary victims will do as long as they are from



152 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY

the other village and of a roughly equal number. The notion of lining up millions of
Germans or any other nationality to pay for the millions murdered by the Nazi
regime is of course horrific and absurd; a value science based on finite mathematics
would not be able to solve this problem. (For instance, it would have to count the
lives of the murderers as being worth more than that of the victims, much more, in
order to ‘balance’ the scales in a manner that would avoid the taking of thousands
or even millions of lives in retribution).

Formal axiology says that any murder is the destruction of (at least) intrinsic
value, and it says that intrinsic value is mathematically represented as the cardinality

1à . The leader, his entourage, and other accomplices can pay for their crimes with
their lives. Their execution can ‘pay’ for the crime because their lives have intrinsic

1value also worth à  collectively. The total value of the millions of victims will still

1be à . Each side on the scales of justice in terms of ‘payment’ for the crime will be

1balanced. The resilience of à  helps resolve the issue. (I am leaving out the entire
debate about the justification of the state using the death penalty because it alone is
a subject matter for at least an entire article.)

1Hartman said that no human’s value is less than à  (Hartman, 1954, 436). Pome-
roy discussed the idea of separating our deeds from our beings (Pomeroy, 2010). So

1a human agent worth à  may commit acts of disvaluation (evil) on other humans
without diminishing his or her fundamental worth qua human. We are responsible
for our deeds but not defined by them. 

We see this idea in practice already. Take for example the case of serial killer,
Ted Bundy. Known to have killed many more, he was convicted of murdering three
women and received the death sentence for each one, but was executed just once
(Montaldo, 2011). There was no cry out for more justice. In the case of multiple
killings, other means may be used such as monetary compensation to the victims’
families, but we do not have to do this to be satisfied as a society that justice is done.
We know collectively what Hartman demonstrated mathematically. 

Hartman told us that we might find some aspects of formal axiology to be
counter-intuitive. But a paradox can be overcome if we have patience to look deeper
into the issue. The science of transfinite mathematics itself is counter-intuitive in
many ways and this is reflected in its history. Most mathematicians did not want to
get involved in the subject, and many believed the entire realm to be unfathomable.
Yet its founder, Georg Cantor, demonstrated to the world its soundness in the late
19  century. Cantor introduced the idea that infinity comes in more than one sizeth

(Burger, 2007c; Cantor, 1952 [1895]; Lieber, 1953, 106; Zehna, 1966, 6-7). The
notion of many kinds or levels of infinity seemed ridiculous (strongly counterintuit-
ive) at the time (Burger, 2007a). Yet, Cantor persisted. Cantor’s pioneering work
with set theory, ordinals, and cardinals made it possible for formal axiology to
become more than a philosophy. In fact, set theory has become the cornerstone of
modern mathematics itself (Zehna, 1966, 7). It should not be dismissed as too prob-
lematic because it is very powerful, and I believe it is our best bet to continue devel-
oping formal axiology. We need to attend to the paradoxes; we need to further the
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testing of transfinite math (set theory); most importantly we need to get better at it,
and perhaps even make our own breakthroughs in it. For example, Mefford’s work
in the related area of set theory and formal axiology is promising (Mefford, 2009,
2010). In fact, we already have a partial breakthrough: Pomeroy’s confirmation of
Hartman’s HVP ordering based on Hartman’s unique use of set theory is a break-
through of a sort because, even though more mathematical work is needed in this
area, for the first time, someone has looked beneath the surface of sets with equiva-
lent cardinalities into possible substructures that may yield a way of differentiating
such sets from each other with the goal of giving them an ordering.
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Abstract

I argue, contrary to Gallopin, that the HVP, Hartman’s axiom of value, and other
aspects of formal axiology like the hierarchy of value can and should be construc-
tively separated from transfinite math and set theory. Applying transfinite math in
axiology presupposes the absurd claim that real people can think an infinite number
of thoughts, and Gallopin says nothing to show that we can. Like Hartman himself,
Gallopin just confuses real people with theoretically constructed people. Transfinite
math in axiology also generates ridiculous anomalies, for example, that killing six
million people is no worse than killing only one person. Only Gallopin’s systemic
“black or white” mentality demands either transfinite math or nothing at all, but
clearly there are alternatives. Gallopin’s claim that I repudiate all conceptual con-
structs is absolutely false. And people don’t expect mass murderers to be executed
more than once, not because they intuitively accept transfinite math, but because
they have enough good common sense to know that no one can die more than once.

Introduction

Many critiques of Robert S. Hartman’s use of transfinite math and set theory in
axiology have published, most written by me (Edwards, 1973, 141-147; Edwards,
1991, 86-87; Edwards, 2000, 229-241; Edwards, 2001, 139-140, 146-149, 155-163;
Edwards, 2009, 147-168; Edwards, 2010, 67-87, 175-176); but, aside from Frank
G. Forrest’s applications, very few if any affirmations or defenses of his use of
transfinite math have been published since Hartman’s death. Frank G. Forrest did
significant publishing in which he explained and applied transfinite math (for short)
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in formal axiology (Forrest, 1994; Forrest, 2001), but he did not seriously attempt
to reply to the objections that have been raised. Gary Gallopin is to be commended
for gallantly defending the use of transfinite math in formal axiology. Gallopin’s is
no doubt the best defense of this that has ever been published, if for no other reason
than that it is the only one that has ever been published. He has doubtless given at
least some of the relevant issues a great deal of careful thought, and he has done a
great deal of work in researching, writing, and preparing his article. Gallopin and I
disagree significantly about the appropriateness of transfinite math, as explained
below, but we are still massively in agreement about the main substance of Hart-
man’s work. Readers should keep our substantive agreements in the back of their
minds while reading this reply.

I am not the least convinced by Gallopin’s defense; the baby must be saved, but
not the bathwater. We disagree about which is which. To explain why and how I
disagree with him, I must deal with his arguments. I will confine myself only to
those that specifically apply to my own critiques of transfinite math and set theory
in axiology. I will not deal with all the reasons that I have given elsewhere; (see the
first references above). Gallopin barely scratched the surface of my critiques, but his
scratches do deserve careful attention. I will not deal with his treatment of transfinite
math as such because, as Gallopin correctly notes, I have no disputes with transfinite 
math—only with its applications in Hartmanian formal axiology. I will also not deal
with Gallopin’s critiques of Mark A. Moore and Ted Richards because they are
defending themselves in later articles in this issue.

Specifically, I will reply to the charges brought by Gallopin against my critiques
of transfinite math in axiology in the order in which his paper introduces them.

(1) As to the Hartman Value Profile, Gallopin correctly acknowledges that I
recognize that “the HVP is a good thing” (Gallopin, 2012, 134). He then argues that
both the Hartman Value Profile (HVP) and Hartman’s general axiological theory are
inseparable from transfinite math. His implicit conclusion is that if the HVP is a
good thing, then transfinite math must be a good thing. I do not agree. Why?

Gallopin’s discussion of the creation of the HVP is purely historical, not logical,
and even that is not accurate. The HVP, he insists, was created using transfinite
math. As he says, “Hartman constructed the HVP using transfinite arithmetic to rank
order the value combinations by calculating the cardinality of those combinations
and by examining the cardinality of the elements in the combinations” (Gallopin,
2012, 136). Mark A. Moore shows, however, that the historical claim that Hartman
used transfinite math to order the formulas underlying the verbal items in the HVP
could not be true, if for no other reason than that the math collapses too many of the
value combinations into one another. In actuality, Hartman must have used only
finite math, which says that pairs of any three items can be logically (or mathemati-
cally) combined with one another in only nine positive ways and nine negative
ways. Hartman combined this with his correct philosophical judgments that intrinsic
values are better than extrinsic values, and extrinsic values are better than systemic
values. Even if Hartman did use transfinite math to order the HVP items (which he
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could not have done, as Moore explains), this does not show that Hartman could not
have used some other mathematical system to order his formulas and the corre-
sponding HVP items from best to worst—for example, the finitistic “quantum wave”
math developed by Mark A. Moore in his “A Quantum Wave Model of Value The-
ory” (Moore, 1995), or the math in Marcos Gojman’s “Axiologics: A New Calculus
of Value” offered in this issue (117-129). Gallopin assumes that Hartman’s math is
the only one available to us; it is not. His assumption is fatal to his defense.

(2) Gallopin also makes the much stronger claim that the formal system of
axiology itself, including its axiom (“Good is concept fulfillment”) and its three
value dimensions (intrinsic, extrinsic, systemic), are logically and not just histori-
cally intertwined, thus logically inseparable (Gallopin, 2012, 136-137.) His com-
ments climax with, “The connection between the transfinite numbers and the value
dimensions is not to be mischaracterized as ‘independent’ (Edwards, 2009, 148)
because it is not logically independent of the concepts and the value dimensions. In
fact it ties them together” (Gallopin, 212, 136). After summarizing the basic features
of Hartman’s axiology, Gallopin writes, “All of these elements must be in place for
Hartman’s theory of axiology to work, and this includes the HVP” (Gallopin, 2012,
137); and “The three elements of Hartman’s theory of axiology need to be in place
at all times” (Gallopin, 2012, 139).

The main problem with Gallopin’s claim is that it begs the question. Gallopin
only asserts emphatically, but does not demonstrate, that formal axiology is not, or
cannot be made to be, logically independent of transfinite math. This is important,
and it requires more discussion. Gallopin may be confusing his merely historical
point with his logical point. He may be arguing that we must stick with transfinite
math because it was an integral part of the very origins of Hartman’s whole system
of formal axiology. There are at least two things wrong with his historical argument,
if this is indeed what he wants to say, the second being by far the most significant.
First, we really do not know the order in which Hartman himself discovered and put
together basic the elements of his formal axiology. For all we know, the transfinite
math may have been, (and my guess is that it probably was), an afterthought, added
after Hartman worked out his understanding of the axiom of good as concept fulfil-
ment, the three kinds of value, systemic, extrinsic, and intrinsic, and discerned that
they fall into a hierarchy of worth. From my own decades of experience in working
out and with complex philosophical positions, the basic elements of a complex
system of thought do not usually arise and come together all at once. Rather, they
arise slowly, often independently, and only much later and gradually does one see
how they hang together logically and systematically.

But for the sake of the argument, let’s assume with Gallopin that all the ele-
ments of Hartman’s theory fell full-grown all at once from his brow. Whether it did
or not, there is another really serious difficulty. Does Gallopin assume that every
science, not just Hartman’s, is bound inescapably to the mathematics of its origins?
If so, the assumption is clearly false. Today’s physics and astrophysics are definitely
not bound to Sir Isaac Newton’s math and Euclidian geometry. Physical and astro-
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physical anomalies have since been discovered that necessitate curved space geome-
try and the new maths of relativity and quantum theory; but this would not be possi-
ble if every science were bound inseparably to the math of its origins. Even so,
axiological anomalies are now evident that require new forms of math, the main
anomaly being that we human beings simply cannot actually think a denumerably
infinite number of thoughts, much less a non-denumerable infinity of them. 

Frank G. Forrest showed that we can do amazing things when we apply trans-
finite math to axiological issues. As Gallopin concedes, I clearly recognize this, but
the adequacy of transfinite math for axiological purposes does not follow from this
concession. Why not? Well, we can still do amazing things with Newtonian mathe-
matical physics and Euclidian geometry. They are still quite adequate for practical
everyday purposes. But neither math is good enough to cover the anomalies and
newer discoveries of relativity, curved space, and quantum physics. So it also with
Hartman’s antiquated math.

(3) Gallopin argues that ranking the three value dimensions (the intrinsic is best,
the extrinsic next, and the systemic last) depends exclusively on using “transfinite
cardinalities.” He says, “You cannot have a science of formal axiology if you re-
move any one of these components” (Gallopin, 2012, 137-138). This argument is
question also begging, for whether this is possible or not is the very issue in ques-
tion. This argument also leaps from historical to logical connectedness, and it suffers
from all the defects just discussed. Gallopin strongly believes this, no doubt, but
asserting it forcefully does not amount to a philosophical demonstration of it. The
failure of this argument is easily shown by considering a parallel argument—“You
cannot have a science of physics if you remove any one of the components of New-
tonian physics.” Well, we can, and we do. No science is stuck with the math with
which it originated, and several different mathematical systems might (and often do)
apply to any given scientific subject matter. 

Transfinite math is definitely not good enough to cover the anomalies of formal
axiology. I explain these in some detail in previously cited publications, where I
show that serious anomalies occur in all three dimensions, the systemic and extrinsic
(Edwards, 2010, 75-76), as well as the intrinsic. Here are a few of these anomalies.
The last two will be explained in greater depth. Next, I state what I believe to be
true, as opposed to what transfinite math implies.

• The extrinsically good penny in my pocket is not as valuable as all the

0 0gold in Fort Knox. (Transfinite math says that it is, because à  = à  [or k = k, if
your want to use the notation of Frank Forrest]).

• All the ideas in all the Dialogues of Plato have more worth than the one
idea of "n." (Transfinite math says that they have exactly equal worth because
n = n). 

• Six million people have more value than one person. (Transfinite math

1 1says that they have exactly equal worth because à  = à ).
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• It is worse to murder six million people than to murder just one person.

1(Transfinite math says that the former is no worse than the latter because à  =

1à  [or their reciprocals are equal]). 

(4) Gallopin contents that “Any theoretician of formal axiology must acknowl-
edge that you cannot have formal axiology with just the so-called ‘axiom of value;”
you may build a kind of axiology from it with only analytical concepts and a finite
arithmetic, but it won’t be formal axiology” (Gallopin, 2012, 139). I completely
agree that we need more than the axiom of axiology, but this does not help his case
at all for using transfinite math. 

The axiom of axiology itself, “Good is concept fulfillment,” says nothing what-
soever about the three value dimensions or their hierarchical relations. They cannot
be “deduced” from it alone; neither can transfinite math. This is why Hartman was
wrong when he claimed that his whole system follows from his axiom. The three
value dimensions, and additional formal definitions of “better,” “best,” “worse,” and
“worst,” must be added independently, but it does not follow that we must also add
transfinite mathematics. Hartman repeatedly identified “Good is concept fulfillment”
as the basic axiom of his system, but he never claimed that transfinite math is an-
other basic axiom of his system, or that it follows logically from his basic axiom.

In the 2011 issue of the Journal of Formal Axiology: Theory and Practice, a
very bold article by Cliff Hurst, “The Non-Mathematical Logic of a Science of
Values,” shows how we can easily get along with only Hartman’s basic axiom plus
several supplemental axioms, none of which include transfinite math. This article
was not available to Gallopin at the time he was writing, but it nevertheless shows
quite definitively that a “theoretician of formal axiology” can indeed construct such
a theory without this math, or, in Hurst’s view, without any math—if you are willing
to sacrifice the axiological calculus. 

Personally, I am not yet ready to give up on all math, but the best math for
axiology doesn’t have to be transfinite math. The only reason we need any math at
all is for an axiological calculus that orders and computes value options that are just
too complex to resolve intuitively. Perhaps we do not have a “good” calculus today,
and we may never have one, but that remains to be seen. Perhaps we do; consider
the preceding references to the work of Moore and Gojman. We also have a “fair”
one, Frank Forrest’s, that uses transfinite math. A “good” calculus would have all
the properties that a calculus of value ought to have; a fair one has most of them, but
not all. There is much room for improvement in this “fair” transfinite math. We need
a math that will not require us make absurd metaphysical claims about the infinity
of us finite human beings, and one that will avoid all the anomalies. For years, in
print and in personal contacts and correspondence, I have consistently encouraged
other axiologists skilled in math to develop an alternative, but not to give up on the
math and the axiological calculus altogether. In this respect, I differ from Hurst. 

Earlier, I strongly encouraged Forrest to do his work applying transfinite math
in axiology, knowing his eminent qualifications for the job. I and helped him to
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publish his 1994 book because I wanted to see just how far he could push it, and if
he could overcome all the difficulties. His work goes very far, but not all the way.
More recently, I encouraged Gallopin himself, as best I could, to complete his essay
that we are now discussing, and to give the best defense he could muster for using
transfinite math in axiology. I agree with Gallopin that we need the “power” of
mathematics (Gallopin, 2012, 139), but this does not have to be transfinite mathe-
matics, and he has definitely not shown that it does.

Sadly, systemic “black-or-white,” “all-or-nothing” thinking runs all the way
through Gallopin’s article. His repeated insistence that we must take all or nothing
of Hartman’s axiological system, or “it won’t be formal axiology” (Gallopin, 2012,
139) illustrates and exemplifies precisely the sort of systemic narrow-mindedness
that Hartman himself consistently condemned. There is a place somewhere for
systemic all-or-nothing thinking, but not where the issues are very complex, and not
where multitudes of legitimate and attractive alternatives are available. The most
basic features of Hartman’s axiology can be plugged into many different mathemati-
cal schemes, as Moore and Richards have clearly demonstrated in earlier publica-
tions, and as Marcos Gojman shows in this issue of this journal. These schemes may
have problems of their own, so we may not be the end of this road yet. Indeed, like
infinity, it may have no end! Still, with problems of their own, they avoid the anom-
alies and the absurd metaphysics of human infinity.

(5) Referring to something in my article on “Universals, Individuals and Intrin-
sic Good,” (Edwards, 1991, 86, 87), either my suggestion that we treat Hartman’s
pronouncements about infinite worth as “metaphorical speech,” or else my recogni-
tion that transfinite math preserves the incommensurateness of the value dimensions,
Gallopin writes, “At this time, Edwards was not questioning the transfinite math as
seriously as he does now,” yet he [Edwards] did then “start asking” serious ques-
tions about it (Gallopin, 2012, 140). Sadly, Gallopin does not know much about the
history of this issue, or the vehemence of my long-standing objections to this aspect
of Hartman’s formal axiological. From my very first exposure to Hartman’s
“Proofs” of “The Infinite Value of Man” in the fall of 1968 when I sat in on the
graduate class where he first taught his then-recently-published The Structure of
Value, I thought that these “Proofs” were just about the worst philosophical argu-
ments I had ever been exposed to in my life. I still think so today, and Gallopin has
said nothing that persuades me to think otherwise. In a nutshell, and as explained
and critiqued in much more detail elsewhere, Hartman’s most basic “Proof,” presup-
posed by all the others, says: We can actually think a denumerable infinity of
thoughts, so we have a denumerable infinity of good-making properties, and this

0gives us denumerably infinite worth, à . Further, we can think that we are thinking
each of these thoughts an infinite number of times; this means that we actually have
a non-denumerable infinity of good-making thought properties, yielding our non-

1denumerably infinite worth, à . 
My basic objection is: We simply cannot do either one, as I have explained in

much more detail elsewhere. Gallopin says nothing whatsoever that shows we
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actually can think an infinity of thoughts. He argues (ineffectively) that Hartman’s
position does not have “counterintuitive” applications, but he does not show or
demonstrate that we can actually think a denumerable infinity of thoughts, much less
a non-denumerable infinity of them. He emphatically repeats what Hartman says
about these things, but mere forceful repetition is not the same thing as relevant
evidence. It does not show that any of us can actually do what Hartman says we can
do. Nothing can show this, because we can’t.

While Hartman was alive and teaching at the University of Tennessee, I was his
most serious and determined face-to-face and published critic. My initial objections
to Hartman’s application of transfinite math to the “value of man” were given in my
1973 article, “The Value of Man in the Hartman Value System,” Journal of Value
Inquiry, 1973, 3:2, 141-147. I still stand by everything I said there. To further show
that I was indeed “questioning the transfinite math” as seriously in 1968 and 1973
as I do now, I will quote what I published about this in 2001.

Let me give you a bit of history. For several decades, I have been trying
to persuade members of the Hartman Institute, including Hartman himself
before he died, that the Hartmanian metaphysics of infinite human person-
hood is utter implausible as Hartman himself structured it. After Hartman’s
death in 1973, I withdrew almost entirely for many years from the Hartman
Institute because I found this feature of Hartman’s axiology so preposter-
ous. All the while, I continued to think about his many brilliant and fruitful
insights, to ponder saving all that plausibly can be saved of his positions on
values and valuations, and to have my outlook on life transformed by his
work. Sometime in the late 1980s, after deciding that there is something to
it after all, and that his work deserves a fair chance, a fair hearing, I re-
newed my connection with the Hartman Institute. Since then, I have tried
to do my part for the Institute and its objectives and to persuade its mem-
bers to try to separate the wheat from the chaff, to use a biblical metaphor.
At present, many members agree that Hartman was wrong about the “infi-
nite value of man” while being right about so man other things; but many
other Hartmaniacs still cling to Hartman’s incredible metaphysics of infinite
human personhood. As for me, I just can’t see how anyone in her or his
right mind would want to defend it, at least not in Hartman’s own way.
(Dicken and Edwards, 2001, 157).

It took me fifteen years or more after Hartman’s death to figure this out, but, al-
though I was a charter member, I did not become seriously involved with the Hart-
man Institute until I finally discerned that all the truly wonderful aspects of
Hartmanian axiology are logically independent of transfinite math, and nothing
important would be changed if we just lop it off and forget it, especially if and
because a calculus can be constructed using a different system of math.
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(6) Gallopin dredges up Hartman’s convoluted and totally unconvincing argu-
ment that equates real people with systemically constructed and conceptualized
people. Real people, the argument goes, can actually think first a denumerable, then
a non-denumerable infinity of thoughts because being able to do belongs to the
conceptual or theoretical construct, “man.” Maybe Gallopin and (Hartman) are not
talking abut real people at all. Gallopin clearly recognizes, as Hartman did not, that
death will prevent every real person from actually thinking an infinity of thoughts,
denumerable or not; as he concedes, “ultimately the mind is constrained by the
mortality of the brain” (Gallopin, 2012, 150). Philosophers should never forget that
they are going to die. Hartman never gave any evidence that he recognized that
death somehow counts against human infinitude. To his credit, Gallopin does.

If he is not even talking about real people, who are indeed going to died, then
Gallopin’s insistence that “thinking an infinity of thoughts” belongs only to the
conceptual construct “man” makes his position totally irrelevant to our actual worth
and to real people like us. Pure conceptual constructs, by definition, do not refer to
anything other than themselves, as Hartman often indicated. They are intensions
without extensions. Like math, they can be applied to appropriate subject matters,
but they must be “isomorphic” with that subject matter for the application to work,
Hartman also insisted. We can’t apply Euclidian geometry to the subtle discoveries
of contemporary astrophysics because it is not isomorphic with (does not have the
same form as) those facts of nature; only curved space geometry is isomorphic with
them. Similarly, conceptually constructed “man” may have infinite worth because
it can, by definition, think an infinity of thoughts; but it definitely does not follow
that any real people have infinite worth, because real people can’t do it. This “man”
construct is not isomorphic with its subject matter when applied to real people.
Gallopin himself admits that real people can’t do it, if for no other reason than that
we are all going to die. No doubt, an abstrusely formal concept of “man thinking an
infinite number of thoughts” can be constructed, but it has no relevant application
whatsoever to us. If Gallopin wants to play irrelevant intellectual games, he is per-
fectly free to do so. Meanwhile, most of us want an axiology that describes and
applies to real people. 

(7) Gallopin has at least one more inning in the “conceptual constructs” game.
He insists that I (or we) must accept the conceptual construct of “man” as “able to
think an infinity of thoughts” because no science can be constructed without using
conceptual constructs. In one sense, I have no objection to this, as long as we under-
stand that this conceptually constructed “man” has nothing whatsoever to do with
real people, as indicated above. Mysteriously, having admitted that real people can’t
think an infinite number of thoughts because we are all going to die, Gallopin still
insists that Edwards “cannot validly argue that, since it is a conceptual construct, it
cannot be applied to real men or women. It most certainly can” (Gallopin, 2012,
150). So, we can’t, but we can. I think I smell a contradiction.

(8) Now consider Gallopin’s claim that we must apply “thinking an infinity of
thoughts” to real people because science requires us to do so. Gallopin carries to
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extremes his claim that I (or we) must accept theoretically constructed “man” as
“able to think an infinite number of thoughts.” Every real science uses conceptual
constructs, he correctly ascertains, but then he makes the truly outrageous claim that
if I, Edwards, doesn’t accept this particular “man” construct, I am totally rejecting
all science as such, and all conceptual constructs as such. Consider his remark, “So
by objecting to Hartman’s “ideal man” as a “mere conceptual construct,” (Edwards,
2010, 78) is actually objecting to science in general because science is a collection
of systems, and systems are full of such conceptual constructs. This is a far reach,
to go much wider in scope than formal axiology itself in order to argue that there is
something wrong with its formal aspects.” (Gallopin, 2012, 150).”  

Gallopin has more to say in this vein, but I must now commit self-defense.
First and foremost, if real people cannot think an infinity of thoughts, then Hart-

man’s “ideal man,” who actually can do so, really is a “merely empty conceptual
construct.” That’s what “mere conceptual construct” means—that it doesn’t de-
scribe, refer to, or apply to anything real. Second, and even more important, I defi-
nitely do not reject all conceptual constructs. Just where Gallopin got the notion that
I do, I haven’t the faintest idea; but he seems to infer that I reject all conceptual
constructs just because I reject just this one conceptual construct that he and Hart-
man favor. This is another glaring instance of excessively systemic all-or-nothing
thinking. I could spend a vast amount of time explaining why I do not reject all
conceptual constructs, but three brief comments will suffice. 

First, I firmly believe that two plus two equals four. 
Second, for decades I have consistently encouraged and advocated the develop-

ment of an alternative math into which we could plug Hartman’s three value dimen-
sions and his value hierarchy. Mark A. Moore pioneered all current efforts to find
a new math for formal axiology, and I have strongly supported and encouraged his
efforts for years. Marcos Gojman makes great progress in this issue. Rejecting
transfinite math is not the same thing as rejecting all math. I could not support any-
one’s efforts to find an alternative math if I actually do reject all conceptual con-
structs, but I do not. Alternative systems of math are also conceptual constructs, and
I now am and consistently have been all for them. 

Third, I spent my entire professional life as a professional philosopher dealing
with conceptual constructs, and I have no regrets. 

Thus, Gallopin’s claim that I do or must reject all conceptual constructs is
absolutely false. This being so, his claim that I reject all science because science
involves conceptual constructs is also absolutely false.

(9) Toward the end of his article, Gallopin finally gets around to practical appli-
cations, about which we also disagree rather vehemently. Here, some of the really
serious anomalies really come to the surface. To the question, “Is killing two human
beings worse than killing just one?” (Gallopin, 2012, 151), Gallopin and Hartman
answer, “No.” But my answer is a resounding, “Yes.” Their argument turns on
transfinite math, and I think that their results are so counterintuitive that I would
readily give up transfinite math (as I do) rather than accept their conclusion. 
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1Their basic argument is this. One person has à  value. In transfinite addition, one

1 1 1person, à , plus one person, à , totals only à . No matter how many more people you

1add, as Gallopin acknowledges, your total is always just à . Applied to murder,

1when you kill one person, you destroy à  value; when you kill two people, you

1 1destroy only à  value; when you kill six million people, you destroy only à  value.
Thus, killing six million people is no worse than killing just one person. Frankly, I
find this argument and its conclusion utterly revolting. Killing six million people is
six million times worse than killing only one person, and if applied transfinite math
says otherwise, we should definitely scrap the transfinite math. I would gladly give
up everything that Hartman ever said about anything before I would accept such a
conclusion, but fortunately we do not have to do that. We can and should separate
the good stuff from the bad; it isn’t all versus nothing at all, as Gallopin repeatedly
contends. Transfinite math is the bath water, not the baby.

Gallopin rightly complains about my earlier use of transfinite subtraction (134),
but my point would have been just as valid if I had used transfinite addition. Beginn-
ing with five people, if we murder them one by one, there is one less (subtraction)
after each murder. Beginning with none murdered, if we murder five one by one
(addition) the moral results are the same and equally as bad either way. I think
things get worse after each murder; Gallopin does not.

(10) Gallopin’s most intriguing yet most unconvincing argument is that formal
axiology provides “a way out” in dealing with the perplexing problem in retributive
justice that involves pay-back for mass murders. Paraphrasing a bit in the interest
of simplicity, clarity, and accuracy, the problem is: How can proportional retributive
justice (a life for a life) be done when one killer has killed many others? (Gallopin,
2012, 151-153) “A life for a life” does not seem to work, Gallopin says, where only
one life exists to pay for many lives, but he tries to show that it does work, using
transfinite math. I agree with Gallopin’s profound insight that that mass murders
really do mess with our potent natural intuition, “one life for one life.” Obviously,
this does not readily transfer over to “one life for many lives.” Yet, transfinite math
can make this work, he says. How so? Well, as we saw, applying transfinite math
shows that killing many people, no matter how many, is no worse than killing just

1 1one person; à  equals no more than à  [or their reciprocals], no matter how many are

1included under the second à . Thus, executing just one person for mass murder

1 1achieves precise and equal retributive justice—à  for à . I see his as only another
insufferable anomaly. Why so?

Before addressing his main premise directly, let’s first consider Gallopin’s
supplemental reductio ad absurdum argument that supposedly supports his trans-
finite math solution to the problem of “one life for many lives—equally.” He claims
that a non-transfinite solution to the problem of retributive proportional justice in
mass murder cases would require “finding additional people to execute in order to
balance the scale.” Being a capable Anthropologist, he notes that primitive cultures
actually do this with revenge killings, where “any arbitrary victims will do as long
as they are from the other village and of a roughly equal number.” Yet, we balk at
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“the notion of lining up millions of Germans or any other nationality to pay for the
millions murdered by the Nazi regime” (Gallopin, 2012, 152). Yes, we do find this
prospect “horrific and absurd,” mainly, I think, because we believe that innocent
people should not be punished for crimes that they did not commit, and especially
so in capital cases. To avoid violating that fundamental moral conviction, I believe,
we gladly allow it to override any crude lingering intuitions we might have about
retributive justice, such as “six million for six million.” That is, assuming that we
accept the validity of capital punishment, we require only one guilty mass murderer
to pay for killing six or six million others with his or her only one life; we do not
require any additional innocent people to be killed to achieve a precisely calculated
balance of one life for one life, six for six, or six million for six million.

We actually have a very good moral reason for not “lining up millions of [inno-
cent] Germans...to pay for the millions murdered by the Nazi regime,” and it has
nothing to do with either finite or transfinite math. The reason is, it is just plain
wrong to kill innocent people for crimes that they did not commit, and this moral
principle overrides any lingering intuitions we might have about “many lives for
many lives.” Transfinite math is completely irrelevant here, and we do not require
it to explain why we do not insist upon taking six million innocent lives to pay for
six million murders. Two explanations before us might explain why we do not and
should not try to “balance the scale” this way in mass murder cases, but we must
choose between them. First, it is wrong to punish innocent people for crimes that
they did not commit—the perfectly adequate non- transfinite math solution. Second,
the scales really do balance because the lives of many people have no more worth
than the life one person—the transfinite math solution. So, why shouldn’t we require
the execution of six million Germans to make up for Hitler’s murder of six million
Jews? The first answer is, because it is wrong to kill six million innocent people for
murders they did not commit; the second says, the lives of the six million innocent
people that Hitler killed have no more worth than Hitler’s own one life, so every-
thing balances out perfectly. I just can’t buy the second answer. Can you?

Gallopin himself advocates the transfinite math solution, which proclaims that

1 1 1à  = à . Thus, where a mass murderer like Hitler is represented by the first à , and

1the six million murdered Jews are represented by the second à , everything balances
out exactly when Hitler gets killed. The math proclaims that six million lives have
no greater worth than one life, even when that one is an incredibly perverse mass
murderer. Thus, perfect justice was done when one Hitler was executed (even if he

1was only self-executed) for killing six million Jews, because à  is perfectly equal to

1à . I am not convinced by Gallopin’s argument because I firmly believe, after con-
siderable and careful reflection, that six million people really do have more value
than only one person, innocent or not. I think that it is six million times worse to kill
six million people than it is to kill only one person. If transfinite math requires us
to say otherwise, then we should give up transfinite math, as I did many decades
ago. To me, the transfinite solution is self-refuting; we need only understand this
anomaly to repudiate it.
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(11) Finally, Gallopin wonders why the families of the victims of mass murder-
ers do not “cry out for more justice” [read, “revenge”] when a mass murderer like
Ted Bundy is “executed just once.” They and “society” are “satisfied,” he says,
when such a mass murderer is “executed just once” (Gallopin, 2012, 152). I believe
that this “satisfied” claim is false. Gallopin thinks it to be true and claims that trans-
finite math also solves this problem for us. Exact proportional justice is done in

1 1such situations, precisely because à  is precisely equal to à ; that is, the mass mur-

1 1derer’s life is an à , and the sum total of all the lives he took is no more than an à . 
I am not at all convinced. I strongly suspect that most people, on reflection,

would feel that retributive justice could never be done in cases of mass murder, and
most members of “society” and relevant families could never be “satisfied” that
perfect justice is done when mass murderers are executed just once. To this day,
most Jews are not “satisfied” with respect to the Holocaust, though Hitler is dead.
We do not “cry out for more justice,” not because we are “satisfied” that retributive
justice has been done, but simply because we are smart enough to understand that
no one can be executed more than once; no one can die more than once, even if they
deserve to die six, sixty, or six million, times. We have enough good common sense
not to demand impossible things, even if they were morally desirable. Gallopin’s
conundrums can be resolved quite easily without resorting to transfinite math.
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Abstract

Gary Gallopin argues that Hartman’s formal model for axiology, which utilizes
transfinite algebra, must by necessity always utilize this algebra. Any attempt to
alter Hartman’s formal model is wrong. Such attempts will fail because the three
basic types of concepts (formal, analytic, and singular), which Hartman identifies
with the three basic types of values (intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic), can only be
defined by use of transfinite algebra. In this paper I will present arguments to show
that Gallopin is incorrect in his thesis. Further, I will present arguments to show that
Gallopin’s views are based on dogma and not a representation of good scientific
thought and open inquiry.

Introduction

In Gary Gallopin’s article, few if any of the followers of Hartman’s formal axiology
who seek to build a better mathematical model escape Gallopin’s criticism. Most of
the “errors” cited by Gallopin are little more than disagreements of interpretation,
and I will not deal with most of them in this reply. However, Gallopin does offer
three important and serious arguments, and I will deal with these. First, Gallopin
makes a claim that is simply jaw-dropping. He writes:
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Any theoretician of formal axiology must acknowledge that you cannot
have formal axiology with just the so-called “axiom of value,” you may
build a kind of axiology from it with only analytical concepts and a finite
arithmetic, but it won’t. To have formal axiology you need the other kind
of concepts, synthetic and singular, and their corresponding sets of predi-
cates, and the mathematics of set theory that goes with them, from which
the systemic and intrinsic dimensions of value are derived. It is an inte-
grated and complete package. Any “problems” or “paradoxes” or
“counterintuitive” aspects must be addressed within the system if it is to be
kept just that: a system for formal axiology (Gallopin, 2012, 139).

Part I: Formal Models

Well, I am at least one theoretician of formal axiology who not only disagrees with
this statement but finds it dogma, not inquiry. Fundamentally, Gallopin and I do not
agree about the nature of science and formal models. A brief review of formal
models in science may be useful. 

Let us first consider the geocentric and the heliocentric models of our solar
system and universe. From the time of the early Greeks, these two models were
debated, but after the Catholic Church embraced the geocentric model, anything else
was heresy, as Bruno’s being burned at the stake proved. However, the careful
calculations done by Brahe and Copernicus made the geocentric model less and less
attractive from a formal point of view. Epicycles were created to maintain the logi-
cal consistency of the geocentric model. In the end, the heliocentric model, which
was more consistent, more logical, more systematic, and simpler, was adopted. This
was a paradigm shift with great consequences scientifically and socially.

The point is that formal models can change when they prove to be inadequate
to explain the phenomena to which they are applied. Science, if it is to move for-
ward, must be willing to review and alter its formal models. Gallopin believes that
one can only incorporate systemic and singular concepts if one adopts transfinite
cardinality. Here he is surely wrong and will be proven so.

Let us also consider the physics of Newton. Newton knew well the empirical
research done on the motion of bodies by Galileo and many others. This research
was contrary to the views of Aristotle, who taught that heavier bodies fall faster to
earth than lighter bodies. His own research led Newton to a new and beautifully
formal model for gravity. Newton, in a brilliant use of geometry, reasoned that since
the volume surrounding a body in space increases with the square of the distance
from the body, the force of gravity which occupies this volume must decrease with
the distance from the body and with the ever increasing volume of space. This is the
famous inverse square law. It is a brilliant bit of mathematical reasoning, and it
demonstrates a critical part of science. It illustrates what Hartman calls the applica-
tion of a formal frame of reference (in this case geometry) to a set of phenomena (in
this case the motion of bodies in space affected by gravity). This formal model was
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changed by Einstein when he altered Newton’s view of gravity. For Newton, gravity
was a force operating at a distance. For Einstein, gravity was the actual bending or
curving of space. When Einstein reached out for a formal model to describe this
bending mathematically, he utilized Lobachevskian geometry. String theorists,
seeking a consistent resolution of gravity with quantum theory, reached out to geom-
etry again, but a different geometry. String theorists utilize the Calibi-Yau manifold
as a geometric model for a 10 dimensional space where, it is hoped, quantum theory
and Einstein’s theory are unified.

The point of this is that science regularly changes formal models to incorporate
a finer and more complete understanding of the phenomena they study. This is what
axiological theoreticians can and should do when they find the formal model utilized
by Hartman to be insufficient to explain value phenomena. For Gallopin, this ap-
pears to be heresy. Further, Gallopin argues that only transfinite set theory can
distinguish the three types of value concepts. This is like saying that only the geom-
etry of Newton can define gravity. 

The application of a formal model to a set of phenomena is a leap of faith where
a formal frame of reference is identified synthetically with an entire set of phenom-
ena. In the case of axiology, a formal frame of reference (transfinite cardinality and
algebra) was applied by Hartman to the phenomena of values. But, to be adequate,
this synthesis must be complete and consistent. It may also be improved with refine-
ments and rejected entirely or in part by a paradigm shift, where one formal frame
of reference is replaced by a different one, just as Newton’s geometry with infinite
parallel lines was replaced by Einstein’s geometry of curved space. As Hartman
says, the formal frame of reference must give

... rise not only to the whole coherent system of the science but also mirrors
faithfully the total variety of the corresponding actuality—the concept
which manifests variety as variety (to speak with Cassirer), both theoreti-
cally and practically. We may call it the isomorphous concept, and thus
show both its structure and its relevance to actuality….This concept is the
axiom (Hartman, 1967, 46).

This is the ideal of science, but it is seldom achieved without extensive alter-
ations. Perhaps it is never achieved. Theoreticians have a choice of the frame of
reference. Moreover, they can refine, replace, or reject any frame of reference in
favor of another if they can demonstrate that it “mirrors faithfully the total variety
of the corresponding actuality” in a more precise and adequate way. This is the
proper business of theoretical axiology. Hartman could have chosen a geometrical
frame of reference, thereby following Newton and Einstein. In fact, it was Hart-
man’s wish to re-write formal axiology as a topology, as geometry; dimensions of
geometry could easily be used to distinguish types of concepts. Gallopin’s insistence
that the only way to define systemic, extrinsic, and singular concepts formally is by
using finite and transfinite cardinality is nothing short of dogma.
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We who have doubted transfinite cardinality as the best formal frame of refer-
ence are merely doing our proper job of questioning and offering suitable alterna-
tives. This is not heresy but scientific inquiry and progress. As pointed out by nu-
merous axiologists and Hartman himself, the transfinite cardinals do not properly
distinguish all of the value/valuation combinations (Moore, 1991, 184-187). We
simply need to improve the formal frame of reference. This process is an explora-
tion.

Gallopin maintains that a finite axiology would exclude formal and singular
concepts. This is strange to me in that, according to Hartman, analytic intensions are
denumerably infinite and singular concepts are non-denumerably infinite. Accord-
ingly, it would appear that Gallopin would want to say that a finite axiology would
only deal with formal concepts and exclude analytic and singular concepts. But,
putting this issue aside, let’s see what Hartman has to say. Of course, we agree that
in Hartman’s own formal frame of reference formal concepts have intensions which
are finite, analytic concepts have intensions which are denumerably infinite, and
singular concepts have intensions which are non-denumerably infinite. However,
Hartman says much more than this, and Gallopin ignores it all.

First, Hartman understands that all actual value judgments are finite. Human
consciousness cannot process an infinite number of predicates in any intension. It
was, therefore, important for Hartman to develop a finite understanding of the three
types of value intensions. Hartman wrote:

Although in theory denumerable intensional structures have infinite content,
in practice we deal with finite structures. Extrinsic valuation, in practice, is
based upon relatively few properties, up to about two hundred in expert
valuation of an everyday thing and upon far fewer in everyday valuation
and discourse (Hartman, 1967, 194).

The series of extrinsic value types n, 2 , n  … ad infinitum approachesn 2n

0toward the limit à . The latter, if we follow the procedure of defining a
process by its limit, may serve as theoretical definition of extrinsic value,
even though in any given case, the analytic intension – whose fulfillment
is extrinsic value – will have some finite number n of properties (Hartman,
1967, 221).

 Here is where my Quantum Wave Model (Moore, 1995) comes into play. Since
every extrinsic value judgment will be finite, by Hartman’s own account, we need
a finite solution to different extrinsic value and value/valuation combinations. Fur-
ther, since systemic values are also finite, we need a way of measuring and distin-
guishing systemic value from extrinsic value, and extrinsic value from intrinsic
value. Hartman answered these questions mathematically.

First, let’s see what Hartman said about systemic value. If extrinsic value is
finite in any given case, what is systemic value? For any set of analytic intensions
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which are finite in “any given case,” the corresponding set of synthetic or formal
intensions (systemic value) is defined as follows:

Analytic intension whose number of properties P = n, insofar as it is not a
schema (a definition) but an exposition, is the norm of extrinsic value;

2synthetic intension whose number of properties P = log n, is the norm of
systemic value (Hartman, 1967, 222).

2Systemic value, for any finite set n of analytic intensions is simply the log  of
n. By definition, the log of n will always be less than n so long as n is an exposition
and not a definition. This is a profound concept. In effect, the definition of systemic
value is equivalent to Boltzmann’s concept of entropy. In Boltzmann’s law of ther-
modynamics the amount of entropy is equal to the log(w), where w is the number of
possible states of a system. In fact, it is not incorrect to say that systemic value is the
“value entropy” of analytic intensions. From an informational perspective, we know
that the capacity of meaning to join with other meanings, for intensions to join with
other intensions, is a measure of entropy. The greater the entropy, the greater the
freedom to join intension to intension. As intensions become increasingly specified,
as intensions are added to intensions, the less able are the intensions to combine with
other intensions. It does not take many iterations of this process before the set of
intensions refers uniquely to one and only one thing. As Hartman said:
 

The relation of extrinsic value to intrinsic value is as that of systemic value
to extrinsic value: compared to intrinsic value, extrinsic value is fact; or, in
other words, extrinsic value bears to intrinsic value the logarithmic relation-
ship that systemic value bears to extrinsic value…(Hartman, 1967, 223).

It is perfectly true that Hartman believed that intrinsic value’s cardinality is non-
denumerably infinite, but when we apply this trifold relationship to analytic inten-
sions which are finite, as we know that they are in “any given case,” then intrinsic
value is simply 2 .n

2To summarize: Systemic value = log (n), Extrinsic value = n, and intrinsic value
= 2 . This works perfectly well for “any given case,” although this stands in starkn

contrast to the transfinite cardinalities. My Quantum Wave Model was designed to
work in the atmosphere of “any given case,” not in the transfinite and infinite cases
that we never meet. But the Quantum Wave Model is much more than this; it is also
a new and improved understanding of the relationship between value and valuation.
Hartman symbolized the relationship between value and valuation as a superscript
and disvaluation as a subscript. While this was mere convention initially, Hartman
turned this convention into the mathematical operation of the relation of exponent
to base. We know the results of this algebra. 

We should ask whether the finite or “any given case” definition of the types of
concepts can be utilized to create a ranking system. They can. The problem is not
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with doing the math for any n-properties intension. That is simple enough. The
problem is that when the number of intensions are small this also creates a series of
tied numbers. When the number of intensions is larger a unique ranking system is
created, but it does not agree with Hartman’s ranking system utilized in the HVP.
In this case, the mathematical problems are not due to transfinite cardinalities. They
are the result of defining the relationship between value and valuation as a mathe-
matical exponent. The Quantum Wave Model is mathematically superior. As Roger
Penrose points out in his book, The Emperor’s New Mind, it is the “corrective term”
of the cosine è that is essential to map the relationship between quantum waves. In
formal axiology the relationship between value and valuation is better understood
as the cosine ratio between value and valuation rather than as an exponent applied
to a value. This will be reviewed more thoroughly below. The Quantum Wave
Model presents a way of looking at value and valuation relations through the mathe-
matics of wave coherence and interference, i.e., between wave harmony and dishar-
mony; and that is clearly mathematically superior to exponentiation.
  But new problems now emerge. Let’s begin by reviewing what Hartman says
of disvaluation or transpositions: “Transpositional value is the pattern of disvalue.
Transpositions are negative (Hartman, 1967, 271). Further, “Systemic, extrinsic, and
intrinsic values are positive values distinguishing themselves from transpositional
value which is negative value or disvalue” (271). Further, “There is not, strictly
speaking, a transpositional intension; the attributes are fragmentary and do not
succeed in forming an intensional unit” (271).

More problems arise when Hartman defines transpositions as the reciprocal of
compositions. The transpositions are fractions between 0 and 1. Fractions between
0 and 1 are neither negative nor fragmented. The Quantum Wave Model does a
better job of supplying a formal model for transposition. Here is how it works.
 First, Hartman’s finite “any given case” understanding of value theory is precise
and clear. These are log functions that define precise probability. Since systemic
value is the entropy of the intension, its probability is greatest, while the probability
of n is less than the log n, and the probability of 2 , which is intrinsic value, is lessn  

than the probability of n. In fact, since intrinsic value is unique, its probability is 1/n,
where n is the number of members of the set of all sets similar to a given set. For
example, the probability of David Mefford is 1/(the earth’s population).

Combinations of quantum waves are interferences and coherences of probabili-
ties, so it is natural to apply this well-developed science to axiological probability.
There is a wonderful benefit to so applying this formal frame of reference—a new
and refined understanding of the relationship between value and valuation. In com-
puting the degree of wave coherence and interference, there is a correction term, the
cosine è. Roger Penrose writes: “It is this correction term “2|w||z|cosè” that provides
the quantum interference between quantum-mechanical alternatives” (Penrose,
1989, 241). Thus, we have a precise measure of coherence or composition on the
one hand, and of interference or transposition on the other. This formal measure of
transposition and composition very clearly measures transposition as Hartman
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described it. Quantum interference is negative and fragmented. Quantum coherence
is supportive. This is in stark contrast to fractions between 0 and 1. The mathemati-
cal relation between value and valuation is the cosine function. This function defines
all value/valuation combinations uniquely.

Finally, as noted elsewhere (Moore, 1995), the Quantum Wave Model properly
identifies and distinguishes all value/valuation combinations for both composition
and transposition. Because it is a finite model, it is also capable of answering diffi-
cult value questions such as, “Is it permissible to murder in order to prevent mur-
der?” (Moore, 2008).

We began this section of the article with the statement by Gallopin that:

Any theoretician of formal axiology must acknowledge that you cannot
have formal axiology with just the so-called “axiom of value,” you may
build a kind of axiology from it with only analytical concepts and a finite
arithmetic, but it won’t be formal axiology. To have formal axiology you
need the other kind of concepts, synthetic and singular, and their corre-
sponding sets of predicates, and the mathematics of set theory that goes
with them, from which the systemic and intrinsic dimensions of value are
derived. It is an integrated and complete package. Any “problems” or “para-
doxes” or “counterintuitive” aspects must be addressed within the system
if it is to be kept just that: a system for formal axiology (Gallopin, 2012,
139).

We have now seen that Gallopin is grossly incorrect. His position collapses from
its own weight and lack of argumentative support. Let us review some aspects of
formal axiology that are not based on transfinite algebra, although they are a part of
Hartman’s model:

1. Any science proceeds by modification and selection of diverse formal frames
of reference.
2. There is ample definition of the types of finite intensions of concepts in Hart-
man’s work without only referring to cardinal numbers.
3. The logarithmic definition of systemic value and then subsequent definitions
of extrinsic and intrinsic value, along with the logarithmic definition of formal,
analytic, and singular concepts is a profound insight by Hartman that leads to
a finite version of formal axiology. These insights are the basis for the Quantum
Wave Model.
4. Finally, the Quantum Wave Model is a modification of certain aspects of
Hartman’s formal model, such as the relation between value and valuation, and
it generates more coherent results.
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Part II: Breaking Ties

After presenting his thesis, Gallopin offers a methodology by which the ties created
by Hartman’s formal model can be resolved. I admire his loyalty, and as an axiolo-
gist who defended Hartman’s formal model for some years, I understand Gallopin’s
energy. In this section Gallopin harshly criticizes my articles on Hartman and points
to numerous “errors.” I reject Gallopin’s claims in their entirety but am satisfied
merely to say that axiologists sometime agree to disagree. However, Gallopin then
goes on to create a method to solve some of the problems created by Hartman’s
formal model. Hartman’s formal model does not adequately account for all the
distinct, unique, and separate value/valuation combinations. 

Gallopin begins, “I will show how I believe he… (Hartman)… intended it…
(transfinite cardinality)... to be used….” (Gallopin, 2012, 145, parentheses added).
But later, after creating his decision matrix, he writes, “The above Discrimination
Matrix shows how Hartman used the cardinalities of the components of the compo-
sition and a rule ordering them by first looking at the power set cardinality this is the
result of the exponent…” (Gallopin, 147). There is a not too subtle shift here from
“how I believe he (Hartman) intended…” to the more definitive “how Hartman used
the cardinalities...” I know of no place where Hartman says anything like what
Gallopin develops in his (Gallopin’s) decision matrix. Hartman was no Agatha
Christie, leaving hints and clues that only the most astute observer would notice. He
was a scientist, and if he believed what Gallopin is saying, he probably would have
said it himself. This is far too important to be ignored. If Gallopin desires to offer
this as an addendum to Hartman’s formal model then he should do so but he ought
not to attribute this to Hartman himself.

As to Gallopin’s argument, he does not ask the right question. The question is
not, “How can ties be broken in favor of one ranking system or another?” No, the
proper question is, “Why does Hartman’s formal model create ties in the first
place?” The combinatorial value/valuation relations do not create ties. All the com-
binations are unique and represent distinct combinations of value and valuation.
When placed through the algebra of cardinality, ties are created. This is the real
problem, and Gallopin’s decision matrix does nothing to resolve this. In effect,
Gallopin’s decision matrix is like the epicycles created post hoc to maintain the
geocentric model of the universe. The problem is the cardinal number formal model
itself that creates ties where there are none. 

Then Gallopin goes further. He states, “To pursue the alternative ordering would
require a different discriminant matrix, but that matrix would still be constrained by
the rules of transfinite math” (Gallopin, 2012, 148). This is like saying that if Ein-
stein wanted to create a different theory of gravity he would be bound to do so
within the rules of Euclidean Geometry, where lines are not only parallel but infinite
in extension, and where both the force of gravity and space are infinite in extension.
But this was not Einstein’s geometry. Happily for us, Einstein did not know of
Gallopin’s constraint. Gallopin’s constraint is not only on the nature of formal
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models, but on thought itself. Utiliziing a different geometry of curved space with-
out parallel lines would not be allowed, and the poor string theorists would be hope-
lessly lost without a proper language to express their multi-dimensional space.
Gallopin does not share my understanding of science, the progress of science, formal
models, or human intellect. Finally, he does not share my understanding of the
complexity and beauty of the work of Robert S. Hartman, a body of work that far
supersedes cardinal numbers.

Part III: Validation

The next part of Gallopin’s paper deals legitimately with the problem of validating
the Hartman Value Profile (HVP). Leon Pomeroy has done profound work in vali-
dating the HVP against other psychological profiles and cross cultural studies. In his
ground-breaking work, The New Science of Axiological Psychology, (Pomeroy,
2005), he demonstrates that the HVP does indeed correlate with known profiles, and
this lends significant import to the power of the HVP as a personal profile of the
taker’s own value dimensions. It also demonstrates how personal values are predic-
tors of behavior. If the ranking of the value/valuation relations created by the Quan-
tum Wave Model (or any other method) goes against Pomeroy’s validation studies,
then this alternative ranking system would be proved invalid by Pomeroy’s findings.
Do Pomeroy’s findings challenge the Quantum Wave Model? Happily, this question
has an answer, one that Gallopin could have derived himself.
 How do we answer this question? It is really quite easy. First, take a set of HVP
profiles and calculate the scores utilizing Hartman’s ranking, then do the same
calculations using the rankings provided by the Quantum Wave Model. Finally,
simply compare the scores to see if the Quantum Wave Model is grossly out of step
with the HVP scores. Before doing this, we need to add one caution. The HVP is
proudly based on the Hartman rankings. Each of the eighteen linguistic expressions
was chosen to represent a unique value/valuation combination, and they are “biased”
in favor of the Hartman rankings. This is proper and unavoidable, but this does put
alternative rankings at a slight disadvantage. Each ranking system, ideally, would
have its own set of linguistic expressions that represent the proper rank order. With
this caution in mind let us proceed to the validation test. The following tables sum-
marize this study.

The last two columns of the two tables below summarize the differences be-
tween the Quantum Wave ranking and the Hartman ranking. As is easily observed,
the differences are slight. There is one notable exception, the standard deviation
scores for the Quantum Wave model are usually smaller than the Hartman scores.
Perhaps this discloses an advantage for the Quantum Wave rankings. I will leave
this for others to sort out.
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A fair analysis of this study will not support Gallopin’s claim that a different
ordinal ranking based on the Quantum Wave coherence and interference patterns
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instead of transfinite cardinality would not be validated by Pomeroy’s work. Gallo-
pin could have proved this for himself had he taken the time to test the Quantum
Wave rankings.
 

Summary
 
Gallopin writes, “To pursue the alternative ordering would require a different
discriminant matrix, but that matrix would still be constrained by the rules of trans-
finite math” (Gallopin, 2012, 148). His claim is simply false. Moreover, his insis-
tence on transfinite math as the only way to do axiology is mere dogma and has little
place in the pursuit of a scientific axiology. The Quantum Wave Model is an explo-
ration into finite axiology, an exploration begun by Hartman himself. Personally, I
do not believe that the Quantum Wave Model represents anything close to a final
answer or solution to the difficult questions raised by Hartman’s profound work in
formal axiology. I can only hope that this alternative mathematics will spark further
investigations. There are weaknesses in the Quantum Wave Model. For example, I
do not believe that the model properly accounts for transpositions. And I expect that
we need a new beginning, one based on fractal geometry to get this worked out
correctly. Hartman certainly suggested this in his use of Pascal’s triangle as the
pattern for specification of an intension (Hartman, 1967, 200-206). Pascal’s triangle
is a fractal that follows the power law of 2 . A fractal approach would, I believe,n

allow us to account for the chaos of transpositions, which the Quantum Wave Model
does not do well enough. Hartman’s finite model based on n = extrinsic value, with

2systemic value = log (n) and intrinsic value = 2  is a profound beginning and needsn

to be developed further within the geometry of fractals. Consider the pictorial
graphic representation below (Baish and Rakesk, 1). It shows two fractal bifurca-
tions that are well-ordered: frames A) and B). Frame C) is a “chaotic” organization
of blood vessels that feed a tumor. Tumors inside the body are surely transpositions.
It is suggestive to consider this as a logical structure of value harmony and dishar-
mony, or composition and transposition.



180 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY

My personal hope is to make a contribution in this direction. But this is a hope that
stands in the greatest contrast to Gallopin’s dogmatic view that formal axiology can
only be done with transfinite cardinals. In my world, scientists are free to create new
finite geometries and formal systems to increase our understanding of nature and
humanity. And so are axiologists. 
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Abstract

This short paper is a response to some of the technical claims made by Gallopin in
“The Baby or the Bathwater? The Role of Transfinite Mathematics in the Nascent
Hartman Science.” In particular, it reiterates difficulties associated with using trans-
finite mathematics as a foundational bridge between the Axiom of Formal Axiology
and the Hartman Value Profile, it shows how Gallopin has yet to address these
problems, and finally it suggests directions for new research which might overcome
these difficulties.

In “The Baby or the Bathwater? The Role of Transfinite Mathematics in the Nascent
Hartman Science,” Gary G. Gallopin has passionately answered the challenge laid
down by myself and others regarding the place of transfinite mathematics in Hart-
man’s Formal Axiology (hereafter referred to as FA). There are many aspects to his
defense of transfinite mathematics in FA, just as there are many purposes to which
Hartman put transfinite cardinalities and many critiques of those roles. In this brief
reply, I will constrain myself to the question of how to calculate the ranking of the
various valuations that is the basis of the Hartman Value Profile. I will leave the job
of responding to the other aspects of transfinite cardinalities in the capable hands of
others.

Please allow me an apology and a disclaimer before beginning my reply in
earnest. First, the apology: Much of the theory and formal machinations of set
theory that give rise to transfinite cardinalities can be so complex, confusing, and
apparently divorced from common everyday experience that they can be hard to
comprehend. But given its importance to FA—to its logical foundation and to the
question of whether it is a science—I ask for the readers’ forgiveness as I prepare
to delve into set theory proper. Second, the disclaimer: Gallopin has promised
further details concerning the theory behind the calculation of the HVP rankings by
transfinite mathematics in a later paper. My comments, perforce, must remain brief
and directed only at what he has laid out so far. Still, I believe the following com-
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ments will make clear the difficulties such a theory must overcome if it is to suc-
ceed.

I agree with Gallopin on many points: that Hartman believed that there is a tight
correlation between the cardinalities of sets and axiological types (Gallopin, 2012,
135-136); that Hartman believed that there was a mathematical means for calculat-
ing axiological valuations by means of transfinite mathematics (Gallopin, 2012,
135); that, at the time of Hartman’s writing, transfinite mathematics was incapable
of capturing the richness of FA (Gallopin, 2012, 139); and, finally, that the lynchpin
to making transfinite set theory the foundation of FA lay in its ability to portray
positive and negative conceptual combinations, “compositions” and “transpositions”
respectively (Gallopin, 2012, 139).

The problem, as I’ve argued elsewhere (Richards, 2010), arises when we attempt
to extend set theory so that the transfinite mathematics can produce both composi-
tions and transpositions. Gallopin correctly notes (Gallopin, 2012, 139) that Hart-
man uses the function of exponentiation of cardinalities, as defined in standard
Cantorian set theory, as the means of calculating compositions. So far, so good.

Gallopin’s difficulties begin when he looks at transpositons,

Then Hartman took it a step further and developed a new axiological value
term, that of “transpositions,” the negative combinations of concepts. In
doing so, he extended the nature of set theory into a new realm, that of the
negative exponentiation of transfinite cardinalities, yielding inverse
cardinalities (fractions). Hartman did this while staying within the rules of
transfinite arithmetic. The exposition of this new operation and the corre-
sponding set of associated value transpositions are shown below. …[see
page 139 for the table of transpositions]… Here he breaks new ground, for
the founder of transfinite mathematics, Georg Cantor, did not address these
kinds of negative exponentiations (that I know of). They are unusual in set
theory (Gallopin, 2012, 139).

Unfortunately, the “negative exponentiation of transfinite cardinalities”—these
“inverse cardinalities (fractions)”—are not only “unusual in set theory”, they are
unheard of. They do not appear in print before Hartman. So the question becomes,
what exactly is this “negative exponentiation” operation when used in the realm of
transfinite cardinalities?

This is not meant to be flippant question. If Hartman is extending “the nature of
set theory into a new realm,” then it is a real question. One that needs an answer; an
answer that defines an operation that is as technically rigorous and sound as that
given for regular exponentiation in standard set theory. That is, if FA is going to be
founded in the mathematics of transfinite set theory, as Gallopin repeatedly pro-
claims, such a definition must be possible.

Attempting to find such a definition leads to more dead ends than useful possi-
bilities. One might hope that Hartman supplied a definition. He did not. The most
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Hartman did was write the results of negative exponentiation as producing a cardi-
nality that he represents in fractional notation. (See, for example, Hartman 1967,
275; Gallopin, 2012, 183) But what exactly does that notation mean?

It cannot mean what fractional notation usually means—i.e., division—because
division is impossible in standard set theory. And when I write “impossible in stan-
dard set theory,” I do not mean “undefined in standard set theory.” “Undefined”
leaves open the possibility that set theory can be extended to include it. Instead,
what I mean is: division is impossible to define in set theory if multiplication is
defined. Given the fact that Cantor uses multiplication to build the transfinite
cardinalities within set theory, this means that division is impossible to define in
standard set theory. (I have given this impossibility proof elsewhere (Richards 2010,
109) and so will not repeat it here.)

Hartman’s fractional notation also cannot mean subtraction. This is because it
is impossible to define a “subtraction” operator in set theory if addition is defined.
And since, in Cantorian set theory, multiplication is defined in terms of addition,
and transfinite cardinalities are built with multiplication, it is impossible to define
subtraction in standard set theory. (I have given this impossibility proof elsewhere
as well) (Richards 2010, 109-110).

The difficulties associated with transfinite mathematics are starkly apparent
here, particularly when Gallopin mischaracterizes me as using subtraction within set
theory. The proof I presented to show that subtraction is impossible (and, for that
matter, the impossibility proof for division as well) does not rely on a unique result
for the operation within set theory. Rather, if one wants to show that no such unique
result is possible for any subtraction-like operator, the proof is indirect: namely
assume that such an operator is possible, then show that this assumption leads to a
contradiction. Such indirect proofs, sometimes called reductio ad absurdum proofs,
can not occur within set theory; as Gödel showed as early as 1931, it is impossible
to prove anything about a particular formal system within that system. Thus the
proofs I have presented regarding the impossibility of subtraction and division
operators are meta-proofs, occurring outside of set theory proper. Thus, Gallopin’s
claim of error on my part regarding subtraction in set theory (Gallopin, 2012, 134)
is incorrect. Furthermore, since Cantor constructed sets with transfinite cardinality
using multiplication, it is not just that Cantor, “did not address these kinds of nega-
tive exponentiations” (Gallopin, 2012, 139), rather, it was impossible for him to do
so, except (theoretically) to prove that such operations were impossible.

Please note, these mutual exclusive proofs—it is impossible to define subtrac-
tion if addition is defined and it is impossible to define division if multiplication is
defined—result in a much stronger claim than “subtraction is not defined for trans-
finite cardinalities because no unique result can be found for this operation” (Gallo-
pin, 2012, 134; paraphrase of Breuer, 1958, 46), or even than “any ‘proofs’ or ‘demon-
strations’ using it as if the solution is unique are out of bounds, including cancelling
both sides of an equation via subtraction” (Gallopin, 2012, 134; paraphrase of
Lieber, 1953, 140). Its not just that subtraction and division is are not defined, but
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that they cannot be defined. At least, they cannot be defined if we wish to remain
within the realm of Cantorian set theory.

All this being said, we’re still no closer to knowing how to use transfinite math-
ematics to generate the unique ranking of valuations exhibited by the HVP. Hartman
gives no direct answers. Set theory gives no direct answers. If anything set theory
indicates that it cannot be done. Gallopin teases us with his Discriminant Matrix
(DM) (Gallopin, 2012, 145-146), but here there is a glaring hole. He shows how the
DM orders “the compositions only, since the transpositions would use the same
procedure only adjusted for the reciprocal” (Gallopin, 2012, 145). As far as the
concerns I have raised, and all the technical arguments I have presented here and
elsewhere, this innocuous looking statement is the baby, the bathwater, the tub,
bathroom, and whole house wrapped into one. For what I have argued, granted in
very technical terms, amounts to saying: there is no way “to adjust the procedure for
the reciprocal” and stay logically consistent with transfinite set theory. This is the
conclusion that follows from the meta-proofs regarding subtraction and division; it
is impossible to define the reciprocals, be they addition/subtraction or multiplica-
tion/division, and stay logically consistent with the axioms of set theory. And as
there are no other methods of combining transfinite cardinalities other than multipli-
cation and addition yet defined, the impossibility claim holds.

Though I have used strident language above in presenting my arguments, this
does not mean that I am without hope for finding a theoretical foundation for FA.
This is far from the case. Hartman’s insight as stated in the Axiom of Formal Axiol-
ogy is too cogent to be jettisoned, and the validity studies of the HVP are too persua-
sive to be ignored. It seems ill conceived to posit that there is no connection between
the two. While coincidence may be ubiquitous, and indeed may be the only connec-
tion here, nothing I have argued requires it to be so. There are avenues of research
which may bear fruit in attempting to close this conceptual and logical gap. 

First, there is the possibility of transferring all valuations into finite numerical
values. I have address problems associated with that elsewhere (Richards, 2010,
111-113). While those problems are not to be dismissed, they are not, in my opinion,
insurmountable. Second, one could posit a method that combines transfinite
cardinalities in such a way that allows reciprocation. To be honest, I do not see this
as a truly viable strategy. It is my suspicion that the nature of transfinite cardinalities
is such as to prohibit such operations; that is to say, for any operation defined that
combines cardinalities, it will be able to prove that its reciprocal is impossible to
define. At this time, I cannot supply the meta-proof, i.e., prove that all reciprocal
operations are impossible, but I am confident that it is so.

Finally, it is possible that a formal system of transfinite axiology could be con-
structed that is not founded on the standard axioms of set theory. This other system
would have to be constructed so as to reflect the structure of value, rather than the
structure of sets. It is this final avenue that I believe has the most hope for success.
That such work might be needed should come as no surprise. For where transfinite
mathematics comes up short is not in the structure of value per se—the three types
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of cardinalities map well to the three types of value—but in the structure of valua-
tion. The structure of valuation is far more rich than the structure that occurs merely
from the property of belonging to a group. This, I believe, is the real lesson to be
taken from the impossibility proofs I’ve discussed above and elsewhere. The fact
that they cannot represent the necessary structures of axiology is a reflection of the
paucity of set theory for representing the reality of valuation, and thus should not be
taken as some foundational slight on FA. I suspect that Hartman himself knew this
to be the case, as illustrated by the fact that he required another full book to com-
pletely delineating a calculus of value. Unfortunately for us, to my knowledge, he
never began that work.

Still, the attempt to construct a value calculus that represents the experience of
value in all its richness, including transfiniteness, is one I would welcome. Such an
undertaking is a daunting task, but in my opinion it has the best chance for success,
and it would be more true to Hartman’s legacy than any of the alternatives. It is
possible that Gallopin’s promised work will fit the bill. But until such an attempt is
made, it is premature to conclude that the baby, the bathwater, or anything else, has
been lost.
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Abstract

I find Gary Gallopin’s article to be very illuminating about the role of transfinite
mathematics in Hartman foundations for a scientific axiology. Gallopin’s views in
this article support the use of transfinite mathematics as one of necessity when
following the logical consequences of Hartman’s axiom of value. From my perspec-
tive as a practicing axiologist, Gallopin’s article provides a compelling explanation,
and it is fairly easy to understand with the examples he used.

The main comment I want to make concerns a quote from Gallopin’s article
expressing the necessity of using set-theory or transfinite mathematics. Gallopin
writes, “The point is, Hartman had no choice in the matter. Once he started down
the road of the axiom of value, he had to follow logic” (Gallopin, 2012, 138, italics
added). I want to examine further in what sense this is true. 



188 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY

Gallopin concludes that the best path for developing a scientific axiology is to
follow formal set theory. I agree, and I will discuss the inner structure of large sets
to resolve some of the issues brought forward by critics.

1. Formalization and the Axiom of Value

Formalization is the process of adapting mathematics to a system of mechanical
processing. Formalized texts are widely known in our experience, e.g., computer
programs. To use the program Quikbooks for your accounting, you have to know the
computer’s vocabulary and the rules of grammar in the program. Common mathe-
matical texts are never completely formalized because they are written in English
or a language intended to be understood by human beings who communicate in that
language. However, it is universally accepted that every mathematical text can be
formalized. It is further believed that every mathematical text can be formalized
within a single formal language. This language is the language of axiomatics or
formal set theory. 

Gallopin quotes Hartman as follows.

Its basis is the definition of a value as a set of properties [or predicates],
which leads to the application of set theory to values. Once one has this
framework, which I call formal axiology, one can apply it to empirical
value phenomena and explain them in terms of the axiological system and
its elements, the intrinsic, extrinsic, and systemic value dimensions (Hart-
man, 1995, 118).

Hartman desired to formalize such operations as counting properties and per-
forming a one-to-one correspondence between intensional predicates and exten-
sional properties in order to transform value theory into a scientific axiology. He
used what was commonly understood as the mainstream best method, namely for-
mal set theory. No doubt, other formal languages are conceivable, but formal set
theory is widely considered the best vehicle for formalization. Hartman adopted
what was well-respected, most authoritative, and most effective. 

Formal set theory centers on a group of intuitively convincing axioms, and the
Zermelo-Fraenkel-Skolem (ZFS) axiom system is the most popular foundation for
set theory. Most texts I have read (reviewed) list nine ZFS axioms using primarily
the symbol for union (or addition), U; the symbol for is a subset of,  Í; the symbol
for is a member of, Î; and the symbol for the empty set, Æ. These are used in any
formalized mathematical system along with logic symbols (Davis, Hersh, 1981,
138). The ZFS axiom system is the best fit for formalizing Hartman’s scientific
approach to axiology.   

The axiom of value can be expressed in many ways in English, as Hartman did:
“X has value to the degree it fulfills the intension of its concept” (Hartman, 1967,
103, italics added). Hartman defined three basic kinds of concepts from traditional
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logic texts, synthetic mental constructs, analytic abstractions, and singular, unique
totalities. In Kant’s Logik, we find these expressed as, definitions, expositions, and
complete descriptions. In contemporary programming texts, they are expressed as
constructs, catalogues, and containers (Short, 2009, slide 29). Hartman rightly
thought that mental constructs would have a finite numerical limit, typically repre-
sented by the symbol “n” for any given number. For Hartman this became the char-
acteristic number (or formal symbol) for systemic value.

The second kind of concept, an analytic abstraction, would have a countable
limit that seems to be inexhaustible in our experience. This reminds me of a humor-
ous quote from the famous philosopher, Anonymous: “As our civilization learns
more and more about less and less, we will soon know everything about nothing.”
The symbol for this kind of mathematical structure was named “Aleph-0,” a
denumerable infinity in set theory, first established by Georg Cantor in his work on
Mengenlehre (set theory), circa 1880. In Hartman’s foundations of a value science,
this became the characteristic number (or symbol) for extrinsic value. 

The third kind of concept grasping the total property inventory of a singular,
unique object fits well with the structure of a non-denumerable, infinite set named
“Aleph-1.” A continuum is obtained when we find that the properties are not count-
able but blend into one another without any gaps or decimal points. Hartman adopt-
ed this set structure as the characteristic symbol for intrinsic value. 

2. Axiom of Value Formalized

The reader might be better informed by the axiom of value written in formal lan-
guage:

 v U n À-0 À-1X  « { x Î P(F) & F Î ÈH  (S , E , I )}

English translation:  X has value, if and only if, 1) it is an x, 2) x is a member of the
Power set of Theta, and 3) Theta is a member of the Union of the three dimensions

U n À-0 À-1of the Hartman Universe (H ), {S , E , and I } (Skinner, 1975). The value of any
specific x on which we may focus is determined by comparing the properties of x
with the descriptive requirements for class membership in the dimensions of the
Hartman Universe which consists of the Union (the addition sum of the three dimen-
sions) of Systemic, Extrinsic and Intrinsic sets.

3. Transfinite Cardinalities = Property Densities

Transfinite cardinalities are break-points or end-points identifying differences in
property densities. Let’s consider material tangible objects found in our eye-sight
view of the surrounding world. First, I make the move from the property density of
mental constructs (represented by the symbol n) to the greater density of material

0objects both static and moving in space-time (À ).
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Assuming the idea of infinite sets can be accepted, we can easily accept the
existence of some specific infinite sequences within them such as the decimal ex-
pansion of ð: 3.14159… Now imagine the set of all possible sequences of digits
0,….9. This is the real number system symbolized by the transfinite cardinal num-

0ber À . Georg Cantor (1874) proved that it is impossible to arrange its elements in
a list, even an infinite list; therefore, its element density is greater than the element

Odensity of n. The limit cardinal for this set is À  (again, this is not a number but a
symbol to express the density limit). This set is experienced as the cluster of the
elements in point set typology which goes right up to the edge of the continuum, c,
of material and material relations, including the linkages of cause and effect in
space-time. It is a part of the continuum, but not continuous itself. This is the funda-
mental arena for mathematical analysis, calculus, and its generalizations. 

Once Hartman decided to use formal set theory to describe concept predicate

Odensities, he was mathematically “forced” to use this À  set as the model for extrin-
sic value, a countable but not limited set. However, in consideration of the infinite

Onumber of possible subsets in the power set of À , it is prudent to restrict the num-
ber of subsets to co-finite subsets under consideration for more precision in applica-
tion. If we do not slice the transfinite sets into finite sub-parts, we risk losing con-
trast and granularity, where one thing blends into another without object-integrity
borders. 

Therefore, in applied formal axiology we operate with co-finite subsets within
infinite sets which are somewhat elusive due to their enormous size. The largess of
infinite sets becomes practical and is handled operationally by axiologists using co-
finite subsets that we as humans can understand. The transfinite cardinals are simply
markers that signal the property densities of different sectors of our experience,
namely, mental, physical, or interpersonal. Combinations of these three dimensions
follow the rules of transfinite arithmetic, as Gallopin clearly points out. 

4. Gallopin’s Article, Part 2

Gallopin introduces a Discriminant Matrix showing the value hierarchy in transfinite
cardinal terms (Gallopin 2012, 145-146). However, Gallopin’s attempt to resolve
ties, when the formulae have the same result, seems very weak to me. I am submit-
ting an alternative here which I believe makes more sense.

I think the critiques Gallopin by Edwards, Moore and Richards are all right from
their own perspective due to apparent confusions in the mathematics. If the issues
can be clarified, these perspectives can be brought into agreement (potentially).  

In any given infinite set of the aleph class, we have transfinite ordinal numbers,
represented by omega, ù (Cantor, 1874, 258-262). The transfinite ordinals order the
internal structure of aleph sets. Within the aleph-1 infinite set, there are many sub-
sets, which are also structurally infinite. These infinite subsets can be selected ac-
cording to the axiom of choice. Thus, we can formally express the set’s order as,

1 2 3 1[ù , ù , ù ,… À ]. In words of common discourse, the infinite alephs can be sliced
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into sub-parts, which may be infinite or finite. It may be instructive to think of these
sub-parts as levels or lattice structures nesting within the aleph sets. I can choose
a finite subset of an aleph, as in a systemic valuation of an intrinsic value, I , or IS

may choose a countable infinite subset of the aleph-1, as in an extrinsic valuation
of an intrinsic value, I . I can then establish a hierarchy of property richness withinE

the aleph-1 set, I  > I  > I . A fairly simple one-to-one correspondence proves theI E S

hierarchical relationship. The same sequencing may be done with the aleph-0 set and
the n-set to produce the 9-item value hierarchy (compositions only). 

Another perspective on the use of the HVP shows the necessity to deploy only
finite subsets. Suppose I am a coach or counselor, and I use the HVP to examine an
individual’s value capacities. In this case, I use the HVP to detect attributes or
characteristics of the individual in the neighborhood of 25 to 50 variables Hartman’s
axiogram in his HVP Manual of Interpretation defined 25 variables (Hartman,
2006). I think even the idea of using an infinite number of variables is clearly not
practical. I may assume all persons are intrinsic value objects with an infinite num-
ber of properties from the spiritual perspective, but in a counseling practice, I must
limit my value perspective in order to be effective as a counselor. 

Thus, with the HVP, I examine the unique lattice formation, mentioned above,
within the person. I may focus on just a few of the lattice components. The HVP
helps me determine which lattice pieces are not well-connected and, through the
counseling effort, adjust the lattice structure for the betterment of the individual.

I do agree with most arguments Gallopin presented. I think Hartman was inge-
nious to characterize systemic value with the cardinal number n, restricting it to a
finite set. The cardinality of the natural numbers is N, infinite, and not n, finite.
Since finite definitions are used for all the value dimensions, an n numbered finite
set of characteristics is the first order for all dimensions. Edwards, Moore and Rich-
ards should be satisfied with a reduced axiology using only the finite subsets at the
front end of all dimensions. Other practitioners, such as Gallopin and I, may also be
satisfied with using finite subsets on the front end and Hartman’s transfinite
cardinalities as the formal set theory limits for the magnitude of the value dimen-
sions.
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Abstract

The Hartman Institute encourages the continued use of the Hartman Value Profile
(HVP) in academic research. This article reviews one such endeavor by Clifford G.
Hurst, his Ph.D. dissertation, Discerning Entrepreneurial Judgment as Reflected in
Entrepreneur’s Responses to Feedback. In it, Cliff made a compelling case for the
need to identify more accurately the judgment capacity of entrepreneurs, for they
can be a driving force in today’s economy. Potential investors have difficulty not
only in identifying a good start up idea but also the entrepreneurs who have the
judgment capacity needed to be successful. Finding ways to help both entrepreneurs
and investors identify key judgment areas and better decision making strategies
could improve the success rate of startup businesses. Cliff’s most significant find-
ings shows both the power of the HVP for prediction and the greatest problem that
executive coaches face today. “Participants with the greatest capacity for solving
practical problems for themselves were the most open to feedback, and those partici-
pants with less capacity for solving practical problems for themselves were the most
likely to deflect feedback. Those who need it least seek it more than those who need
it more” (Hurst , 2112, 131). This review summarizes Hurst’s literature review and
his justification for using the HVP in his research. It explores his methods, findings,
and reflections on future research using the HVP. 

1. Introduction

Hurst starts his dissertation with an in depth review of the role of judgment in entre-
preneurs’ decision making because it is the most important asset they have. “Entre-
preneurs exercise judgment in all aspects of their work—when making decisions,
forging networks, hiring employees, developing products, etc” (Hurst, 2012, 11). An
entrepreneur’s judgment capacities are put to the test on many levels and are critical
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in the early stages of founding their companies. Without entrepreneurs’ abilities to
acquire investors, we would not have business such as Facebook, Microsoft, or
Apple. Without their abilities to deal with a sea of ambiguity and information and
still make tough decisions, much would be lost. The following three approaches to
studying entrepreneurs could be applied to many other professions as well. 

Conceptual models focusing on personality traits have had little success in
predicting success. 
Structural factors focusing on the combination of elements in the environment
that might determine success. 
Cognitive research focusing on entrepreneurs thought process, more specifically
how they receive and respond to feedback. 

This last approach is the most promising and is the one Hurst followed. It is not
fixed like traits, but it is somewhat malleable and allows those interested to improve
their potentials for success. It also lends itself to the application of the Formal Axiol-
ogy, a metavaluational theory that allows for reflection on one’s evaluating process
and the links between knowing and doing. He notes that we humans make value
judgments every time we decide what to do based on what we know. He gives the
following five reasons to support his use of formal Axiology, which should be noted
by others interested in doing research because they could also be used to justify
many more studies in cognitive research. 

Value theories have become popular since the 1970s (Rokeach, 1972, 1973),
and formal axiology sets itself apart as a theory about the structure of human values
and valuations, and not just about particular values. Being a metavaluational theory,
it has more in common with and has something to add to the current research on
metacognitive capacities (Haynie, et al, 2010). “Theories of cognition relate to what
people know. Theories of meta-cognition relate to the cognitive structures which
determine the boundaries of what they can know.” (Hurst, 2012, 71) As Hurst ex-
plains, “Formal Axiology posits that judgment is a higher-order task than is purely
rational thinking (Byrum, undated). In this regard, formal axiology is in agreement
with some…recent thinking about the scope of metacognition (Papaleontiou-Louca,
2008) and recent research into the neuroscience of metacognition (Moll, Oliveira-
Souza, & Zahn, 2009)” (Hurst, 2012, 16). He adds, “The HVP provides a way to
measure a respondent’s judgment capacities (Hartman, 2006)” (Hurst, 2012, 16).

The HVP has been used in the areas of leadership development and employee
selection in large businesses since the late 1960s, and it is widely accepted. Hurst
devotes an entire chapter to the review and justification of the HVP and its scoring
logic. Anyone interested in using the HVP would be wise to read this, as he has
done an excellent job of outlining the key aspects of the HVP and what it can mea-
sure. In addition, he includes three appendix notations for even more review of the
logic and the defining scales of the instrument as they relate to more commonly 
used terms applicable to the study of entrepreneurial judgment and problem solving.
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His third appendix addresses his use of the Byrum Method and the importance
of assessing HVP results through dialogues between axiologists and respondents,
what Byrum calls “axiological hermeneutics.” Hurst brings Hartman’s work down
to a level of simplified understanding, and he clearly explains the types of capacities
it can measure and how they relate to an individual’s work and problem solving. 

Hurst’s review of judgment and decision making (JDM), more specifically
entrepreneurial JDM notes that six lines of research exist at present. Some build on
others, and some result from disagreements with others, but all are still in use today.
He limits the subject his review of literature to the role of individuals in decision
making, but he notes a whole line of literature also on group decision making and
the influence of organizational structure on individuals and their decisions. 

Hurst reviews the following six theories and indicates that they could be used
in future studies.

Rational Actor Theory (RAT)
Bounded Rationality
Game Theory
Heuristics & Biases
Bounded Rationality
Naturalistic Decision Theory (Incrementalism, Image Theory)

He notes three limitations often be encountered in research on performance mea-
sures and private sector benchmarking practices. 

1. Varying and vague definitions of what makes someone an entrepreneur. (It
is often difficult to get clearly defined roles and responsibilities for any position,
such as a manager. What constitutes a manager in one organization may be differ-
ent than in another.)

2. Empirical studies where subjects are selected based on their stated intentions,
rather than on their present success. (More research with the HVP needs to be done
alongside accepted and proven performance measures. The more empirical the
performance measure, the more the predicative and accurate the outcome may be.)

3. Differences between academics and the real world on what traits matter the
most in determining success. (More research needs to be done that looks not look
at anticipated traits but at identifying actual traits that create the most significant
predictive results. This includes traits that are strong and potential limiting factors
that seem to impede performance.)

Hurst’s central question is, “How is entrepreneurial judgment reflected in the
ways that entrepreneurs respond to feedback?” (Hurst, 2012, 85). His research rests
on the following six presuppositions inherent in formal axiology. Again, he is laying
a good framework for future studies with the HVP. He presupposes that:

1. Formal axiology, as a theory, is indeed a meaningful lens through which to
study values and valuations in situations of uncertainty where decisions are called
for in the face of complex dilemmas.

2. Each person has a propensity to make judgments according to his or her
unique value structures, and these propensities can be identified and measured by



196 JOURNAL OF FORMAL AXIOLOGY

the HVP. 
3. Most people are not aware of the values they hold or of a theory about the

structure underlying those values.
4.This structure is there and operating, anyway, whether we know it or not. In

this way, it is like the law of gravity (Hartman, 1991, 13). If I jump off of a cliff, the
law of gravity works on my body whether or not I know about the law of gravity,
like it, or believe in it.

5. Unlike the deterministic effects of the law of gravity, if people know about
the structure of their values, they can choose to act differently based on that under-
standing.

6. If people understand—through axiological interpretation—the structure of the
values at play in any given situation, they can make better judgments. (Hurst, 2012,
85-86)

2. Methods 

Hurst uses hermeneutics to confirm the results of the HVP. He wanted to verify that
his understanding and interpretation of HVP results was also being understood by
those who took the profile. In his first round of interviews, Hurst sought to correlate
his understanding of what was in the reports with the individuals’ understandings
of themselves. Were they open to, and did they agree with the feedback? He also
looked at surface and depth interpretation. Surface hermeneutics is based on under-
standing the words, while depth hermeneutics reflects the meanings the participants
developed from the dialogs about their HVP results. 

In selecting entrepreneur subjects, Hurst used the following three principles. 
1. Type of entrepreneur: Hurst chose to only work with “gazelles,” those entre-

preneurs whose business can be scaled quickly and profitably. This usually entails
the need for financial investors to bring a business to scale quickly. 

2. Location: All participants came originally from the greater San Francisco
Bay/Silicon Valley area. To get a larger sample size, he had to open it more, but this
did not seem to affect the results. 

3. Stage of business start-up: He chose to work with businesses that were in the
“idea” or “start-up” phase, as defined by The Startup American Partnership. 

He got two pools of subjects through a local Entrepreneurial training group
(SVASE) and a Fast Track Startup group. He had difficulty getting participants to
take part and ended up with a total of 19 initial participants that took the HVP, 15
that allowed him to interview and review their HVP results, and only 9 that allowed
a follow up interview six months after the first. In addition to the interviews, he also
collected demographic data on each participant and additional “pitch” ratings, which
did not prove significant. He coded the transcripts from both the first and second
round of interviews for instances of reflection (how the subjects were able to recall
instances of the feedback in their life), or deflection (when subjects turned aside a
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prompt to reflect or were defensive). He also coded them by his own adaptation of
Grant & Deweck’s (2003) schema:

Learning Goals—responses to feedback that emphasize learning or growth.
Outcome Goals—responses to feedback that reflect “wanting to do well.”
Ability Performance Goals—responses to feedback that reflect validation of
one’s abilities.
Normative Ability Performance Goals—responses to feedback that reflect a
desire to compare one’s own performance with the performances of others
(Hurst, 2012, 103).

3. Findings

Hurst found support for all three of his hypotheses. He found that entrepreneurs in
his sample reflected more upon feedback than deflecting it. He found that there were
several HVP scores that could, in some way, predict or identify those entrepreneurs
who have the greatest tendency to deflect feedback rather than reflect upon it. He
also found support for three of the four hypotheses related to Grant & Dweck’s
(2003) findings. Entrepreneurs interpret feedback as learning opportunities 64% of
the time, four times more often than they did for outcome goals or performance
abilities. They associate learning goals with active coping and with a wide range of
positive, mastery-oriented indicators in the face of challenges and difficulties. 

Hurst goes into great detail about how he scored the reflection and deflection
items, and he uses a percentage scale to compare scores across all of the subjects.
The HVP correlations are included below. That he was able to reach statistical
significance even with such a low number of respondents supports the HVP’s pre-
dictive ability. It still leaves room for more research with greater numbers of partici-
pants. 

Hurst’s Table 3 
Significant Differences Between Low Performers and High Performers in HVP

Primary Scales

N=16 Global DIME2 DIME2 INTE2 BALE2
U 4.5 4 4.5 7
Median Low
Deflectors

Md = 13.00 Md = 11.00 Md = 3.00 Md = 2.50

Median High
Deflectors

Md = 32.50 Md = 21.00 Md = 11.50 Md = - 9.00

Possible Range 0 to 77 0 to 43 0 to 34 0 to ± 15+
Z -2.368 -2.434 -2.373 -2.071
p 0.018 0.015 0.018 0.038
r 0.59 0.61 0.59 0.52
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In addition, the Mann Whitney U-Test revealed near significance in difference
between Low Deflectors and High Deflectors in the following HVP indices:

Rho 2 p = .069
Int% 2 p = .059
DIF1/DIF2 p = .052

Hurst’s Table 6
Significant Differences between Low Deflectors and High Deflectors in HVP Sec-

ondary Scales

N=16 SQ1 SQ2 BQr1 BQr2 CQ1 CQ2
U 7 6 3 5 6 8
Median Low
Deflectors

55.5 20 1.2455 1.08 58.85 20.15

Median
High De-
flectors

85.5 36.5 1.922 2.054 131.95 64.15

Possible
Range

20 to
350

0 to 43
0.1 to
4.1

0.1 to
4.1

0 to 537 0 to 176

Z -2.062 -2.191 -2.547 -2.304 -2.183 -1.94
p 0.039 0.028 0.011 0.021 0.029 0.052
r 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5]

These figures indicate that several measures from the HVP self-scores could be
used in future studies to predict an entrepreneur’s ability to accept feedback. Hurst
defines each of these scales and what the correlations indicate. For those interested
more in the specifics please refer to The Hartman Value Profile (HVP) Manual of
Interpretation, or ask Cliff Hurst for a copy of his dissertation. In summary “Partici-
pants with the greatest capacity for solving practical problems for themselves were
the most open to feedback, and those participants with less capacity for solving
practical problems for themselves were the most likely to deflect feedback. Those
who need it least seek it more than those who need it more” (Hurst, 2112, 131). 

4. Implications for Future Research 

Hurst has taken on a challenge that only someone like Leon Pomeroy (2005) has
attempted—to take the HVP into proven and reviewed academic research in the
social sciences. He provides a great review of literature related to cognitive theories
and judgments and to using the HVP that many could build on the future. His justifi-
able criteria for selecting his subjects also made it difficult and frustrating to get a
large sample pool. Obtaining reliable performance measures was difficult, but this
has been a challenge in most research on performance prediction in both the aca-



Review: Cliff Hurst’s Dissertation on Entrepreneurship 199

demic and private sectors. Hurst took on a novel challenge in using the HVP—
indirectly testing profile takers’ reflected acceptance of what the HVP had to say
about them. This could spark a broader study to see how many people really agree
with what the HVP reports have to say, even if they do not choose to use this infor-
mation. More research along these lines needs to be conducted with larger sample
sizes and better performance measures. 

The second important issue for future research is brought up by Hurst’s lengthy
discussion of “The Byrum Method” for interpreting the HVP. Earlier reservations
about the HVP centered on inconsistencies in its administration and its interpreta-
tion. Computers and internet delivery have taken care of most of the administration
and scoring issues, but now there are several different schools of thought as to its
interpretation. Either the Hartman Institute or some individual should document
these different interpretations, so that people can understand some of their similari-
ties and differences. This issue was brought up at the 2011 Hartman Institute meet-
ing in Knoxville, Tennessee. This is not to say that one method is better or worse
than another, but the differences should be disclosed, so they can be explained in
academic research, and so that potential users can make better informed choices.
Some methods, interpretations, or alternative profiles may prove to be more useful
than others. For example, interpretive statements removing references to jobs have
proven valuable in working with youth or with people in transition between jobs.
The development of sports specific and work related profiles have provided addi-
tional insight into unique environments. May Cliff Hurst’s work and this review
spur others look for new directions to advance the HVP and the axiological theories
of Robert S. Hartman. 
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